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參労編號 161120-225619-23380
Kcfei encc Numt)cr:

敝 棚  09/12/2016
Uvaillinc for submission:

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of subm ission:

20/11/2016 22:56:19

有關的規劃申誧編號 Y/UIMi/2
The application no. to which the comment relatcK；

「提意見人」 姓名/名稱
cf person making ibis comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

先生 Mr. G H K o o

N ew  developments in D iscovery Bay surely create em ploym ent opportunity  in  property u><* \
y. Fully support. \



PEMS Comment Submission 以 丨 /1

就規劃申請液核提出意見 Making Comment on P丨anning Application / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

16112M 72031-87029

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

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

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

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:

09/12/2016

21/11/2016 17:20:31

Y/I-DB/2

先生 Mr. Lee Yarnall

I refer to the applicants response to comments dated October 2016. Specifically their response to 
LandsD comment no. 6 re-provision o f  hiking trails. The applicants response is that the PRF hiki 
ng 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 .l). T 
he drawing no. PRF-001 dated 14/1/2016 Rev. C shows the hiking trail going around the applica 
lion site. TTie 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 o f area 6F could cause this hiking trail 
to be closed for the duration o f 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 t 
o the staircase during and after completion o f construction?



PEMS Coiuiucnt Submission

4 4 3 4

就規劃中請/紐友提出意見(V丨aki丨丨g C議川tMitun Pla丨丨nif丨g App丨 (川/丨<evitw
參考編號
Reference Nuinhcr: 161121-132159-80584

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

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission: 21/11/2016 13:21.59

m

有關的規劃申請編號
. V7T-T)R/9

The application.no. to which the comment relates:

「提意M A 」姓名/名稱 
Name of pers*/ii making this commci； i;

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

先生 Mr. Steve Li

[Support change the city planning for improvement of Discovery Bay living enviomment
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PFMS CVmmcnl Submission t i  J /  2

m

就镋劃申請/隳核提出意見！Vlaki丨ig C o m m it  〇“ H an i丨ing Applicaiion /丨Uview

參考編號  161123-120809-67856
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間  23/11/2016 12:08:09
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號  Y/l_Dfi/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱  先 生 Mr. J Chau
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment: * 1 2 3

To:

Secretary o f the Town Planning Board
tpbpd@plandgov.hk
Re:
Application Y/I-DB/2, Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Re 
sidential (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 
covery Bay from "Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)M to "Residential (Group 
C) 12"

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, 
designated for living quarters for staff serving the Discovery Bay development. The application 
aims to increase this to 2160sqm o f private residential development. This is over 127 times the o 
riginal 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 combinai， vastly increasing the unit density in the area.
3. The end of Parkvale Road feeding into the proposed site (running along Woodbury, Woodgre 
C33 and Woodland Court) is in a narrow, tightly curved, cul-de-sac arrangement, with a very narr 
d w  width at the top behind Woodbury Court, and is already very heavily used by logistics and ut 
ility vehicles and buses serving the current population density. Tlie volume o f vehicles already c 
(uses danger to the residents, as recognized by the Developer as evident in the addition of speed 
Wimps to the section in recent years. Construction vehicles and delivery of heavy machinery, an 
I increase in logistics, utilities and transport vehicles to support the additional population will ca

mailto:tpbpd@plandgov.hk
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PHMS Commom Submission

use oonsidcvable danger iukI nuisance to ihe residents in un area already busy wiih large vchicl(

. N o . ''2 - y % bus serving the R(C)4 urea is already frequently overcrowded with ihe current popul 
latioa  density. Adding 476 units, nearly doubling the current cluster unit count, to the area will el 
x cess iv e ly  strain the buses; the option o f  adding additional bus lines will not be an option as mulj 
tiple bus lines w ill also be very problematic for the aforementioned constrained feeder road into 
the application site.
5. T h e proposal w ill replace an area o f 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 ol 
f  the open areas surrounding the existing towers. The application will in fact reduce the area o f n| 
atural.green space for residents and replace it with hard landscaped gsirden features.
6. T h e  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 
m th e  first-hand private residential property market for the coming three to four years is approxi 
m ately  74 000 units, which is the highest on record .... the private sector w ill, on average, produ 
ce about 14 600 flats each year in the next fiv e  years, representing an increase o f  about 300/〇.” T 
he address did not advocate for additional private housing supply; it called for ^private sectors c| 
apacity to assist in increasing and accelerating the supply o f  subsidised sale flats” which the appl 
ica tion  fails to respond.
7. Current sites zoned under this land use is currently used by the management company for the 

•provision  o f  sta ff quarters to serve the D iscovery Bay development’， that is staff o f the resort
m anagem ent. It is  not, as stated in the application, for s ta ff ‘required by the general residences’.
8. S ta ffin g  quarters provide affordable resident space for the staff that is nedessary to se fve lh b  r 
esort o f  D iscovery  Bay, and is  an important re lie f  on the public or private housing pressures esp 
e c ia lly  for the w orking levels across H ong K ong. In addition, given the lack o f  affordable ho\ 
g  w ith in  D iscovery  Bay for staff serving the resort, many are driven to seek accommodation else! 
w h ere , adding to the pressures on the lim ited public transport options connecting D iscovery Bay] 
and th e  rest o f  H ong Kong.
9. G iv e n  the increased areas o f  developm ent in  D iscovery B ay already planned, there should be 
an in crease  o f  staffing quarters in D iscovery B ay  to keep up w ith the increased workload and de 
m and,
10. V e r y  limitod open consultation w ith the ex istin g  residents have taken p lace since the start o f 1 
A e  y ear , and no additional efforts have been m ade since the first subm issions, there are no  detail! 
s o f  th e  developm ent desigji available in the presentation materials given to the residents. N o tra 
ff ic  assessm en ts o f  internal public transport to  demonstrate impact by increase o f  population can] 
be supported  discussed with residents.

T h e  application  s ite  should be retained for the u se  of'"Staffing Quarters (5) wat the original densi|
ty-
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PE M S C o m m e n t  Subm ission

M 9 6
就規割屮讀 / f l f核提出意見  M a k in g  C o m m e n r  on  P larm iD S  A p p lic a tio n  / FU view

參考編號
N um ber:

161 125-094301-80476

提交限期
D ea d lin e  for subm ission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
D a te  and  tim e o f  subm ission:

25/11/2016 09:43:01

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to which the comment relates: Y /I-D B /2

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱
N am e o f person  m ak ing  this com m ent:

先 生  M r. A ndy Lau

意見詳情
Details o f the Comment:

' /Support this application as it can better utilize the land in Discovery Bay and let more people to 
/live in this beautiful community._______________________________ ______
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鱿規創申讀，决陝提出意見 Cu 

參考編鱿

Maiming A pIic:jiion / Review 

161125-124155-45353

提交限期 

O caJiine for

’提交日期及時間 

D a te  and riinc o f  subm ission:

09 /12 /2016

25/11/2016 12:41:55

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  a p p lic a tio n  n o . to  >vhich th e  c o m m e n t re la te s :

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
iN an ic  of p erso n  m a k in g  this c o m m en t:

I 意見詳情

i Details o f  the C o m m en t:

Y /I-D B /2

先 生 M r . 薛 先 生

//支 持 計 劃 。香港可發展的土地有限，而經濟亦須要改善，此計劃可供應更加多的土地及 

; 供更加多的就業機會。 • • .
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就規割申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment 01] Plan n.ing A pp丨.ication./ R evi_eW
參考編號
R eferen ce  N u m b er: 161125-121609-01891

提交限期
D e a d lin e  fo r  su b m iss io n : 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
D ate and tim e  o f  submission: 25/11/2016 12:16:09

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  a p p lica tio n  no. to w h ich  the co m m ent re la te s: Y /I-D B /2

r提意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱
N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  m ak in g  th is  com m ent:

先 生 Mr . Sit

意 見 詳 情

Details o f  the Com m ent:

f反 持 計 劃 ，能 提 供 予 香 港 更 加 多 優 質 的 選 擇



魏 i l k 湯 着 駟 岈 遞 丨

就说刺中請/讀核提出意姑Makiiig C〇luuulU .H1 
參，編號
R e f e r e n c e  iNmuhci*;

I>c;uiiinc fo r  

提交H 期及時間

M i / 
4 逯9 9

丨1 S A pplimion / Review 

16) 125-124728-94143

09/12/2016

25/11/2016 12:47:28

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

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名稱 
N am e  o f  p e rso n  m ak in g  this com m ent:

意 見 詳 情
Details o f the C o m m e n t:

Y/I-DB/2

女士  Ms. Wong

I tT h e  governm ent should utilise the land resources and the developer should bring better environ 
pnent and facilities to the community through good planning so I fully support this plan



PEMS Couuneat Submission

就 規 申 請 /後核提出意見  M a k J jjg  C o n im e ia t 〇” P la a n k ig  A p p Ilc a U o n  / R eview  

參考編號
R e fe r e n c e  N um ber: 161125-144909-48995

提交限期
D e a d lin e  for subm ission:

09/12/2016

提交曰期及時間
D ate and time of submission:

25/11/2016 14:49:09

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e application no. to which the comment relates: Y /I-D B /2

厂提意見人j 姓名 /名稱
N a m e  o f  p e rso n  m ak ing  th is  com m ent:

先生 Mr . Albert

意見詳情

D eta ils  o f  the C o m m e n t:

i除有助於提高土地可用性，爲社區提供更多類型的房屋之外，亦可爲社會提供更多 

:業機會，促進社會經濟，對各界均帶來莫大裨益。 -----



(Submissivui

ifeC規劃申請/嫌丨欢提出意見M  ing Com men i 〇丨、：丨)1:丨丨ming A ppUeation / Review 
參 考 編 號

k Number: 161 125-174503-96882

提交限期 
Ocadline for 09/12/2016

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

D ate and time of submission: 25/11/2016 17-.45:03

有關的規劃申請編號 Y /I DB A
T h e  application no. to which the com ment relates:

m

厂提意見人」姓名 /名稱

N a m e  o f  person  m aking  this comment:

意 見 詳 情

Details o f  the C o m m e n t :

先 生  M r. C ed ric  LO

In c re a se  th e  v a lu e  o f  n e a rb y  properties 
C re a te  m o re  job  o p p o rtu n ity  -



4 5 0 2
就 規 劃 中 請 核 提 出 意 見 M A i n g  Con 

參 考 編 號

Kclcrcnoe Nnml>or:

nning  A p p l ic a t i o n  /

161 1 2 5 -2 1 4 6 3 4 -0 8 1 2 2

09/12/2016

1提交日期及時間
Dafc :md i

25/11/2016 21:46:34

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

‘提意見人j 姓名/名稱
f N am e o f person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
D etails o f  the Com m ent :

Y /I-D B /2

先 生  M r. Chan Shi L ung

句•善用土地資源，減輕土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的選擇會，新發展會創造更多就業機會 1 

會及市民帶來好處及經濟效益，規劃需詳細考慮各項配套及影響減至最低 . - \11為 社



P E M S Comment Subm ission 頁 J/ l
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就規劃申請/覆f亥提出滅兑 M ilk in g  C o m  men 丨 on I >1謂U n g  A p p lic a tio n  / R e vie w  

參 考 m 號
R cicrcn ce  N u m b ,.:  J 61 125-215658-293)2

提交限期

D ea d lin e  for su bm ission : 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

D a te  and tim e o f  subm ission:
礞

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  ap p lica tion  n o . to w hich the com m ent relates:

25/11/2016 21:56:58

Y /I-DB/2

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱

N a m e  o f  person  m a k in g  this com m ent:
先生  Mr. Chan Shi Lung

意見詳情

D e ta ils  o f  the C o m m e n t :

新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。另可善用土地資源， 

增 加 土 地 供 應 及 房 屋 ，.提供不同類型的房屋選擇，在規劃方面可提供多些空間予市民使_ 

用 及 多 方 面 的 配 套 、設 施 。
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就 規 SPl申 讀 /甩 後 提 出 意 見 Making  Com 

參 考 編 號
R e fe re n c e  iS 'm n b e r:

提交限期
D e a d lin e  for su bm issio n :

on PJnnniag Appticuiion / Re-view

1 61 1 27 -1 0 18 5 9-94 4 46

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
D a te  and time o f  submission:

27/11/2016 10:18:59

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  a p p lic a t io n  no. to  which the com m ent relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person making this comment:

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. Morten L isse

意見詳情
Details o f  the Com m ent:

strongly oppose any more development in Discovery Bay and yet another proposal from HKR 
very much against the resident's wish. -  ■ - - -

)iscovery Bay was designed as a low density "green" living environment and now the town has 
ra out o f proportions, with incredible traffic - double decker busses, heavy goods vehicle, co 

istruction vehicles and an increased number o f private cars - all causing pollution and jeopardis 
;s the safety for the many children o f Discovery Bay - with no traffic control measurements in p 

lace.
is  furthermore evident that most pro-development comments for the further expansion o f Disc 

>veiy Bay, in order for HKR to make more profit on the expense o f  the citizens of Discovery Ba 
are made by corporate owners, friends and employees o f  HKR, who all have a vested interest 
the future development.

doubt you will see any true resident o f Discovery Bay in support o f  these plans._________
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参 考 編 號

Kcfcronco Number:

W J / J
4505

161128- 135047-50286

提 交 限 期

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

提 交 □ 期 及 時 間

Date a i u \  time of submission: 28/11/2016 13:50:47

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱

Name of person making this comment:

Y/I-DB/2

先 生 Mr. 何 啟 華

意 見 詳 情

Details of the Comment :
障 設 社 區 建 設 ，惠 及 社 群
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Owras, Sicphen Hon̂  Konc \ 
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tl^xi^vlamij^ovjv^
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Aprlw'alion No •丨 卩 BA，/l_DB/2 
0(HU20!614 3732-0001 rdf

4507

'e a r Sir / M a d a m ,

e: S u b je c t : A p p lic a tio n  N o. TP B /Y /l-D B /2

n o te  th e  T o w n  P lannin g Bo ard  has n o w  acce p ted  2 deferm ents fro m  th e  applicant, 13/5/16 and 26/8/16, on the 

fo r e m e n tio n e d  a p p lica tio n . As a n u m b e r o f m y  previous c o m m e n ts  have not been addressed in the latest 

u b m is s io n  I th e re fo re  te n d e r  th e m  again. Please see th e  attached .

)f  g re a t  c o n c e rn  to  residents, e specia lly  tho se  w ith  limited m ob ility , w h o  utilise the sole dead end small road w ith  

s te e p  in c lin e  to  Parkvale V illa ge  is be in g  co n sid e re d  as the sole m o d e  of tra n sp o rtin g  all construction m aterials, 

q u ip m e n t  a n d  la b o u r  to th e  site . N o w h e re  in th e  study is th e re  any reference to w eigh t implication w h ich  m ay 

^ a m a g e  to  th e  road. F u rth e r m o re  no reference to the im p e d im e n t to  the  regular bus service w h ich  will 

t iy  be ca u se d  d u e  to th e  e x tre m e ly  lim ited  space for tu rn in g .

his is s u rp r is in g  as a b e tte r access p o in t w o u ld  be from  the b igger and q u ie te r Discovery Bay Golf C lub  Road - 

v h e th e r  th is  ro a d  b e  for c o n s tru c tio n  p u rp o se s o r  p e rm a n en t - 1 leave to  th e  Board's discretion. Surely Th e  H ong 

Cong T o w n  P la n n in g  Board k n o w  b e tte r  th a n  to  a llo w  the applicants to  tra n sp o rt th ro u gh  a village of so m e  1,000 

e s id e n ts  w h e n  a p e rfe ctly  p ra ctica l a lte rn a tive  exists affecting a fe w  golfers ?

Regards,

/icky F o n g  Y u e n  K w a n

N o tice  to  re c ip ie n t: T h is  e -m a il is m e a n t fo r o n ly  th e  intended re cip ie n t o f th e  transm ission, and may contain 

n f o r m a tio n  o f  CB R E th a t is co n fid e n tia l a n d /o r privileged. If yo u  received this  e-m ail in e rro r, any review , use, 

d is s e m in a tio n , d is trib u tio n , o r  c o p y in g  o f this e -m a il is strictly p ro h ib ite d . Please notify us im m ediately of the 

^ rro r  b y  re tu rn  e -m a il and p lease d e le te  this m essage fro m  y o u r system . T h a n k  you in advance for y o u r 

:〇〇厂  a tio n . w w w .c b re .c o m
________________________________________________ ______________ ___________________________________ ___________ By v irtu e  of y o u r

re s p o n d in g  to  this  em a il o r  e m a ilin g  an e m p lo y e e  o f CBRE, y o u r  n a m e  and relevant co n ta ct inform ation provided
n a y  b e  c o lle c te d , re ta in e d , a n d / o r processed b y  CBRE fo r its internal business purposes. W e  will safeguard and

<eep c o n fid e n tia l y o u r  co n ta ct in fo rm a tio n  and yo u  always have an o p tio n  to  exclude y o u r  inform ation in o u r 

c o lle c tio n , re te n tio n  a nd/o r p ro c e ss in g  b y  co n ta ctin g  the  se n d e r o f this e m a il. If you w o u ld  like to k n o w  m ore 
a b o u t h o w  C B R E a n d  its associated co m p a n ie s  process y o u r personal data visit 

h t t n ：//w w w .c b re .c o m / E N / P a g e s / le g a l/ p riv a c v p〇licy.aspx

:
期
：
.

.

n--
-vr
:f»'-
l-4-
.H
f1--

http://www.cbre.com
http://www.cbre.com/EN/Pages/legal/privacvp%e3%80%87licy.aspx


r〇 : Secretary, 了 own PJanm.ng Board 
(Via emait: tpbpd^S?p/and.g〇 v.hk)
Application Noz TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Re: Hong Kong Resort Co Ltd，s AppHcatfon to Devetop Areas 6f (behind parkv_aj_e_j

! have the following comments;

(1) The Applications TPB/Y/l-DB/2 and TPB/Y/l-DB/3 seek approval to Increase the 

ultimate population at Discovery Bay from 25,000 under the current Outline 

Zoning Plan (OZP) to 29,000 under the revised OZP. The  Applications include 

c/etaf/ed fmpact statements to show that the increase is w ell within the 

capacity limits o f the lot. However, the impact statements ignore the  essential 

fact that, under the Land Grant, the  Governm ent has no obligation to  provide 

potabfe w ater ancf sewerage services to  the Lot.

• Dfscovery Bay fs requfred 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 for a 

maximum population of 25,000. The impact assessments ignore this 

essential feet.

/ demand that the population cap of25,000 be preserved, so as not to 

breach the Land Grant

• In spite o f the  conditions contained in the Land Grant, when the tunnel was 
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) I f  the  Town Planning Board insists on approving the Applications, 1 further 

request that the following issues be addressed.
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• Due to Government's to provide potable water and sewerage services 

beyond a population of 25,000, HKR is proposing to restart the v/ater 

treatment and waste water treatment plants on the Lot. Under the Deed 

o f  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 〇// costs fo r water and sewerage services to areas 6f and 

10b, including operation o f  all treatment plants, storage facilities and 

pipelines^ be charged to areas 6f and 10b and not to existing villages.

• Although Governm ent agreed to provide w ater and sewerage services 

to  DB when the tunnel was b u ilt  it refused to pay for and maintain the 

connections. As a result, the O w ners are paying over $1 million per year 

to  the G o ve rn m e n tto  lease land to run pipelines outside the Lot to  

connect to Siu Ho W an. Th e  ow ners are also paying for all maintenance 

o f  the pipelines  and pum ping systems.

I  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 O ZP, D B  is declared to be /fprimarily a car-free 

development^. As such, road capacity is irrelevant

• G olf carts are the primary mode of personal transport, and are capped at the 

existing number.

/  demand that the Government consider whether it is safe to allow 

increased traffic in competition with slow-moving goff carts that offer 

no collision protection to occupants.

/  demand that Government review the sustainability of capping golf 

carts at the current level while increasing population. Golf carts are 

already selling fo r over HK$2 million.
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• No provision has been made for vehicle parking (distinct from golf cart 
parking) on the Lot, and vehicles are currently parked illegally at 
different locations.

t  d e m a n d  th a t G o ve rn m e n t re v ie w  vehicle p ark in g  b e fo re  a n y  

p o p u la tio n  increase.

(4) HKR claims in the Applications that it is the sole owner of the Lot. This is untrue. 
There ore presently over 8,300 assigns of the developer w ho co-ow n the Lot 

together with HKR.

/ 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 all matters and dealings with Government or any utility in 

any way concerning the m anagement 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 w ater and 

sewerage agreements, plus the lease to run the water and sewage pipelines 

outside the Lot, have already been mentioned, but there are more.

/ demand that the LPG supply agreement with Son Hing be made public.

/ demand that the proposed bus depot a t Area 10b be declared a public bus 

depot, and ensure that henceforth franchised 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 

V7Wage Passage way of Parkvale Village, HKR should explain the ways to deliver 

Construction Materials and to dispose Construction Wastes.

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

construction and operation periods?



Spaces for parking aricMoading/unloading facilities are not provided in the proposal

B dstfn g open area at W ood land Court, W oodgreen Court and W oodbury Court is
a lre a d y  very tight. A n y  new  re s id e n tia l developm ents m ust take into account 

p re s e n t-d a y  requirem ents u n d e r  the Planning Standards and  Guidelines.

S ta ff  Q u a rte r fs no  longer required in DB, th e  vacant sites for such uses should 

c o n s id e r  to  re lease  fo r  e n jo y m e n t  o f the existing res iden ts  so  as to enhance the 

l iv a b i l i ty  o f  th e  area.

Th e  Master Plan for Discovery Bay fs 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 

pWace. The current M aster PJan is dated 28 February, 2000. It is not compatible with 

e ith e r the current outline  zoning plan or the current developm ent on the lot. In 

o rd e r  to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is 

essential that the existing M aster Plan and OZP  are aligned with the existing 

de ve lop m e n t on the lot before  consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. 

O the rw ise  there is sim ply too  m uch risk that the rights of the other owners of the lot 

w ill b e  interfered w ith. Problem s  that need to  be addressed include incursion on 

G o ve rn m e n t land ; recognition of the  Existing Public Recreational Facilities; size and 

su rro u n d in g area o f the land designated Gl/C on the current OZP; configuration of 

th e  Area N2 at the inclined “.ft, etc.

Un less and untfl m y  dem ands are acceded to and my concerns are addressed I object 

to  th e  above-m entioned developm ent application.

Y o u rs  sincerely

N a m e : ^  ^ / ^ A /  O w ne r/R e side nt of:
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23 N ovem ber 2016

Tow n  Planning  Board
15/F, North  P o in t Government Offices

3 3 3  Java  Road, 
N o rth  Point, 
H o n g  Kong

D e a r  Sir,

R e : Application  Y/1-DB/2 - Proposed Rezonlna of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Ext in D.D. 352. 
D isco ve ry B a y  from "O ther Specified Uses  -  Staff Quarters (5V* to "Residential (Group C) 12

In view of the Applicant's further sub m issio n s with "subm ission of further information", dated 18 
November 2016, I herewith submit my fu rthe r C o m m e n ts  co ncerning [the above-captioned 

Application

Yours faithfully

Peter Alan CRUSH (Mr.)

( co-owner of 
B a y )



R e: A p p lic a tio n  Y/1 DB/2 ( TP B  Ref: 2775)

P ro p o s e d  R e zo n in g  of Area 6f of Lot 385 R P  &  Ext in D .D. 352, D iscovery Bay
fro m  ’’O th e r S pe cified  Uses - Staff Q ua rters  to ..Residential (G roup C 、 1 2 "-
C om m e nts  of Applicant's Additional Information-

F urth e r to my two earlier submissions (copies attached) to the To w n  Planning Board on-.
a ) 04 April 2016 (your reference No. #1 109 ) and
b) 06 Ju ly  2016 ( your reference No #2 775

my objection to the proposed rezoning still stands. I also submit the foUowing 
additional comments which are in response to the Applicant's further submission of 
'Additional information' on 27.10.2016

Executive Summary

1. Th e  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 
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. T h e  Parkvale Passageway is neither designed nor constructed for use by heavy 
construction vehicles and does not have space for additional designated pedestrian 
pavements.
3. T h e  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.
4. T h e  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 p\ant 
which would blow unacceptably strong foul odors towards the residents of Parkvale 
Village
6. T h e  Environmental issues raised in submitted comments do not address the severe
impact that a development such as this on the wooded h川s of Lantau will have on

H o ng Kong's few remaining patches of habitat for the indigenous 'Barking Deer1

(Muntiacus reevesi).

F u rthe r Com m ents in Detail

A. Tra ffic  丨m pact

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

T h e  planned access to the site both during the construction phases and then later after 
completion and occupation is by means of a proposal to extend Parkvale Drive which 
lies within Parkvale Village . As detailed in my earlier submissions, Parkvale Drive is a
substandard road not meeting the minimum tega丨 requirements for width of a



c a rn a g e w a y  and lacks of the provision of satisfactory pedestrian pavem ents for m uch

of its 丨ength. The  impact of heavy construction vehicles, such a piling equipment and
ce m e n t trucks will have serious repercussions on the local shuttle bus and also 
e n d a n g e r pedestrians.

P arkvale  Drive , as a v e h ic u la r road, does not currently extend to the proposed site 
and terminates N N W  of W oodbury Court. T o  extend this carriageway to the proposed 
developm ent would necessitate that the existing "P assagew ayM, which lies within 
P arkvale  Village, be redeveloped into a vehicular road with sufficiently adequate 
pavem ents on each side. Th e re  is insufficient space for this to be accomplished.

T h e re  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 P a s s a g e w a y  within the 
relevant D M C  and sub-Deed. Discovery Bay Services M anagem ent Limited, the 
M a n a g e r under the D M C , has treated this Passageway as de facto Village Com m on 
A re a  since the time of occupation of Parkvale Village. For som e 30 years rt has been 
maintained at the expense of the owners of Parkvale Village. Th e  Applicant has no 
right of resumption or control of this Passageway.

B. S e w a g e  Tre a tm e n t

i) T h e  applicant still proposes to have an onsite local sewage treatment plant although 
the proposed location of the site has been amended to be within Area 6f. Th e  applicant 
maintains that the area is of sufficient size to accommodate such a facility but this is 
highly doubtful. Th e  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.

ii) Odors from the treatment plant will be blown and reach residents of the existing 
developments in Parkvale Village and other neighbouring villages. T h e  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. 
Th e se  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

iii) Th e  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 o f Fauna.

T h e  applicant does not address the issue of the destruction of habitat for Hong Kong's 
'barking deer* {Muntiacus reevesi). T h e  wooded hills of Lantau are now the only 
remaining credible habitat for this creature. Although not on the World'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. T h e  Environmental Protection Bureau has failed 
to address this issue raised in previous submissions.

D. C o n c lu d in g  R em arks

G enerally the Applicant and m any Governm ent departments and their respective 
overseeing bureaux have been negligent and failed to respond adequately to legitimate 
concerns and issues raised by m em bers of the public in their well-reasoned 
subm issions. T h e  To w n  Planning Board should therefore reject the Applicant's 
proposal. T h e  Applicant has additionally avoided explaining publicly its response to 
certain G overnm ent departmental concerns citing this is "commercially sensitive 
information". Th is  attitude should be unacceptable to the To w n  Planning Board during 
a public consultation exercise which is supposed to be open and transparent.

P eter A . C rush 
23 Nov. 2016



Re: Application W1-DB/2 T P B  R e f  : # 1 1 0 9
P r o p o s e d  R o z o n in g  o f  A r e a  6 f o f  L o t  3 8 5  R P  &  E x t  in  D .D . 3 5 2 , D i s c o v e r y  B a y  
fro m  " O t h e r  S p e c if ie d  U s e s  -  S ta ff Q u a r t e r s  (5 ) "  t o  " R e s id e n t i a l  (G r o u p  C )  1 2 "

I object to the proposed rezoning for the following reasons:

Traffic Im p a c t

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 vehicles and
associated pJant is illustrated on the plans. However in the accompanying textthere 
f's a stated intention that the "existing Parkvale Drive wHI be extended to serve area 
6f'.

3. The Traffic Impact Assessm ent presented with this Application considers only the 
forecast traffic impact on  general access to Discover B a y via critical road links and 

juncti'ons. T h e  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 taicks etc. during 
construction phase and then later upon completion 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 
communrty 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. Th e  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 
turning around at the end of the Passageway. A ny 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 
Appencfoc !A '). The section of Parkvale Drive between Midd丨e 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 
wrt/wn this proposal which in consequence is defective and should be rejected by the 
Board.



Engineering and Structural Com m ents

7. The roads within the existing ParKvale Village according the D M C and Sub-Deed 
are deemed as Passageways and Village Com m on Areas which are privately 
owned by the "Owners" of the village. The  developer has no rights to retrospeclivety 
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 W\W 
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 will 
result in up to two thousand additional residents. Th e  transport needs for these 
people dearly need to be taken into consideration at the earliest plannmg stages.
The absence of proposed transport links on the plan is an unacceptable om\ss'\on.
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 (S H W S TW ) has been allocated for 
other existing and planned future developments and that S H W S TW  has no spare 
capacity to cater for the additional sewage from the potential development at 
Discovery Bay". E P D  also advised that there is currently no plan to increase the 
design capacity of the S H W S TW  in the short and medium terms.' Th e  buWding 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, SHWVNTTW 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 unt\\ the 
Government 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 so\e land owner 〇1 
Discover Bay. This is inaccurate because each of the \ndiv\dua\ 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 earned 
out. No such undertaking has been conducted and the application should therefore 
be declined.
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• y
Bird's-eye view of the "passageway' to rear of the Woodbury, Woodgreen & \Nood\and Courts Ch\gh 
rise blocks) illustrating that this area is predominantly a narrow paved pedestrian, recreat'iona\ and 
g o lf  cart parking area providing access to the lobbies of the high rise blocks. It a\so provides for 
restricted access for service vehicles, the local bus service, school buses and deliverv vehicles 
w h ich  m ay traverse at low speeds to park in one of only three unloading bays. \\ not a propertv
engineere d road and lacks a camber to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete 
bricks laid on a non-reinforced sand underlay. Th is  renders the surface prone to subsistence and 
m in o r flooding during heavy rainfall. I

I  PAC3&PAC4
®  Bird's-eye and ground level views of the cul-de-sac end of the passageway next to \Nood\and Court 

and at the point where the public footpath and scenic hiking trail commences \ead\ng to the 

D isco very Bay Lookout.



P A C 5

PAC6

View of the brick-paved passageway to 
rear of W oodbury Court with the local bus 
passing the corner of the block. This 
niustrates the narrowness of the 
passageway and its lack of a specific

carriageway for vehicles with separation 
from people on foot. It also demonstrates 
the passageway is too narrow to allow for 
vehicles passing from the opposing 

direction.

PAC7

This again illustrates the narrow width 
( average 6.0 m ) of the passageway 
behind the ' W o o d s' 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.

Th is  picture illustrates building set-back (at 
the corners) is less than 0.15m from the 
edge of the passagew ay. If this pathway 
served solely as a pedestrian zone this 
could be acceptable practice but this 
circumstance is dangerous if the 

passagew ay is designated as carriageway, 
road, street or highw ay. Th e  protruding 
corner of the W o o d b u ry  Block also creates 
a blind spot for drivers of approaching 
vehicles as well as for pedestrians exiting 
the residential block lobby because of the



M in

c u rv a tu re  of tfi© pathw ay. Exp e rie n ce  over m any years of several very near miss traffic accidents
(w h e n  children w ere alm ost kno cke d down by speeding v e h ic le s ) 丨ed to the Village O w ners 
C o  ⑴  inittee? installing a speed b u m p  at this criticallocation. T h is  speed control device requires
c o n s ta n t  repairs a n d  m a in te n a n ce  due to vehicles causing d a m a g e  Xo it.

P A C 8

This bird's eye view of a bus 
\Uustrates that a long whee\ based 
vehicle has to drive a\ong the 
centre and even into offside 
portions of the passageway *\n 
order to manoeuvre the long 
vehicle around the sharp 
curvatures. This prohibits any 
vehicle from ove\ak\ng Nwhen 
stationary at the bus slop and 
passing of veh\des from the 
opposing direcl*»on as we\\ as 
potentially endangering 
pedestrians. It is only because 
the local bus and service 
companies* regular drivers are 
familiar with the dangers and

drive  particulariy carefully that serious accidents have not occurred.. This would not be the case tor 
construction vehicles and other outside vehicles with unfamiliar drivers.

PAC9

General view of the centra\ 
portion and cul-de-sac end of the 
6.0 m (width) passagewav 
illustrating the narrowness and 
lack of a proper separated 
carriageway for vehides.



A

V ie w  of the local bus turning a t th® de n d 〇H he p a ssa g e叫 伽  ^  

space and requires very careful dnv.ng. 

Often the turn requires a five-pom
even for experienced drivers fam ,l.arw ,th

the location. T h e  turning operation can 

take up to two or three m inutes during 
which time all other vehicle m ovem ents 

are impossible in this vicinity

T h e s e  vie w s illustrate that the 

p a ssa ge w a y behind the 'W oods" h ig h - 

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 w a y  

to scenic hill trail to the D iscovery B a y  

Lookout. It is unsuitable for conversion 

into road with a heavy increase of 

vehicular traffic passing through.



PAC13 A PAC14

Illustrates two portions of the passagew ay w here the concrete bricked surface has subsided due to 
the p a s s a g e  of heavy vehicles. Th e s e  patches retain pools of w ater several inches deep for severa\ 
h o u rs  after h e a v y  rain. T h e  passage of additional heavy vehicles w o uld increase the Ukelihood of 
fu rth e r su b sid e n ce .



Re: Application Y/1 DB/2

COPY
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广 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. I 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  - 尺ev/’sed TVaff/c

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 stmcture 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. Th is  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 
furniture 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. T h is  sub-paragraph 
is within a section of the report dealing with 
impacts the development might have on

^  pedestrian and cyclist movements within 
^  Discovery Bay and particularly the existing

’飞  of the footpath is 2.5m assuming 0-5m  
lateral clearance on both sides of the
footpaths........Th is  statement is
inaccurate and must have been included by 

negligence or to deliberately mislead. T h e



'P assagew ay' that is to becom e an extension of Parkvale Drive lacks the provision of any footpaths 
Furtherm ore, m any sections of the existing Parkvale D rive have sub-standard narrow footpaths on 
one side of the road only. Several long sections of this footpath are less than the recom m e nded 

m in im u m  w id th  of 1.6m * being only between 1 20m to 1.35m  in width, which does not facilrtate 
pedestrians with baby trolleys or other large accessories to pass by each other if walking from 

oppo sin g directions. A n  essential crash barrier*" prevents pedestrians from stepping onto the 
carriagew ay to pass.

4. Paragraph 5.2.1 headlined ''Conclusion" states: *' The proposed 
additional residential developments in .... (Area 6 f)  would not 
generate adverse traffic impact to... ferry services,... critical road 
links .... and junctions. Therefore the additiona! 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 
Com m on Area. Tw o -w a y  traffic on the existing Parkvale Drive is 
frequently held up w hen large and long vehicles meet from opposing 
directions on the hill. T h e  two-way carriageway is sub-standard 
m e a s u rin g  o n ly  6.2m  and below the recommended 7.3m  minimum 

standard for rural roads.*"1 T h e  presence of cement trncks and 

other large construction vehicles will cause havoc during the 

construction phase and following completion, additional large goods 

vehicle m ovem ents will more than double the already frequent daily 
occurrences of obstructions when large and long vehicles are 

passing ea ch  other.

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

1 • On page 1 of Appendix 'E1 the advisor writes that "puMc commente rece/ved... rtave been 
reviewed and that many of the concerns raised have been addressed in the departmental 
comments and does not require separate response."

However most of the concerns expressed by Parkvale Village residents about the Applicant's p^ans 
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 w it: On page 2 
of Appendix 'E" the advisor writes
"There are concerns 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 applicanfs right 
at Parkvale Drive, as follows:



Drive leading from Discovery Valley Road and ending oulsidt 
tnu fjo^ket of Patkvole Village does not form part of the Village. Furthermore, this suction 
of road also setves another village.

2. The pari of Parkvale Drive at the pocket of Parkvale Village is identified as 
uPassagcwaysm. 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 Suth DMC 
are incorporated in the annexed drawing. The road has been realigned with the hammerhead of the 
existing "Passageway" in Parkvale Village.

T h is  claim  h a s  not been legally substantiated. If the T o w n  Planning Board ignores the persuasive 
and co m p e llin g  legal argum ents to the contrary, an application for judicial review is a likelihood. 
S in ce  the existing Parkvale Village was constructed and occupied almost thirty years ago, the 
existing P a s sa g e w a y has been treated as Village C o m m o n  Area and all costs, repairs and 
m ain te n a n ce  charges charged exclusively to the village owners. Th is  was confirmed in recent City 
O w n e rs  Com m ittee  (C O C )  meetings, when the costs of maintaining city roads were being discussed. 
City M an a ge m e n t, a wholly owned subsidiary of the Applicant, affirmed that the Parkvale 
P a s sa g e w a ys  are not shared city roads and m aintenance costs would continue to be charged to 
village residents. Furthermore the Passageway is primarily a pedestn'an access and community 
recreational area and, lacking designated separate footpaths, was never designed or structured as 
a m otor vehicle  carriageway. It is ludicrous to argue that that this Passageway can now, after nearly 
30 years, b e  retrospectively re-designated as a road extension to Parkvale Drive without consent of 
the other assignees.

Revised Environmental Study

1. Paragraph 2.1.1.4 implies that a small treatment plant will be constructed for sewage ''sewage 
effluent will b e  conveyed to a sewage system ,> and that "the treated effluent discharged in the 
neighbouring nullah and then discharged into the neighbouring marine water".

The nuHah 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

tifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae ("red tides"), particularly in shallow  
a s .* ^  Th is  is environmentally unacceptable and should be rejected by the Town Planning 
the  Environmental Protection Department (E P D ) .



2. Th e  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 spocies found within the development area are common species and neither protected nor 

of conservation concern. A s such, the ecological impact associated within the site clearance are 
expected  to be  minimal. Moreover, good site practices, including dust suppression measures such 
as w a te r spraying  and the use of noise mitigation measures, would be implemented to minimise the 
indirect im pacts during the construction stage. Therefore, it is considered that the impact on the 
surrounding  e c o lo g y  would be minimal."
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This assessm ent fails to take into consideration the impact on the 
fauna (particularly the increasingly rare wild m ammals native to H ong 
Kong. Lantau has in recent years becom e the last bastion of survival 
hope for the barking de er (Muntiacus reevesi) which until recent 
times com m only inhabited the wooded mountain slopes of Hong 

Kong Island and the N e w  Territories.

The hillsides 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 

recently been under construction 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 
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 ** * * * v

' Transport Planning & Design Manual: Vol. 2 Highway Design Characteristics: Paragraphs 3.4.11.1 & 3.4.11.3 "The 
minimum effective widths of footways *

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

5 Transpcwl Planning & Design Manual. Vol. 2 Highway Design Characteristics: 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 sdentific journal 'Elsevier1, 
published in 2010.

v Kadoorie Farm & Botanical Gardens website : 'T h e  dramatic loss of biodiversity can and must be stopped. At K FB G  
we work hard to protect the threatened natural habitats and species." (http://www.kfbq.org/enq/nature-consen/ation- 
intro.aspx ( downloaded 05.06.2016)

Peter A. Crush 
05.07.2016
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Section f2A Application No.V/l-OB/2 

Fo r o p tim is in g  the fand usos » l  Aroa 6f. D isco very B ay 
Public co m m o nf' in support of th «  jip p lic«tlon

I r* / e r  fo  ( h «  * b o v ^ m « n t / 〇n i* d  a p p l ic a t io n  w h i c h  is  c u r r e n t ly  In v it in g  p u b l i c  c o m m o n t .

I am writing m support 〇 / fho uppllcation, for the following ruawons:

• T h ^  p / a n  o p f / m is o s  t h e  l a n d  u s o  lo  a l l e v i a t e  t h *  la n d  s h o r t a g e  i s s u e  In  H K  a n d  

p r o v / d e s  m o r ®  h o u s i n g  c h o l c o s .

• Thff area /s AuJtabfo for roajd«ntlal building as It has boon designatod for Ataff 
hdfldquartara wh/ch ar« no lonfler roqu/red Tho plnnnod plot ratio Is alill low 
that fhft /nfrastmeture and facilitiaa will b« sufficient to accommodate the oxtro 
popu/af/on.

• Thd opfimisaf/on of fhe l«nd u^a has given due consideration to various 
aspects, such os Inlfastnicture. visual, traffic and capacity of the community. 
The dos/gnm sens ⑴ vo lo tha adjacent dovolopment and natural setting. It has 

given due regard for mountain backdrop and the relationship with the 
ras/donts.

• The proposed development will Justify for operating a complete separate bus 
route from Midvalfi Village which will offer faster and mom direct bus service 
for restdenta.

• It creates more Job opportunities, which will bring in many social and 
economfc bermfifs to tha society.

• The p/an brings /r» suitabto amount of population to support, the buslnosses of 
/oca/ shops, in a way to provide more retail choices for residents.

• The surrounding area of the proposed devofopment wifi be beautified and 
bring In now leisure (Bcillties.

• The moun⑷ n Wew of mosf Crysta丨 and Cora丨 units will not be blocked duo to 
fhe sufficient distance betwcon the buildings.

« W5fh ono more vtllaga, the cost of sharing (he maintenance expense of 
communfl/ can ba reduced which will benefit all owners.

Yours fsithfully.

Natme： ( 一  S  •

Contact fax):
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Town Planning 8oard Secrctoriat 
15/F, North Point Government Offices 
333 Java Road. North Point, Hong Kong 
Fax:2877 0245/ 2522 8426 
Email: tpbpd@pland.g〇v.hk

I 暴 胃 !
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Dear Sir.
Section 12A Application No.Y/l-08/2 

F o r optimising the land uses at Area 6ft Oiscovery Bay 
Public com m ent- In support of the application

I refer to the abovementioned application which Is currently inviting public comment

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

• The plan optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage rssue in HK 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 stifl tow

* that the infrastructure and facilities will be sufficient to accommodate tfie extra 
population.

• The optimisation of the land use has given due consideration to various 
aspects, such as infrastructure, visual, IrafFic and capadty of the communrty. 
The design is sensitive to the adjacent development and natural setting. It has 
given due regard for the mountain backdrop and the relationship with 出e 
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 sodsl and 
economic benefits to the sodety.

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

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

• The mountain vtew of 巾ost Crystal and Coral units wilf not be Wocked due to
• the sufficient distance between the buildings.

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

Yours faithfully,

Name:

Contact (email/ address/ fa



就規® 申講/覆核提出意見Makit丨g Commenl on rianning Application / Review 
参考编號
Reference Number: 161129-160432-87351 4 5 j i.

|較 限 期
I Deadline for submission:

■提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

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

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

09/12/2016

29/11/2016 16:04:32

YA-DB/2

女士 Ms. F Lam

The plan optimises the land ns to alleviate the land shortage issue in HK and provides more hous 
ing choices________________ __________________ ______________________
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Platining AppUcatign / Review 
參考編號
Reference Number: 16H29-160106-631G2

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

提交日期及時間
D ate and time of submission: 29/U/2016 \6:0V.06

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to >vhich the com m ent relates:

「■ 見人」姓名 / ■  Felice
N am e of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C o m m en t: 

[Support
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I 耽規JW申嫌/fif该提出意見 Making Commenf 〇丨丨 P丨auning Application / Review 
參考纗躭
Reference Number: 161 129-213733-24313

!提交限期
Dead/inc for submission: 09/1272016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission: 29/11/2016 21:37:33

f 有》5的規劃申諌編號
The application no. (o which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 
N am e of person making this comment:

先生  Mr_ CYKwong

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I support the proposal due to the following reasons:
a. it optimises the land use at Area 6 f  in Discovery Bay;
b. 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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就規劃申誚/授核提出意見Making Comment i 
參考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

i W a n n in g  AppUcarvon / Review 

161129-215139-06340

09/12；20\6

29/11/2016 21:51:39

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

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

1意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent: * 1

Y/l-DB/2

小姐 Miss Mandy Lo

I support the application as
1. it optimises the land use at Area 6f in Discovery Bay.
2. the plan echoes with the future development at Lantau Island and keeps DB compeutwe throu\ 
gh the continuous development and facilities upgrade.

. the residential use is responsive to the housing market, and can provide more housina choices \ ： 
and enhance the quality of life.______________ : _______________ ________________________ \ \



PEMS Comment Submsssion 只i / i

451 5
就規 ®申 S I， 技提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P丨annitig  A pp丨ication /  Review 
參考编號
Rel'creoce Number; 161129-220904-08363

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

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 29/11/2016 22:09:04

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

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

意見詳请
Details of the Com m ent:

小姐 Miss N Y Lee

〔人支持愉景灣第6flg的發展計劃，原因如下：

•可善用愉景灣6 ® 珍貴的土地資源，有助減輕香港土地不足的問題 

t展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見n : ._  ,gC_.〜 w  
參考編號
Reicrence Number:

 ̂PpiiC'r'1： - /

L6120M65143-99622

451S

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

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submissiou: 01/12/2016 16:51:43

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/MDB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment: 小姐 Miss Leong Yin I/mg

意見詳情
Details of the Comment: 
[Support and Good______
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飲規劃申洗覆该提出t 見MsUng Comm 

参考編號
Reference Number:

em ovi inao.oing ApplicBviou/'.vevteAN 

161201-165442-31307

t

Deadline for submission;
09/12/2016 .

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

01/12/2016 16:54:42

有關的規劃申請编號 Y/IDB/2 
The application no. to which the comment relates:

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

小姐 Miss Marquee Leong

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

-------- ----- ----------------------------------- — ----1
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覆1 出意見就規劃申請_
參考锡號
Reference Number:

駭 國
Deadline for submission：

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

10120) 195526-73332

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 19:55:26

有關的規劃申諝編號 Y/I.DE/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人j 姓名Z名稱 女士 Ms. Jackie Ip
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
本人支持愉景鸿第的發展計劃’ 原因如下：

. —  ............

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題’ 提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
. 6f—直已規劁為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。_ 中的地積比亦很低’基建及 15套足 
以容纳新增的人口。 s
.計劃已考慮基礎設施 ' 視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力’設計亦與周邊環境及景 
觀融合。
新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
弓丨入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
. 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受概。_____________________



1̂519
j 申讀屬烫提出意見M s k . w  C o.…:v，邮 Qn p丨•川"化̂丨:丨:，丨;

|參考f f l號
I Rclcrenco N um ber: 161201-1948) 7-35082

提交限期
^diiiic for submissioi)：

提交日期及時間
Oute an d  i

有關的規劃申請编號

Uie applicntion no. to u.hich the coniniettt relates:

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

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 19:48:17 

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. Zhang

意見詳情
Details of (he Comment:

C人支持偷景灣第6樞的發展計劃，原因如下: '

善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
| • 6f —直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規蓟中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 
以容纳新增的人口•
•計割已考慮基礎設施、視覺，交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及1 
觀融合。
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及弓丨入新的休憩設施。

}♦設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。___________________



f t 規 劃 申 誚 / a 核 提 出 意 見 M 
參 考 編 號

提 交 限 期
Deadline for submission:

f :

提 交 日 期 及 時 間  
Date and lim e of

161201-193522-55431

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 19:35:22

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Yrt' DB/2

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

意 見 詳 情
Details of the C om m ent:

先 生 Mr. Samuellp

本人支持愉景灣第6 ® 的發展計劃，原因如下•.

可善用土地資源，_ 香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋S 擇，
6 f - 直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的炮憒比亦很低•基建及£ 套足丨 

以容納新增的人口。
計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周S 環境及景\ 

觀融合。
新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷*
新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及S 濟效益•
弓丨入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的苳售選擇•
現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施•
設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離•景觀不會受阻。_____________



i 忒镋《申請/ a 孩提出意見 

參考a 號
Reference Number:

-备
452 1

丨’ ….'n匕 A，:.卩hies(i〇fw，ka Wew

I6120M 95818-51287

| 較 臟

, Deadiine for submission： 09/12/2016

1提交日期及時間 
D ate and time 01/12/2016 19:58:18

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I.DB/2
riie application no. to which the conimcut relates:

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 

N am e of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the C o m m en t:

先生 Mr. G A R YLEEL

本人支持愉景灣第6 ® 的發展計劃 .原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6 f  —直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低•基建及配套足 

以容纳新增的人口。
• 計劃已考，東基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及f  
觀融合。

• 新計剷可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
*新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美丨满境及引人新的休憩設施。

• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋?S有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。___________________
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就規剴申請/覆核提出意見 î ^ £ ； C:
參考編號
Rel'ereace Numberr 

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 
Date and time of submission:

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

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

« * -f ■ • g / ： i
16120M95II0-91356 

09/12/2016 

01/J2/2016 39:51:10 

Y/I-DB/2 

先生 Mr. Samuel

意見詳情
Details of the Comment :
本人支持愉景灣第6樞的發展計劃，原因如下= I

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6f —直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低• 基建.反配套足； 

以容纳新增的人口。
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊瑁境及景： 
觀融合。 !
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。 i
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益* I
• 引入適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運• 為居民提供更多的零售選擇• ！
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施• !
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。 ：



‘  lUAJ.ft% m t t t l  If• 丨iU  A  t 1 UaM JL. JilWKtMiitiAa aMM

4523

j"?S規 申 洗 3 校提出意見 

|參 考 曲 #
I Reference Number:

Corune：!' ring Applies lien / Review

161201-193836-58750

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

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission 01/12/2016 19:38:36

有閱的規劃申請编號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

1■提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. Mr. IP * •

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
本人支持愉景淨第6 ®的發展計剡，原因如下： ，

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6 f -直已規f!l為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 
以容纳新增的人□。
•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

親愚合•
•新計割可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
•新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

•弓I人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施。
•設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。 _____



就規劃申請/ S 该 提 出 意 見 c : 
參考編號
Reference Numloer:

提交限期
Deadlijic for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 
The application no. to wh

161201-200022-34622 

09/12/2016 

01/12/2016 20:00:22

; comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

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

意見詳情
Details of the Comment: •

小姐 Miss SOPHIA LAU

本人支持愉景灣第6嘔的發展計劃• 原因如下：

可善用土地資源| 減輕香港土地不足的問題，1ft供不同類型的房屋選擇=
• 6f —直已規剷為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地横比亦很低，基建及配套足1 
以容納新增的人口。
計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺 ' 交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與禹邊環境及景| 
觀融合。
新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•

•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施•
•設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻°____________ ___
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^ k iu g  c 〇.〇-，en. on FUnm ^  AppUcnrion

参考編號

Reference Num ber： 161201-195317-62631

提文限期
Deadline for submission： 09/12/2016

提交曰期及時間

Date and time of submission: 01/12/2016 19:53:17

有關的規劃申請編號  r

The appUcation no. to which the comnieut relates: Y/I' DB/2

「提意M A j 姓名/名稱

iNonie of pei-son making this comment: 先生 Mr. Luk

意見詳情

Details of the Comment : •

本人支持愉景賴6樞的發展計割，原因如下: ~

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6 f -直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 
以容纳新增的人口。

• 計割已考慮基礎設施、視 覺 、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 

觀融合。

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

•引入適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
•設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。 __________________



就規劃申請/菹核 

參考編號
Reference Number:

f -

4526

Ccir.ir.enr 〇.-i P»;.

161201- 194648-01449

提交限期
Deadline for submission: 09/J2/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

01/12/2016 19:46:48

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I_DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

r 提意見人j 姓名/名稱 先生Mr. Ricky Luk
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

本人支持愉景灣第6嘔的發展計劃，原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題|提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6f — 直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足丨 
以容纳新增的人口。 |
•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 
@融合。 丨

•新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷。 !
•新發展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益• !
•引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。 I
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施。
•設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離I 景觀不會受阻•



4 5 2 7

*\t 〇 ' v I" A O'l /

161201-201659-11447

09/12/2016

01/12/2016 20:16:59

re ,a tcs ： Y /I-DB/2

先生Mr. Lai

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent :
本人支持愉景洚第6樞的發展計劃，原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6f — 直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 
以容纳新增的人口。
•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 
觀融合。
•新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。 .
•新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
•引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
•設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻•

j 扛执劃屮s r .a 该 提 出 意 見 d "”

i # 考緬號 

i Rcforcnct； Numbei*. 
j

i 提交限期
DciuHinc tor subm ission：

提交日期及時間
Date ami time of subm ission：

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to which the com m ent

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Nam e of person m alung this comment:
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 

參考編號 161201-20245C-90217

提交日期及時間
:c and time of submission:

有關的規劃申誚編號 ，
The application no. to which the comment reVates;

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

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

01/12rZ0\6 2 0 :24 :56

先生Mr, L〇

本人支持愉景'溪第觸的發展計劃，原因如下：

可善用土地資源，減經香港土地不足的問題，提供不同頜型的房屋里擇•
6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地旗比亦很低，基建及套S J 

1以容納新增的人口。 \\
1.計劃已考慮-基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔鹿力，設計亦與咼邊環境及景\\ 

I融合°
新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及彳土會帶來好處及經濟效益•
引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的苳售選擇。

•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離|景觀不會受阻•



， 一
: 泣成K 孕泳沒按提出意見MsiC啤 Commern

161201-201841-21609

Dti-adjtine tor submission: 09/12/2016

/ 产 予 綱 • h . . 01 /12^01620:18:41! D ate and Qme ol submission:

i 有關的規劃甲請编號 Y/LDBP
j T h e  appiicadon no. to which che comment relates: 一
I
j 厂提意見入j 控名绝稱 Lam
! Naune o f person m aidng this commeni:

丨意見鎌
; D erails o f che C om m en t:

丨:卜人哲輪g 黯 6 ®的發展計到，原因如下： .....................

I问•善岳土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
於-罝已麵為居住岳途.證明土地適宜違屋。規到中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 

丨卜容结新増的人〇。

計對己考慮基、視受、交遙方面等因素及社區承擔能力’設計亦與周邊環境及景

丨f  窃開觸立的巴士路線，令交通更方便■今
i |•薪登展會飽i 更多就業撲會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
丨! •引入i l量入□ 哥支持车土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
+ 現時上进欠缺遊榮設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。 
f  IS lf W J顙 示 與 新 腿 雞 ，景觀不會受阻°___________________ __



______________________45 30
就 規 闼 申 騎 暮 ■ 意 見 s  c :

參 考 織
Reference Number: 161201-202639-3132^

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

齩日期及時間
Date and time of subxmssionr 01/12/201520:25:39

有關的規劃申請編號 Y /I_D B/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意子人」蛀名斤 稱 女 士 施 inRACEYLEUNG
Name of person making this comment:

意見洋情
Details of the Com m ent:

本人支持愉景灣第e麟發展計劃，-原因如下： • - I；
! 1

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提货不同類型的房屋選澤。 i :
. 6f—直已規劃為居住周途，證明土地適宜建屋，規剗中的绝稹bb亦捏倍，基建及M 足i i 
以容纳新增的人〇。
•計配考慮基礎設施  ' 視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設 計 苏 異 局 丨  
觀融合 。 - j :
•新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線 ' 令 交 通 鼓 便 總 -  !；

. 新發展會創造更多就業機會，.為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。 i :
•引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為 居 更 多 的 零 售 驛 。 丨:
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美境及引入新的体碧設笼。 ：：

. 設計圖則顏示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受E 。 卜



4531
. 淡 辛这/ S孩提出意見 i、_七 l(:-ng Cc， e(，c : •化⑴vi_.ig App丨h D •，: n / 

丨參+S5號
, Rcf； r e ^ o  N um ber: ⑷  2〇 1- 誦 3 - 〇 哪 2

；败 限期
I OcadiijQC for submission: 
I

j 提交曰期及時間

有阳的規劉申訪编號
The application no. to which the comment relates：

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

09/12/2016 

01/12^016 20:20:03 

Y/I-DB/2 

先半 Mr. Tsang

意見詳请
Details o f the C om m ent:
p 人支持愉景深第6樞的發展計劃，原因如下: :

可善闯土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇* *
• 6f_直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 
以額新增的人□  »

I f 計劃已考.度基礎設施、視受、交逋方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊瑁境及f  
|觀融合。

•新計剡可支持開辦獨立的巴士路缋，令交通更方便快捷。
. 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
. 弓I入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
.現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美境及引人新的休憩設施。
•設計圖則頭示附j斤屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。___________________
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就 規 劃 申 請 /S.i亥 提 出 意 見 ! 
參 考 溢 猇

Reference Number: )61201-203513-872«5

提 交 限 期
I>ejidlii»c for submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 間
01/12/2016 20:35:13

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號
The application no. to which the comment relates YA-DB/2

「提 意 見 人 j 姓 名 /名 稱  
Name of person making this comment: 小 姐  Miss Choy

意 見 詳 情
Details of the Comment:
本 人 支 持 愉 景 灣 第 6 ® 的 發 展 計 劃 ，原 因 如 下 ：

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•
6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地稹比亦很低，基建及St套足1 
以容納新增的人口。
計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與茼邊港庚5.景' 
觀融合。
新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷•
新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
引人適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及弓1入新的休憩設施•
設計圆則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景観不會受阻*



/參考独

提交限期
Ô adlut̂  ror submi îon:

r.: / .-'^； 'v

16I20I-202I40-90656

09/12/2016

-----------------------------A 5 3 3 ，丨

I 数 B驗 诗 間  

f l>afe ：uid cime of submission]:

I 有 ss的規制申m m 號
I The application no. to which the comment relates:

01/12/2016 20:21:40 

Y/I-DB/2

'厂提意見人 j 姓名 /名稱 

Najiie of person making thii < 先生 Mr. Wong

/ Details of the C o m m en t:

支持愉景渾第6蝠的發展計ffi), 原因如下：

丨丨可菩岳土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋31擇。
//• 6 f - s 己規ffi為居住甩途•證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 
I以容鈉新增的人口。
卜©已考遂基礎設施、視受、交通方面等因索及社區承據能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景

新諸可支持開麵立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。 
f•裔勞展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益《 
弓认逼置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇 
現蒔上赴欠玦遊楽設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
設計街則蛋示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。

An/io/^^1 r%
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就 规 ®申 s M i x 提 出 意 兒 m s .

: # 考鐺號 
RctVrcucc Ntuubcr： 161201-202308-00597

f燙交限期
Oc^Jline foi submission: 09/12/2016

1提交日期及時間 

Oatc and time ofsubnussion：

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

~提意見人」姓名 /名m  
N am e  o f person  m a ld n g  this com m ent:

意見詳倩
Details of the Com m ent:

01/12/2016 20:23:08

Y/I-DB/2

小姐 Miss GRACE MAK

:人支持揄景灣第6fE的發展計劃，原因如下：

h r善用土地資源I 減輕香港土地不足的問題I 提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
6f— 直已規剌為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低•基建及配套足 

以容纳新增的人口。

•計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 
i融合。

•新計剷可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
1新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
引人適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

|現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及弓丨人新的休憩設施。
設計圖貝1)顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
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就規M申諝/笾孩提出意見i m :
參考编號
Reference Number:

提交限期
D eadline lo r  submission:

提交日期及時間
D a te  nnd time of subroissiou:

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to w hich the com m ent

453〇

\61201-2109U-17474 

09/12/2016 

01/12^016 21:09:11 

Y/I-DB/2

「提意，人」姓名，  先生M r.Yam i
Name of person making this comment: j

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I supported the idea due to the following: j '
• 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 1
c benefits to the society and citizens.______________________________________ ;________ i
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‘ 概 出 瓦 l '，..挪 c  ：
今考每钪

Reference Nunibcr:

-ent C)i r^anJ.ng AppKcriti〇,n / u.ĉ V'Pw 

161201-210639-7S342

' Deadline for cubmi.viott：
09/12/2016

丨, 数 5 期 及 娜
! Oafe and time of ̂ ubmitjion:

01/17/2016 21:06:29

!有限的規數申筑缡號
I The application no. to which the comjtncnt relates:
i
丨 •迭名，名稱
Name of person making thLe comment:

Y/I-DB/2

小坦 Miss Irene Kwok

Details of the Comment:
agreed with the proposal since it will offer, additional posts in both construction and many indu 

series. • • ■ ________________________________________________ ：__  •• •

亡，一  - 二 - 〜 1 <1 r u : ^ n  no^A^ 广汽一一狀♦  v  t  r v o  ^  n o / 1  ^ / o a i  r.

U  丨丨 " 丨■ _,」-. ■_■■■~P--r----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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就 規 劃 申 請 艰 核 意 見 1̂ /\ j； /

參考編號

Reference Number;
161201-213004-58253

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

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

有關的規劃申請編號

T he application no. to which the comment relates
. Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person malting this comment:
小姐Miss Ip

意見詳情 丨
Details of the C o m m en t:

本人支持愉景灣第6 ® 的發展計劃，原因如下 : — ~ ~

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 

以容纳新增的人口。 I
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周3 還境及景 i 
觀融合。

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。 丨

• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益• I
• 引入適S 人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇• j
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。

• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻 •

J



4539
I 武規JS申說，S 按提出意見MsWusCc.， v ppoc^^on / Rsvi{

161201-213106-53949

丨提交展期
Oe^diinc for submission：

i数日期及時間 
| Dafe and time of submission:
ti
j 有關的規©申請编號
j The application no. to which the comment relates:

| 广提意見人」姓名/名稱 
J Name of person making this comment:

意見諸情
Details of the Comment:

01/12/2016 21:31:06

小姐 Miss Leung

:A支持檢景灣第6喔的發展計劁，原因如下：

顧土地聽，聽香港土地不足的問題，■ 不同類型的房屋選擇•
，6f—置頭割為居住思途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 

IIU容结新増的人〇。

，計葑己考惠基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊環境及景 
S融合°
.薪計®可支持開辯獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
.新發展會創造更多就業援會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
引入逭i 人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

.現時上址欠缺遊榮設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施。
•設計圈則羅示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離’ 景觀不會受阻。____________________



_________________________ __________ 4fj'i〇 ■
就 規 刺 申 請 / 孩 彳 亥 提 出 意 見 1%
參考編號
Reference N u m b e r： 16)201-213209-29881

提 交 限 期
Deiidllnc for submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 間  
Date and i

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號  
The application no. to

01/12/2016 21:32:09

t comment relates:

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

意 見 詳 情
Details of the Comment:

小 姐  Miss Cherry

本人支持愉景灣第6樞的發展計劃，原因如下： ’丨：
li

可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇•
• 6 f -直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宣建屋。規劃中的地稹比亦很坻，基建及配套足\ 
以容納新增的人口。 \
•計劃已考慮基礎設施，視覺、交通方面等因素及彳土區承擔能力，設計亦與免境51景\ '; 
觀融合• \ :1
•新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路绦，令交通更方便快捷。 i
. 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益• \
•引入適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提洪更多的零售選擇。
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施. I
•設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。___________________



l~ ' ------- —------------—■ , _______
| 就 規 8§ 申 讀 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 M a k in g  C o n u n e iu  
|参 考 编 號

I1 Reference Number:

携:交限期

D e a d lin e  lo r  s u b m iss io n :

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

D a t e  a n d  tim e  o f  su b m iss io n :

___ ________ _____^
on P lann ing  A pplication  / Review

161130-221540-29739

09/12/2016

30/11/2016 22:15:40

有 關 的 規 剷 申 請 编 號

T he application h o . to which the com ment relates: Y/I-DB/2

「提 意 見 人 」姓 名 /名 稱

N am e of person m aking this com ment: 小姐  Miss Elaine Kwong

意 見 詳 情

D etails o f  the Com m ent :
I 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.________________ __________



就規 H!申請/薇核提出意見  M ^ k h ig C o m m en v o n  / kevUw

參考編號
Reference Number:

16U30-22\73S-E5271

提交限期
OcacUine for submission：

提交日期及時間-
Date and time of submission:

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

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

09/12/2016

30/11/2016 22:17:38

YA-DB/2

先生  Mr. M athrew Lo

意見詳情
Details of the C o m m en t;
I agreed with the proposal as the residential use is responsive to the  housing market, and can p ro ) 
vide more housing choices and enhance the quality of life.____________________________________
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就規辨請，酿提出意見 MflMng comment 
參考編號
R e f e r e n c e  Number:

on P丨a im in g  A p p lic a t io n  / R e v ie w

161201-121523-94568

提交限期
Deadline f o r  s u b m i s s i o n :

09/12/2016

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

D a t e  and t i m e  o f  s u b m i s s i o n :
01/12/2016 12:15:23

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

T h e  a p p lica tio n  n o . to w h ic h  the c o m m e n t re la te s :
Y/I-DB/2

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

先生Mr. Ho

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

/To ensure the healthy and sustainable growth of DB. I support.



城市規麻妥貝會秘軎 

S港允角;蓋醪暹333tt北角政柯合®1S擭
薄真：2877 0245或2522 8426 
•* 5  : tpbpd砂piand.gov.hk

454 6

联啟者：
第12A條-規劃申諝S3號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見•支持渝景灣第6f區發展計劃以菩用珍貴土地資源

就上i f規蓟申請現正收集公眾意見’ 本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋退擇•
• 6f— 直已規劃為居住用途•證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地檳比亦很低*基建
及K 套足以容纳新增的人口•

• 計劃已考逋基礎設施•視* • 交通方面等因萦及社區承擔能力’設計亦與周邊 
項境及景K融合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就菜機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益*
• 引入遇置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運. 為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
• 引人新屋苑. 可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善’ 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支•

此 致 ！

姓名:

聯 络 (箪動/ _ 辦



城市規则娄员裕秘协 

轿港北角逍雊逍333躭北角政府合箱 
： 2877 0245^,2522 8/126 

祖邮：tpbpd@pland.g〇v.hk

4^47

敬改者：

笫u a 條-規则中粒说躭y/WDB/2
公眾葸見•支持愉玖洵第m 區發肢計劃以钐用珍货土地资源

就上述规釗中誚现正收拋公眾意見，本人來函农示支持. 原因如下：

• 可哲‘用土地资源•減輕香港£ 地不足的問瓯，提供不同頌型的踌堅诞撺•
• Gf— 直已規釗為居住用途•詛明土地遇宜逨歷•規釗中的地m比亦很低*基建 
及配弈足以容納靳增的人a  *

• 計釗已考麻越礎股施、视说、交通方而等因索及社區承抱能力，股計亦與問电 
環塊及傲觀融合•

• 新計则可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快提*
• 新發展會釗造51多就業极會，為市民及社會帘來好處及K 濟效益‘
• 引入適ffi人a 可支捋本土小商店的營诬*為居民提洪更多的荽银逛揮•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施•新發展會美似爲境及引入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則顧示附近R苑與新屋苑有充足距離’ 景®不會受® •
• 引入新厘苑*可分擔公共設施的維修％用*使周IS的&建設施作出切親及改卷， 

浆主b 減省維修保餐及相關丨丨3支*

此致1

姓名： _ _ ^ 一- - ^ -
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• d A » 繼人丨丨" 丨 t ] 、* 沾 的 營 邏 • 為 唐 K t t 供 史 冬 的 零 售 湛 澤 ，
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• 艏 川 薦 則 钃 1 婀 ^11«1飧 _ 齡 》 粑 獬 守 枳 翮 ，鱟 鼸 不 會 甓 姐 •

• W \ 勒 劂 柏 . a丨兮嬙2 饵般腌的雄縿費 _ 使 _ 灞的基建投廉作出翻靳及改赛， 

鬌丨 "/減详蝴蠔保曾及㈦M J T C  *

此
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■:a :k w  ..名 妒 . 項的人u  •
• n : : 脅雩孓礞权蹇、曳*  •义a  ri® 等凶* 及u a 承檐能力•投i ^ r .與規进 

嘈磯女暈« 敵台 •
• i?.:.. I,.:;支A v w * r r .扪 巴 •今艾通吧方使诀徙•

• 診分残會斛造屮芩技• ，會 •為m ix呔H.• 帶來奸觝及通演效益_
• 引入遢麗/、n 习T 挎本i 小商店的试遵•為试民H H 代更多的零售S&!霉’

• 沒時上ii欠缺进寶& 麻 .斬矜杈# 关化頃逯及引入断的休想投施•

• 顯斤:扪近® 苑興躕鼴处有充足杜1醮 ，轚観不會受姐•
• 引入斬鼉蚝，可分擔厶共投腌的嫌脩養⑴•使丨用邊的拣》段跑作出勘新及改tt、 

業王可滅省壤修保餐及相關開支•

此致丨

姓名  S i ^

聯 絡 （籩郵

R E C tA V tD
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道333號北角® ^ 合署15樓
簿 真 ：2S77 0245或2522 8426 

S 鄭 ：tpbpd(?pland.gov.hk

4 5 5  0

敬故者：

娜 見 - 支 持 地 資 源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因̂®T :

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房⑷
• 6f— 直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地積比亦很低，蕋建

及配套足以容纳新增的人口 * i
• 計 ff!l已考廉基礎設施，視 光 、交 通 方 面 等 因 素 及 社 區 承 擔 能 力 ’設 8十亦與周邊  

環境及景覼融合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線’ 令交通更方便快捷- 
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人適量人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運’ 為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
• 引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用•使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。

此 致 ！
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城市規劃娄員會秘瞽
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4 ^ 5 1

傅 真 ：2877 0M 5或2522 8426 

爾 郵 ：tpbpd@ pland.gciv.hk

敬啟者'•
第12A條•規剌申葫頃號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景淹第6f區發展計St似善用珍贵土地资源

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源| _ 香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房厘選擇•
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地憤比亦很低，基建 

及配套足以容纳新增的人□。
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀融合*
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快提•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會带來好處及巡濟效益•
• 引入適S 人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇.
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則願示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景温不會受?且.
• 引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修费用，使周邊的基建設施作出薛新S 改善， 

業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支。

此致！

姓名：

聯絡（電郵/傅真/地址

• n e w *
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mailto:tpbpd@pland.gciv.hk


麝 屬 i .氣 金 _ 钂 ^ ， . .免 打 管

嫌 T pkd#pU /.0 K '" .，.*

敎 齡 鬌

鎮丨M 藤 攀 夢 屮 費 镛 ， . •  *

么 ® 鬌 聚 ，》 讀 鬱 耀 賴 * • * » • »  •  • • 摩 镛 ：， 衡靡

獻 1 成 孅 劃 小 麟 瓚 ：丨々軀  i  i »•

• 爾 … ！ _ • 靡 嚴 •》 » •  v . 1 * ， ， ■  # < *  • 裏 着 丨 ， 着 鬌 • 蠓

• b t 鵰 ‘ 1 Mlfri 醫會 ： ’ ， 蠼 竇 J• 零  * 攣 噶 * ♦ ’ 令 摹 赡

及 , ，_鲈 妒 普 f ,

• X i f ' l < ' 喫 »  V 罐  I 食 霉 <?“ * * 癱 •  *' t * l -  ^ * « #

* 增!《 W » _ M  ■

• «1豹劃 .| : .5 - 4霸醑爾：' ^ ; 卜’ 土_ «  « V # *
• WiW髑會則逋，鑤《« * 會 為 * ，• '- .• ♦ 馨 ★ * . * 兮鳟署_〇  •
• ⑴> 煽蜃 V ;.‘： *' 押 ♦ : . 廣 ',》» .鬌 纒 鳥 ， 聲• ^零* 邐霉 •
• > til# l  W V V ® W «  » ♦ » 釋會嚳-嚅 • <  . , ^ a . « w »  '
• & i n _ u i j * / r > u ’:.摩 w * • 耀 妗 :. g_j* 餐儀1 會贊矩 •
• ■； ! * • . » ! ( « [  .，：” 《 “ 《矜 ms*'.• 鵞 费 由 霍 . 爾 癱 0 建 f c i i 笮 ± J » 新 及 改 善

霽 f : (>丨 滅 嘯 鐮 讅 你 餐 及 喟 顧 曝 費 . •

此 致 I

姓 名 ： - f ( ^  / } f \ r , i \ K  4 上 九 ^ ’

_ 絡 （罐嫌/ 傳真 / 地址 )
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域m規劃娄員會秘窨 
妄港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15樓 

^ 5  ： 2877  0 2 4 5 ^2 5 2 2  8426  
9.4^ tpOpd^p/and.gov.hk

'■ "W M n »*  3 , , ^

4 5 5 4

敬& 者 ：
第 12A條-規蓟申訝组躭Y/I -DB/2  

公眾意見-额愉景灣第6f 區發展計脚以善用教土地資源

就上述規蓟申If現正收集公眾意見.本人來函表示支持.原因如下：

• 可善用土地黄源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6卜直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建

及配套足以容纳新增的人D •

• 計《已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 
瑁境及景觀®合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
• 引人適置人a 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施. 新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施。
• 設計a 則頭示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
• 引人新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用. 使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善_ 

菜主可減省维修保養及相關開支。 * V

此 致 ！

姓名： H iJ M :  ' t h  (Tn^
麻络（電郵/薄真/ 地址):-

r e c e i v e d  \  
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城市規劃委員會秘霤
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署is樓 4 5 5 5
傅真：2877 0245或2522 8426 
艰郵：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hl<

敬啟者：
第 12A條-規刪申請锔號Y/丨-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景濶第6f 區發展計刨以巻用珍贵土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持■原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題. 提供不同頌型的房堅選擇.
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地檳比亦很低，基建 

及配套足以容納新增的人□。
• 計劃已考)*、基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周遙 

環境及景觀融合。
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷*
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會箝來好菡及遲濟效益■
• 引入適置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的苳售選擇。

現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休恵設施。 
設計圖則頭示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻•

• 引人新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修费用，使周邊的基建設施作出觀新及改善 
業主可減省维修保餐及相關支。

此致！

姓名：

聯络（電郵/傳真/ 地址):.



城市規劃委貝會秘害

香港北角；！華道333號北角政府合署15樓 5S
薄 真 ：2877 024S或2S22 8426 
霉 郵 •' tpbpd{®pland.gov.hk

敬啟者=
第12A條-規劃申請編號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第6f區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劁申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋退擇。
• 6f—直已規剿為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地積比亦很低•基建 
及配套足以容纳新增的人口。

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 
環境及景觀融合。

• 新計®可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則願示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
• 引入新屋宛•可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。

輯 （電郵/傳真/地址):■



城 市 規 劃 委 員 會 秘 窨  

香 港 北 角 渣 華 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 1 5 樓

傅 真 ：2 8 7 7  0 2 4 S 或  2 S2 2  8 4 2 6  4 5 5 7

堪郵：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第12A條-規刺申請镅號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見- M 愉景第6f區發展計劃以笤用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題*提供不同類型的房匣菹琿•
• 6f— 直已規劃為居住用途*證明土地迺宜建屋•規a 中的地稹比亦很尨，基建 
及配套足以容納新增的人口。

• 計劃已考慮、基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計?T與周逢 
環境及景觀融合。

• 新計劉可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好菡及级濟效益•
• 引人適置人口可支持本土小商店的眢運*為居民提供更多的苳售選襌•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施•新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則頭示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻•
• 引入新屋苑*可分擔公共設施的維修黄用，使周邊的基建設施作出薛葑及改春* 
業主可減省維修保餐及相關開支。

此 致 ！

姓 名 ：

聯 絡 ( 電 郵 / 傅 真 / 地 址 丨 : _

U

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城 币 規 剷 要 鑕 會 秘 窨

杳 港 北 角 澶 痪 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 1 5 樓  4  5 ^  3
薄 真 ： 2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5 或 2 5 2 2 S4 2 6  

•' rpbpc@piand.gov.hk

敬啟者：
苐1 2 A 條•規劃申請編躭Y/ I-DB/ 2  

公眾意見-支痄愉聚灣第6f區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規蓟申諝現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

• 可善用土地黄源《減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。
• 6f— 直已規剷為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地稹比亦很低*基建 

及配套足以容纳新增的人口。
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 
環境及景觀融合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
* 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人適置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選揮•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離•景觀不會受阻。
• 引入新屋苑•可分擔公共設施的維修费用•使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可滅省维修保養及相關開支。

此致！

姓名:

鬏络（霣g / 傳真/地址

mailto:rpbpc@piand.gov.hk


城市規剌委员倉秘軎
香 港 北 角 渣 華 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 1 5 榷  4 5 3 3

傅 真 ■ : 2877 QMS或 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  

爾 郵 ： tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第1 2 A條-規劃申誚编號Y / I-D B / 2  

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第6f區發展計釗以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規W申誚現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

• 可笤用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房堅遒擇•
• 直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地速宜建屋•規剗中的地檳比亦很低■基逢 

及配套足以容納新增的人□ »
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承搛能力*設訐亦與周邊 
環境及景觀融合。

• 新計割可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線*令交通更方便快捷•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好芘及逄濟效益•
• 引人適置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的苳售選擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施•新發展會美化現境及引入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受晅>
• 引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設庚作出S 新及3 善， 

業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支。

此 致 ！

姓名：

聯 络 （電郵鵰真 / 地址 )

mailto:tpbpcl@pland.gov.hk


城市規劃$貝會秘軎

蒈港北角i i 故«333K i t 角政府台署15樓 4 5 G 0

傳真：2377 024S或2S 22S 426 
電 靡 ： tpbpd费 pland.gov.hk

教 啟 者 ：
第 12A條 •規劃申請鑼铳Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見 - 支持偷景灣第6f ffi發展計薊以拜用珍貴土地寅源

述規® 申蹐現正收集公眾意見*本人來函表示支持•赝 因 如 下 ：

• 可善用土地資源•減裡香港土地不足的問題，嫌供不同氧型的房屋遇揮•
• 6f— 直巳規劃為居住用途 •箝明土地適宜* 屋 •規劃中的圯積比亦很低 •基達 

及配套足以容纳新增的人a •
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施，視 覺 、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景覿射合 •

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路绿•令交通更方便快捷 •
• 新發展會釗造更多就業檐會 •為市民及社會帶來好處及《濟 效 益 •
• 引人適置人D 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇 •

• 現時上址欠缺遊樂投施，新 發 展 會 美 及 引 入 新 的 休 憩 設 施 。

• 設計圖則頗示附近里苑與新厘苑有充足矩離 •景觀不會受阻 •
• 引入新 屋 苑 •可分擔公共設施的维修費用 •使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 

菜主可減省維择保養及相關開支 •

此 致 ！

齡 （霣 撕 » S /輔

» 1



城市規劃委負會秘醫

罾港北角凟蓽暹533號北角政府合署15樓

傅真 2877 0245农2522 8426

電献 t p b p d @ p U n d  g o v . h k
4 cj G1

敬啟名

第 12A條 •規劃申請鑼號 Y/l-DB/2 
公眾意見•支持愴景灣第 6f » 發展針K 以替用珍貴土地資*

耽上述規劃申請埂正收集公眾* 見 •本人來函较示支持，瞅因如下

可# 用土地 資 源 •滅輕香港土地不足的問 «  *嫌供不同頫型的房里堪揮 *
6f— 直已規劃為居住用逨，描明土地適宜建歷 •規劃中的地携比亦很坻，基建 

及配套足以容纳新壜的人a •
計劃已考慮基礎設施、视 覺 •交通方面等因素及社® 承 擔 能 力 •設1+亦興周邊 

環境及景觀融台 •
新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路嫌，今交通更方便快捷 •
新發展會創造更多躭業檐會 | 為市民及社會帶來好* 及遇肩 效 益 •
引人適置人 □ 可支持本土小商店的營運 •為居民提供更多的零售逖樺 • 

現時上址欠缺遊樂設施 •新發展會美化環境及引人新的休想設施 •
設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新厘苑有充足拒離，景R 不 金 受 阻 •

引 入 新 屋 苑 ，可分擔公共設施的维修黄用，使周邊的基建股施作出翻新及改巻  

業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支 *

此 致 ！

姓名： 丫 广

聯 絡 （電郵 /傅真 / 地 址 ):_



紱市規劃娄員會秘書
蓊港j t 角逋蓽道333號J t角政府合署IS樓
薄真： 2877 0245或2522 8426

3 tSff ： tpbpd^ p/an^.gov.hk

45G2

敬 啟 者 •
第12A條-規劃申猜瞄躭Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景海第灯區發展計割以菩用珍貴土地資源

就上述規剷申1»現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可菩用土地黄源*減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房厘選擇•
• —直已規剿為居住用述•證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地積比亦很低•基建

及配套足以容納新增的人口。
• 計割已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 

瑁境及景覬融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快搪•
• 新發展會創造更多就策機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人適金人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近厘苑與新屋苑有充足距離’景觀不會受阻。
• 引人新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新友改普•

業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。

此致！

姓名： . 仞將> 納

媒 络 郵 /傳真/糊



1 孤 ; 规

城市規剿委再會秘 *

番港北角渣越道333唬北角政府合署15櫓 

傅 真 ：2877 OMS或2522 8426 

艰 郵 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 1ZA條-規则申誚编號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景塒第6f 區發展計剌以箬用珍貴土地資源

就上述規割申誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持.原因如下：

• 可巷用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同?1型的房陲選擇•
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途•證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地稹比亦很低•基逢 

及配套足以容納新增的人□。
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因索及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快提•
• 新發展會創造更多就萊機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及级濟效益•
• 引入適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售钽擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施| 新發展會美化堪境及弓I入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則頭示附近厘苑與新厘苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻.
• 引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的維修費用，使周进的基建設施作出翻新及改善_ 

萊主可減省维修保養及相關開支。 * V

此致！

姓名•_ —  也

聯絡麵順/糊

RECEW TO

- 1 au ̂
Tovwn P\»nmr̂
V  BcmM y

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


« 娜 ’ r  ’

城市_委貝會秘曹 
香港北角;2解M3335!!ifc角政府合署15樓 
嫁箕. 2877 024S或2522 8426 

- tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

45G4

敗啟者：
第12A條-規U 申請缉號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持揄录灣第於區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

躭上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持.原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題.提供不同類型的房屋退擇•
• 6f—直已規蓟為居住用途|證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地稹比亦很低*基建 
及配套足以容納新增的人□•

• 計割已考慮基礎設施、視* 、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 
項境及景觀融合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會*為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人適置人口可支持本土小商店的营運.為居民提供更多的零售s 擇。
. 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美ft環境及引人新的休憩設施.
• 設計圖則廣示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻•
• 弓丨人新屋苑•可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支_•

此致！

姓名•• U ) i  I 'k U  -U-n
慰络郵/薄真/地址

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


f f i r m

城市規刺委貝會秘書
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署is檯 45G0
傅真：2877 〇245或2522 从26 
范郢：tpbpd@pland.gov_hlt

敬啟者：
第12A條-規刺申請镅號Y/丨-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景海第Sf區發展計剌以费兩珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋選擇》
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地核比亦很低，基建 
及配套足以容纳新增的人□ »

• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力*設計芥與周连 
環境及景觀融合。

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷*
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
• 引入適ft人□可支持本土小商店的營運*為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景観不會受阻•
• 引入新屋苑|可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設旋作出薛笱及改善’ 
業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支。

此致！

姓名 . }\̂

聯络(電郵/傅真/地址):_



妖市嫌<!$員會秘書
蛮 港 北 角 潼 铽 道 333號 北 角 政 府 合 署 15相  456 G

M M  : 2877 0245^12522 S426 
•' tpbpdfPpland.gov.hk

第12A條-規刺申猜編號YAD8/2 
公眾意見-支持偷景;胃第訂區發展計劃以g 用珍*  土地資源

就上述規®申辣現正收集公眾* 見. 本人來函表示支持，原因如下•'

. 可春用土地» 源，減經香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋®擇。
• 6f—直已規剷為居住用逑，誼明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地積比亦很低，基連 

及配套足以容纳新增的人a •
• 計《已考慮基礎設施，視* ，交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 
環财景賴合.

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷•
• 新發展會刹造更多就業携會. 為币民及?i 會帯來好處及經濟效益。
• 引乂適置人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。

• 引入新屋苑，可分搛公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。 -

此致！

姓名 :

旗 络 （笔郵/ 傳真 / 地址 ):.



：i ! l i
H v V v i w t

im w w m H m m
W 沿北灼 消 秘 泊 3 3 3 躭 北 角政府 台 将 3 5 榷  4 5 G ?
何饵：2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5 或2 5 2 2  8 4 2 G 
7{£!P(1 ： tpbpd©pland.e〇v.hk

敬啟者：
第1狀條-規则M3荫镅號Y/1-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉班鸿笫Gf區發肢計则以矜闬珍災土地资源

躭上述規_ 申誚现正收集公眾意見，本人來函农示支持.原因如下：

• 可鹎用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問驵，提供不同頌型的房匮诳揮•
• 6f— 直已規则為居住用途•龃明土地適宜迆歴•規劃中的地执比亦很低.难逛

及配袞足以容纳靳增的人□。
• 計劃已考漱雄礎設施' 視覺、交通方捆等因絜及社蓝承捣能力，設計亦與周甩 

環塊及贵觀融合*
• 新計则可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便诀塊。

• 新發展會創造更多就粲機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 弓I入適觅人口可支持本土小商店的營m ，為居民提供更多的¥ 售铤擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會IfMb環堍及引入新的休想設施*
• 設計圖則頤示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻•
• 引入新厘苑*可分捣公共設施的維修费用*使周邊的基建設施怍出稱靳及& 卷、 

槳主可減省維修保锅及相關F通支。

此 致 ！

姓名： [>狀 I C

聯 絡 （锘郵 /傅真 / 地址 ):_



嫌 布 規 舅.秘馨 
霣潘龙角.蘆鑼d h 3 J » ! J t角政府会署15樓 

M M  2 8 7 ?  Q 2 4 S S R 2 S 2 2  8 4 2 6  

裉 郵 ：tpttpd锣p U n d .g o v .h k

4 5 G S

棚 者
第J2A條•規JW申請鐳躭Y/I-DB/2 

公眾M見•支持愉景灣第6f S 發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規酈申搛現正收集公眾意兒•本人來函表示支持’原因如下：

• 可善用土地设源•滅經香港土地不足的W粗*提供不同顕型的房厘退擇•
• 6f—直已規廨為居住用述•趙明土地適宜連厘•規劃中的地稹比亦很低•基建

及配套足以容纳新增的人Q *

•計脚已考慮基礎殷施、視覺*交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 
項埔及最覷触合.

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷•

•新發展會射适更多就桊機會，為市•民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人S J L A D可支待本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施•新發展會美化項境及引入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則頭示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離•景觀不會受阻•

• 引人新里苑•可分搛公共設施的维修费用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善| 
業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支•

此致！

姓名：

齡 §  (電郵 / 傳真 / 地 址 ):______



i  i H ^ B I

城市規劃委貝會秘耆 
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署 15樓 

傅 真 ■■ 2877 0245或 2522 8426 

1£ 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬 敗 者 ：
第 12A■條•規JW申請组號 Y /1-DB/2 

公眾意見 -支持愉景灣第《區發展計劃以笤用珍》 土地資溫

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持•原因如下'•

• 可©用土地寅源，減輕香港土地不足的問租•提供不同爾型的房•
• 6f— 直已規劃為居住用途.證明土地邁宜速屋•規制中的地W比亦很坻•基》
及配套足以容納新增的人□。

• 計劃已考基礎設施、視受 '交通方面等因素及社區承捣能力.設計亦與周a  
環境及景觀融合。

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線*令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會带來好菡及®濟效益•
• 引入適董人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的琴售里擇•
. 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設® .
•設計圖則顯示附近厘苑與新屋苑有充足距離’京®不會受阻•
• 引入新屋苑，可分掬公共設施的维修费用.使周邊的基建設施作出觀新及•改巻’ 
業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支。

此 致 ！

姓名： |M,Ar

聯 絡 （電郵 /傳真 /地址

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


缄市規劃赛負會泌鲁

» 港允角瀵H J W 3J 3W 北角政府含署i s 樓 （1 5 / 0

f$ M  2877 0245.H2S22 S426 
9 1 ^  : tpbpd&pland gov.hk

敏啟者
第 1ZA嫌 _規剿申W « 躭 Y/I-DB/2 

公眾* 見 - 支持偷景灣第 sf E 發拽計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

耽上述規衂申虏現正收集公眾意見•本人來函丧示支持 •原因如下

• 可赛用土地 J f 源 •滅經香港土地不足的問題 •提供不同類型的房歷纽擇 •
• 以一直己規衂為居住用述 •趙明土地 適 宜 建 屋 * 規劃中的地憤比亦很低 •基建  

及配套足以容納新增的人口 •
• 計蓟已考慮基礎設施 ' 視 覺 •交通方面等因紫及钍區承拽能力’設計亦與周邊 

增境及景》射 合 •
• 新計劃可支持開辦掏立的巴士路線 ’ 令交通更方便快捷 •
• 新發展會創迪更多躭東機 # • 為市民及 ?土會带來好逋及經濟效益。

• 引A 遇置人 □ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇 •
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化頊境及引人新的休憩設施。

. 設計》則靥示附近厘苑與新厘苑有充足距離，景 觀 不 會 受 阻 。

• 引A 新屋苑*可分擄公共設施的維修费用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。

此 致 ！

姓名： l i

辟 络 郵 / 薄真/ 地址 k

， p w j



城市規W 委 f t # 秘窗
哲 港 北 灼 冻 坫 躭 北 角 政 府 合 荦 3S榷 45V J
ff/K ： 2877 0245̂ 2S22 8426 
IRff*  ̂ tpbpd(S)p1ancl.gov.hk

敬fiV射：
笫12A條-規制申訪说號Y/l，DB/2 

公眾意見-支持协设薄第6f區發展計蚪以辁用珍臾土资源

躭上炖说割中銪現正收粜公眾意見，本人來函较示支持•原因如下_•

• 可狯用土地资源•減經香港土地不足的問妞•提供不同類型的房昆遢擇•
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途*嵇明diifc瘩宜铯歴•規釗中的地执比亦很低*袪逄 

及配葚足以容納靳增的人口•

• 計劃已考賍&礎設施、視贺：、交通方面等因索及社區承搲能力*段計亦與周迸 
堪说及语奴融合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便決拖•

• 新發展會創造更多就雜嵌會•為市民及社會帶來好笾及®洧效益•
• 引人適最人口可支持本土小商店的營遝•為居民提供更多的苳售进擇•

• 現時上址欠缺遊槩设施•新發展會美1调境及引入靳的休憩設施•
• 設計圈則頤示附近屋苑與新厘苑有充足距離，菊：®不會受砠•

• 引入新屋苑 • 可分擔公共設施的雄修费用 . 使周的基迪設施怍出罚靳及改 €  • 
聚主可減省维修保餐及相關1^支 •

此 致 1

姓名： 么

聯 絡 （電 SW傅真 / 地址 ):_



城节規 jn 娄貝會秘書
密 港 J t 角 潢 蓽 道 3 3 3 既 化 角 政 府 合 署 J 5 樓  45 7 2
薄 真 . 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5 或 2 5 2 2  8 々 2 6  

霞 部 ，‘ tpbpd淨 p/dnd.gov.hk

敬敗者：
第1 2 A 條-規剌申辣镅躭Y/ I-DB/ 2  

公眾意見-支持偷景灣第“區發展計剌以菩用珍貴土地資源

就上述規蓟申說現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房屋逝擇。
• 6卜直已規劃為居住用途•證明土地適宜建屋*規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建 

及配套足以容納新增的人□。
• 計》!/已考慮基礎設施、視* 、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 
環境及景觀融合•

• 新計剿可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。

• 新發展會削造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 引人適纛人口可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的零售選擇》

• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施̂
• 設計®則願示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
• 弓/人新屋苑*可分擔公共設施的維修費用•使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善* 

業主可減省维修保餐及 相 關 開 支 。 * V

此致 ！

姓名：

聪 絡 (電郵 / 傳真 / 地 址 )

RECEIVED

- 2  DEC 加b

T o w n  P l a n n i n g

V  B o a r d  y "



城 市 規 劃 委 貝 會 秘 窬  
香 港 北 角 渣 華 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 樓  

傅 真 ：287 7 〇2奶 或 25228426 
電 郵 ： tpbpd@ pland，gov.hk

敬啟者：
第U A 條-規劃申諌編號Y / WDB/ 2  

公眾意見-支持愉景潸第6f區發展計劃以卷用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

a)  新計劃將停建員工宿舍*變相令現有員工宿舍加快翻新及改笤設施，我作為興工將 
會受恵。

b) 6F 逭幅土地平整了己經三十多年|每日眼見它丢棄一旁而不作發展，十分可惜.

此致！

Name ( 姓 名 )_• Signature (簽名V.

聯絡（電郵/傳真/地址



城#規舾娄 m 會泌赛

涅省北角瀟 耻 道 3 3 3 软 允 角 政 府 合 龙 4 5 ^ ^  
薄 真 ■ 2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5 或 2 5 2 2 S4 2 6  1 '

•' tpt»pd<®piand.gov./ik

紐者••
第1 2 A 條-規蓟申辅缁躭Y/ I-DB/ 2  

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第6f區發•展計鄺以善闬珍貴土地資源

就上述規薊申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

4 新發展#使周邊的基連設施作出翮靳及改赛1可減省維修保餐及相關開支.

⑴6F i J傾土地平整了己經三十多年，每曰眼見E 丟棄一旁而不作發展•十分可惜。

此致 /

Name f姓名)： _

聯 络 （電郵 / 傳真 / 地 址 )i

厂匕 Signature (簽:名)

-2 DEC 細
Town Planning 
V  Board ^



城 市 規 劃 委 員 俞 秘 ®
香港北跔渣帮遒3 3 3號北角政府合笨1 5 搜  w

傅 奧 ：2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5 或 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  

： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者
第12A條-規劃申辋闽號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持偷景灣第6f區發展計劃以畚用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見•本人來函衷示支持•原因如下：

■ A  i i  4

此 致 ！

Name (姓名 )： ('Nil/. P j 〇U  H n ^ f  Signature (簽名V

聯络 (電郵 /傅真 / 地 址 ):

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


4 5 7 6壙市規Jsf委員會秘書‘
眘港北角:5班值333號北角政府合署15樓 

d p j( 2377 024S^c2S22 &426 
tpb pd ^pla nd .go v.hk

驳敢者■’
第12A 條-規蓟申|f细號Y/l-DB/2 

公眾窟見-支持偷景灣第6f區發展計劃以赛用珍貴土地資源

就上述規射申铒現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

匀新贫展#使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善，可減省维修保餐及相關開支。 

b) 6F i f傾土地平整了己經三十多年•每曰眼見它丢棄一旁而不作發展，十分可惜。

此 致 ！

Name (绝名 ): Signature (簽名） •• i —
礎 络 （m 郵 / 傳真 / 地 址 ):.



m m u l U ^ I B I ^ V T . m ^ m m \ a . -

城 市 規 劃 委 貝 會 秘 書  A t  _
香 港 北 角 溋 華 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 IS 樓  4 」 < j
傅 真 ： 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 S或 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  

電 郵 ： tpbpd @ pland,gov.hk

敬啟者：
第12A條-規劃申詡编號Y/1-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉聚海第6f區發展計劃以笆甩珍，土地廣源

就上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見*本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

3〕我樂見新發展，因為會使我在這個社區的就業環境及极會更佳.

b〕6F 這幅土地平整了己巡三十多年，每日眼見它丢棄一旁而不作發展*十分巧惜.

此致！

Name (姓名): Signature (簽名V.

聯絡（電郵/傅真/地址):



城节規 I ? 要 員 #秘 害

荽港北角龙越遒幻 3號：ft角政府 合 署 IS 樓  4 5  7  S
： 2877 0 245^2522 8426 

9 0  : tpbpd^pland.gov.hk

裝 啟 者 •’
第12A條-規劃申請縝號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持偷景灣第6f蓝發展計劃以笤用珍貴土地寅源

就上述規衂申訝現正收集公：番見*本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

a)  我樂見新發展.因為會使我在這個社區的就業環境及機會更佳。

b) 6F i I 描土地平整了己經三十多年，每曰眼見它丟棄—旁而不作發展’十分可惜。

此致

Name f姓名J:

職絡（電郵/溥真/ 地:

Signature (簽名)

-2 DEC _

Town Planning 
V  Board



城市規劃委貝畲秘省
香港北角渣雄遒333號北角政府合署1M事 A r n r
傅 真 ： 2877 0245或2S22 8426 *

: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬故者‘+
第12A條-規節1申請缢號Y/l-DB/Z 

公眾意見-支持愉景满第6f區發展計刺以巻闬珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見*本人來函农示支持|原因如下：

a〕新發展會使周邊的基淫設施作出翻新及改卷•可減省维修保餐及相W問支• 
b〕6F 這幅土地平整了己經三十多年•每曰眼見它丢棄一旁而不作發展十分巧愔.

此致！

Name ( 姓 名 )： 嗓 ,K  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  Signature ( 簽 名 )•• _ - - - - - - - -

聯絡（m郵/麵 地 址 -------------

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市m 劃金h 會秘鲁 
香m 北 角 迆鲈遒333馱 北 角 政 府 合 羝 IS浓 

： 2877 0245^-2522 8426 
Q.4(? • tpbpd(S>piand.gov.hk

4 5 8 0

第 h a 條 • m 劃中m m 躭 y/ i-d o/2 
公眾息見-支持阶jr对第m 區狡展計刺以軺用珍貴土地資源

財上趑说耵申肘現正收槊公眾息見*本人來函农示支持•原因如下：

a j 新發展兪使荷进的赵逑议施作出枢/籾及改畚•可減迸絍修保餐及相關閗支, 

W 我樂見新狡展•因為會使我在适個?i 區的就萊項垅及槻畲更佳。

此 致 ！

Name {姓名 } : —

柺 鉻 （钽鄭 / 薄真 / 地址尺

S/gnature (3

T p r 畔

(簽名 ):•

Wg5BSl5*rt̂  «■：*»«••*>



城 市 规 剡 费 貝 會 秘 窬  

杳港北角通够道3幻诚北角政府合潛c m  
filfK : 2877 0245^2522 8426 
艰 邮 ： tpbpcl^ plamJ.go'/.hk

敬啟者：
第12A 條•規鲥申謅级铋Y/丨-08/2 

公眾意見•支持愉设第《弧發賅計汹以浍用珍货:h地臾猓

就上述規釗申誧現正收报公眾意見，本人來函农示支持.原因如下：

3〕新發展會使周邊的揸迖設施作出翻斯及改笤，可减省绝修保费玖相驭開支， 

b) 6F 逭怖土地平锒了己强三十多年.毎日眼見它丢襄~旁而不作發豉.十分可1,

iM i i ia M a a H



城市規劃要興會秘香 

香淹北角 :1 單道 3 3 3 «北角政府合署 IS樓 

: 2S77 0245^2522 S426 
電 鄭 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

4582

联敔者：
第 U A 條-規劃申誚编號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持偷景灣第《區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申講現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a.  新計劃將停建貝工宿舍• S 相令現有員工宿舍加快翮新及改善設施’我作為員 

'工將會受恵.

b.  我樂見新發展•因為會使我在這個社區的就業環境及機會更佳。

此致！

Name (姓名

崭络（電S /傳真/地址

Signature {簽名  1:

"r e c e t v e d  

〇[[ OT

To w n  Planningy 
Board

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規劃委員會秘曹 _  4 5 m
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15樓 u 〇

傅真 ： 2877 OMS或2522 8426 
取郵：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A 條-規劃申請缟號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景薄第6f 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本 人 來 函 表 示 支 持 ，原 因 如 下 ：

a〕新發展會使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善’可滅省维修保费及相關開支• 

b) 我樂見新發展•因為會使我在這個社區的就業現境及機會更佳•

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


嫌市規耙费II會衫軎 
礬渴北角i 搴遒3BW北角政对台罾樓 
M M  2877 〇24SJgt2522 8426
^PP tpdpd^pUndgov.hk

曹

4 5 0 4

i m n
第 12A 條 •规劃屮嫌鑼妖 Y/ l-08/2 

公眾意見 •支捋谕最灣笫 6 f X # J R 針 《!以《用珍貴土 J C 資灞

«£上逋规剌屮讚現正收集公眾意兑*本人來函* 示支捋 • » 因如下：

a )  断砂使网邊的基建設施作出肋斯及改 ®  •可滅雀鱅修保餐及ftiMW支,

b )  找來兇斯妙JK •因為會使找在进畑ftffl的躭業壜遣及《會更!£.

此 致 f

Name (姓名 ) : ______ X  > Signature ( % £ ) :

m u  m s n /m x / m t i ：______________________________

D e c e i v e d  

_2 DEC M'6

丁〇wr\ Plann邮  y 
Board



城市規劃委I I  i r 秘害 

霣港北角潼》遒333號北角政府合繫15樓 

傅真 2877 02扑农 2S 22 8426 
篷明 t p b p d 梦p U n c j . g o v  h k

«(»« *
第 12A 條-規劃申饋曲號Y/1-DB/2 

公眾意冕-支捋愉*灣第6f 通發联計劃以善用珍贵土地資诹

躭上述规劃申睛現正收集公眾意见，本人來函表示支持•张因如下：

a j 断計劃將停缠員工宿舍•變相今現有員工捆舍加快》斯及改巷股施，我作為員工將 

會梦應_

b) 6P 遑幅;L地平整了己鏝三十多年*每曰眼見它丢棄一旁而不作發胰•十分可馆•

此致！

N a m e  (姓名)： 

聯絡（堪郵/傅真,

S 丨g n a t u r e  (9S  名V-



i  i M A  u  t m  M  m u M i M i U i

城1m u 姿屬會秘瘳
宂 角 妖 北 角 政 府 合 著 is播  4 5 8 6

^3$M 287? 0245^2522 8426
$ L V  tpbpd^ipland.gov.hk

农敢者
第 12A鲦 •规脚申觭《抗 Y/丨-D8/2 

公眾童見 - 支持婧景灣第 sf a t® 展計《以善用珍貴土地資源

就 上 述 規 劃 申 a 現 正 收 m 公 眾 意 見 •本 人 來 函 表 示 支 持 ，m 因 如 下 ：

勾我聚見新狩展•因為會使我在埴個？j：®的躭業環境及機會更佳。
W 6F 道組土地平整了己纽三十多年•每曰眼見它丟聚一旁而不作發展•十分可愔,

此 致 ！

Signature (簽名 ):

救 络 （霉郵 /m M /m t) : -



! i i  I  U 1 , 1 J 1  • a 鱺 繼 f c n a y — — i '  w . >

城市規劃委霣會秘窨 

脔港北角液駐遒333號北角政府合 

傅 真 ： 2877 024S或 2522 8426 
電 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者

第 12A條■規劃申謂锚號Y/丨-OB/l 
公眾意見•支持愉鼉灣第6f ® 發展計劃以铐用珍負土地資源

耽上述規劃申謂現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

4̂ )07

挖 ，h f V 文太戈允 i 吃 R  A  々尔各

此 致 ！

Nam e (姓 名 ): Signature (簽 名 V

聯絡（電郵/傳真/地址)

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


t  观匾 i  飞谓

4T -

域市規薊要爾M 香
杳港北角潼繭遒333妖北角政府合署is樓 4583
薄真：2S 77 02«或 25U  S « 6  .

• tpbpd^Opiand gov.hk

從者
第 12A 條 •規劃申請描號Y/l-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持偷景灣第6f 區發展計劃以菩用珍貴土地黄源

就上述規HZ申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持*原因如下：

a)  我榘見新發展• S 為會使我在逭個社區的就業環境及機會更佳#

b) 6F 這播土地平整了己經三十多年•每曰眼見它丟棄一旁而不作發展.十分可惜,

此 致 ！

Name (姓 名 J:

職 结 深 郵 / ^ / 地址 ):.

Signature (簽 名 ）：

RECEIVED

- 2  DEC M16

^Town Planning 
Board *



城市規剿委貝會秘書
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15樓 4539
傅真：2877 0245或2522 8426 

電鄭：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第12A條-規剌申誚编號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見•支持愉景潸第區發展計劁以善用珍貴土地资源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a〕新發展會使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善*可減省维修保養及相關開支。 

b〕6F 這幅土地平整了己經三十多年，每日眼見它丟棄一旁而不作發展，十分可惜。

此致！

Name (姓名

聯絡（電郵/傅真/地址h

RECEIVT-0

犯 ‘观

T〇v.n PUnnuxj： 
Boar  ̂ 乂

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城布规财赛員會秘窨
眾漭允角法藏迸3 3 3號尤芮政府合聚i s 樓 4590

J3M： ： 2877 0245^2522 S426
9 . ^ •' tpt>pd^p/〇nd.gov.hk

第 12A 條-規剡申铕细躭Y/I-OB/2 
公眾意見，支持偷费鄕釕區频 贿 以 辞 用 珍 貴 土 地 麵

就上述規劃申隳現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持 I 原 因 如 下 :

4 新 淨 建 貝 工 宿 舍 .烫相今現有貝工宿舍加快翻新及改笤股施，我作為呙工將 
會受患•

的 （5P i f 傾土地平整了己經三十多年，每日眼見它丟棄一旁而不作發展，十分可惜■>

此 致 /

Name (姓名 ):

懸 络 （電鄭/傳真 / 地址 ):.

Signature (簽名 ):

RECEIVED 

-2 OEC^S

Town Planningy 
Board



诎 繙 :.m i i i r o i T d i r a M m ?

城市規劃赛員會秘窨
符港北跔流邡道猇北角政府合凳15榷 4〇rj i .
傅贝：2877 〇2奶或2S22 8426 
取 则 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬 啟 者 ：
第 12A 1飯 - 規刪申請锄猇 Y/1-DB/2 

公眾意見 - 支持愉景漘第 6 f區發屁計刪以铐用珍潰土地資源

就上述規劃申誧現正收集公眾意見 1 本人來函玫示支待，原因如 下 ：

3〕 新計劃將怦跑员工宿舍，银相令現商興工宿舍加快翻新及改S 設 施 ■找■作為M X 将 

龠受恵 .

b〕 6 F 逭幅土地平狴了己經三十多年 •毎曰眼見它去來一旁而不作發展 *十分可慊 .

此 致 1

Name (姓名 ): Signature (务名、： l \ J ^

聯 絡 （诹郵 /傅真 / 地址

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Ill _  ，n

c

城市規《委興會秘窨
畜港北角澶铒道333妖北内政府合署 IS f f
9 J| • 2877 0245^2522 8426
f t iK  : tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

敬 啟 者 ：
第 12A 條 •規劃申請 ff l躭 Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見 *支持谕景灣第 6 f 區發展計劃以苕用珍贵土地黄源

躭上述規劃申 I f 現正收集公眾意見，本 人 來 函 表 示 支 持 ，原 因 如 下 ：

此致！

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規刪委员會秘畜 
香港北角渣群道333號北角政府合笨15搜 
傅真：2877 0245或2522 8426 
電；那 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

4533

敬敔者：
第12A條-規劃申請钽號Y/1-DB/2 

公眾意見-支持愉景灣第6f區發展計割以赛用珍負土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

此致1

Name (姓名)：

聯络（值郵/傅真/地址V.1

Signature ( 簽 名 V.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城布規《$員會秘書 
港 北 角 潘 移 道 333既 北 角 政 府 含 署 15樓

fltjf ： 2877 0 2 4 5^2 52 2  8426 4 5 J 4
•' tpbpd^>pland.gov.hk

賊 者 ：
第 ;I2 A 條 -規 薊 申 請 編 躭 Y/丨-D8/2 

公眾意見 ■支持偷景灣第贫區發展計 « 以普用珍 j » 土地資源

就上述規® 申講現正收集公眾意見 •本 人 來 函 表 示 支 持 |原 因 如 下 ：

a j 我 樂 見 新 發 展 •因為會使我在适個 ?i ：區的就桊環境及機會更佳。

b) 6 F i f 幅 土 地平整了己經三十多年 •每曰眼見它丟棄一旁而不作發展 •十分可惜。

此 致 ！

Name (姓名 )：广i n Signature (簽名 ):

群 络 （電郵 / 傳真 / 地址 }:4



城 市 規 劃 委 貝 會 秘 t t  
香 港 北 角 液 琺 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 1 5 榷  

傅 真 ：2 B7 7  0 2 4 5 或 2 S2 2  8 4 2 6  

爾 郵 ： tpbpd@ pland_gov.hk

4535

敬 啟 者 ：
第 1 2 A 條 - 規 申 謓 锒 號 Y / 1 - 0 B/ 2  

公 眾 意 見 - 支 持 偷 景 灣 第 6 f 區 發 展 针 劃 以 善 闬 珍 貴 土 地 資 源

就 上 述 規 劁 申 誚 現 正 收 集 公 眾 意 見 ， 本 人 來 函 表 示 支 持 * 原 因 如 下 ：

a.  新 計 劃 將 停 建 員 工 宿 舍 • 變 相 今 現 有 員 工 宿 舍 加 快 翻 新 及 改 香 設 葩 ’我 胃  

工 將 會 受 恵 B

b .  新 發 展 會 使 周 邊 的 基 建 設 施 作 出 翻 新 及 改 善 ，可 減 省 维 修 保 餐 及 相 ％

此 致 ！



蟻布携劃姿錢會秘書 ，丨

f 港 !t 角 邃 華 道 州 软 北 角 政 府 台 霣 15樓  
傳 真  2877 0245或 2W2 8426 
霞 郵 ：tpbpd乡pland.gov.hk

碰 者 ：
第 1 2 A條-規劃屮請曲號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾S 見-支持愉景灣第6f 區發展計劃以苒用珍資土地資源

it上述現K 申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支待•原因如下：

a)  斬發展會使周邊的基逹投施作出翻新及改赛•可減省維修保餐及相關開支.

b)  找樂見新较展•因為會使我在逭個社區的就楽環境及機會更佳.

此 致 ！

Name (姓名 1: Signature (簽名}:

5{络（電郵/傳真/地址

R F P F J v r - 

-2 DEC ^

Town Piajii..



M j M l U JiLMi tu m m ^ m9U ■ ^

城市規劃委禺會秘* 

f 港北灼;2 铋道333躭北灼政府台S l 5flP 

傅真：2877〇245或2522 8426 

取 郵 ：tp b p c i@ p la n d g o v .h k

4 5 3 7

敬啟者：

第 12A 條-規脚申請编號 y/l-D 8/2 

公眾意見-支持偷景灣第6f 區發展計霣似荐用珍貴土地資源

就上述規創申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

此致

Name (姓名）

聯絡（電郵/傳真/地址):.

Signature (簽:名J:.

r e c e / v e o N

- 2  O f  C 20)6

Town Planning ,/  
Board

mailto:tpbpci@plandgov.hk


杖节規密委颺會秘害 
莰港允角省蓽道幻3软北角政府含署15樓 

■ 2S77 0245^2522 8426 
' tpbpd(®p/and.gov.hk

4 5 3 3

魏 者
第 12A 條-規剷申請编躭Y/NDS/2 

公眾意見-支待偷景灣第6f 區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

弑上述規酈申1»現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因如下：



备n 食秘書

傳 K  : 2 B 77〇}4S S U S » M }6 4 5  J 5

餐 f : : t p b p d 荩p l»n d | c w M

*  « a «- (ft%  v；i〇e n
公眾 R R • 支 锊 轚 R l t K W f t 用珍煲

l U i a 现》:申》现正收 》 i 公眾 e i l  •茸人交 i s 农示支 1% • W B t r r :

^  ^  ^1 ^  %  _______________________

此 R !

K »m e

聆《 (霞 R /傅真 / l f e ^



*  ..办 . V 羅乂屋 f 爾 氣 薦 j f  " 通 牖 課 氣 挪 , 編

« 巾规#淡負會秘 *
蕾 洛 允 肉 潘 斛 道 -W 3 软 北 角 政 府 合 长 1 S樓

fSM •' 287?0^51^5228426 4 6 0 0
®IC> •' tpbpd^plandgovM

聚 ®者 ：
笫 12A條•規剌申餺縮號Y/i-DB/2 

公承•意見-支持偷景潴第贫@5發展計#似善用珍貴土地資源

软jfcM規斛申誘現正收*公眾意見，本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

务  A  i l  f 卷

此 致 ！

R E C E IV E D

2 d£C ^

T̂owx) Piammi^y 
Board



城 市 規 劃 委 員 會 秘 咨  
香 港 北 角 渣 華 道 3 3 3 號 北 角 政 府 合 署 1 5 樓  

傅 真 ： 287 7〇24S或 2522 弘 26 
電 郵 ： tpbpd @ pland.gov.hk

敬啟者：
第12A 條-規劃申請编號Y /I-D B /2 

公眾意見-支持愉景薄第6f區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持，原因如下：

a.  新計劃將停建員工宿舍|變相令現有員工宿舍加快翻新及改善設施•我作為員 
工將會受恵。

b .  我樂見新發展*因為會使我在這個社區的就業環境及機會更隹.

此致！

Name ( 姓 名 )： 7 ^ / ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  Signature ( 簽 名 V. ^

聯絡（電郵_ / 地 址 ____________

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


减遣規劃委 •會秘書

费 m 北 角 龙 擊 遭 ^^號 北 角 玫 府 合 署 i s 樓 4602
i$ M  2377 0245^,2522 8426 

: tpbpd^fpland gov.hk

祕者
第12A搽-規f?申餺编躭Y/I-DB/2 

公眾窟1 見•支持愉景湾第以區發展計劃以善闱珍貴土地資源

就上述規劃申請现正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持 • m 因 如 下 ’•

• 可善用土地資源 • 減輕香港土地不足的問題 • 提供不同類型的房屋m m 。

• 分一直已規I!(為居住用逑，證明土地適宜建屋•規薊中的地積比亦很低•基建 
及配# 足以容納新增的人a •

• 計衂已考慮基礎設施' 視覺，交通方面等因紫及社區承擔能力*設計亦與周邊 
谓境及景敗« 合•

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線  > 令交通更方便快捷 •
• 新發展會射造更多就桊拽會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益-  
• 引人遇纛人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的零售遝擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則頭示附近屋宛與新屋苑有充足距離，景 觀 不 會 受 阻 。

• 号/A新屋苑，可分旛公共設方&的维修資用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可減省 维 修 保 餐 及 相 關 開 支 •

此 致 ！

RECEIVED 

-2 DEC M

To w n  Planning 

B〇i \ r d ^ y /



城市規劃 娄 貝 I  秘 書  
杏港北角溋華遒333號北角政府合瑭15樓

■ 2877 0245^,2522 8426 4 b 〇 3

Iff郵：tpbpd@ pland.go v.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A條 - 規劃申誧编號Y/1-DB/2 

公眾意見_支持偷蚤漘第 6 f區發展計制以笤闬珍贵土地资源

躭上述規劃中誚現正收集公眾意見，本人來函农示支持，原因如下：

• 可菩用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同尥型的房堅菹擇.
• 6f— 直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建厘•規制中的地横比亦很坻•基建 

及配套足以容納新增的人□。
• 計劃已考鼴基礎設施、視燹、交通方瓸等因素及社通承砣能力，設訂亦與周％ 

環境及景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快提•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及巡濟效益•
• 引入適貴人a 可支持本土小商店的營運*為居民提供更多的笨售进擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施’ 新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離*景觀不會受阻*
• 引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施•作出猫新及改巻* 

業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支•

此 致 ！

姓名： 1

聯 絡 （電郵 /傅真 /地址

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


班枣爾會秘馨

M M  2S77 0 2 45^2522  8426 
t p b p d ^ p l a n d .g o v . h k

4 6 0 4

第12A條•規舸申婧钂躭Y/l-DB/2 
公眾童見-支捋谕景；曹第6f 面發展計劃以着用珍貴土地資源

软上述規劃申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，跟因如下：

• 可m用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房堅饱揮。
* 分一笪已規射為居住用述*趙明土地適宜建里•規劃中的地稹比亦很低•恶速 

及記套足以容納新增的人a •
•計劃已考廉基礎設施、視 覺 、交通方面等因索及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環m R景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷•
• 新發展倉斯适更多就菜機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
•弓丨入遇置人a 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
， 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施•新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。

設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
引入新屋苑•可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支•

此 致 ！

姓名: ________支羡.攝

辭 絡 (電郵/傳真/地址 )1

RECFJVVr 

-Z 〇£C ^

Town P»ai；n,： 
V MohiJ



城市規劃委貝會秘霤 
香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署 1S櫓
傅 真 ：2877 0245 或 2522 8426 i r-r^ r
堪 師 ：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

敬 啟 者 ：

第 12A條-規劉申誚编號Y/丨-DB/2 
公眾意見-支持愉景灣第6f 區發展計劃以咎甩珍貴土地資源

魷上述規剷申請現正收集公眾意見|本人來函表示支持|原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題■提供不同類型的房匦選揮•
• 6f—直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地根比亦很低，基建 

及配套足以容納新增的人□•
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

環境及景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及巡濟效益•
• 引人適置人□可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離*景觀不會受阻。
• 引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善* 

業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。

此 致 ！

姓名： ■ 併 .

聯絡（電郵/傅真/ 地址):.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


怒麯會秘軎

砻 泌 洱 妥 鉍 边 幻 对 D t 角 政 府 合 簪 is m
滹真  2S77 0245^2522 6426 ^ G 〇 G
Qf.̂ :' ' tpOpd<S>pii>nâ 〇v.nk

£ j  第:L 2 A錤•規班申冴魷V /卜〇8 / 2

&  公眾置记■支持汾：» 潘第- 區發展計斯以菩闬珍#土地資湓

i  •£〇：舰辨茨現正收策么，本人來涵玫示支持■原因如下：

• 可d 沼土坻資滋，瓦經畓渚土地不足的間題•提供不同功型的房结逛撣•
• 沉一立己覌财為居住用述，趙明土地迷宜淫涅•規蓟中的地攢比亦很低•基逑 
及紀-資足以容納新垵的入〇 »

* I t形己考速基雄設施，浼覺、交通方面等因索及社區承捸能力•設計亦與周邊 
環境及袭麵合.

• 新計拓可支符规辦班立的巴士路绿•令交通更万便快捷•
• 新發展發莉造更多就菜拽會，為审民及社會帯來好處及經濟效益。

* 引入涵重乂a 可支持本土小商店的贫運，為居民提供更多的零售逡擇•
• 現碎上址欠获逛楽設施，新發展會美化環境及引入新的休想設施。
• 設 計 圓 則 顯 示 附 近 里 苑 與 新 屋 苑 有 充 足 距 雞 ，歎 跋 不 會 受 阻 •

• 以入新里范*可分箝公共設施的维修費周•使周邊的基連設施作出翻新及改菩， 
楽 主 可 減 省 維 修 保 餐 及 相 關 開 支 •

聽 ！

运名 :  ^ rr/ 1

審 络 （霉m / 傳冥 / m t ) : -



城市規劃委貝會秘醫
香浥北角 ;f i 雄道 3 3 3號 北 角 政 府 f t 著 15榷

w a  • 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5 ^ 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  ^  ^  ^  ^

IttSJi tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .hk ^

敬啟者：
第12A條-規鯉申說铒驮Y/WDB/2 

公眾意見•支持偷景灣第6f區發展計劃以特用珍貴土地资源

就上述規劃申,请現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原因如下-■

• 可隹用土地資澌，減輕香港土地不足的問眭，提供不同渑型的房堅湛撣•
• 6f— W.已規劃為居住用途•證明土地遇宜浬匯•規劃中的地JW比亦m低•基迷 

及配套足以容纳新增的人口。
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺•交通方瓸等因素及杜區承胶能力，設計亦與茼*  

環堍及景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快庞•
• 新發展會創造更多就業檄會*為市民及社會帯來好菡及级湏!&益。
• 引入適重人□ 可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的琴售菹择•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發屐畲美化環境及引人新的休想設施*
• 設計圖則顒示附近屋苑與新厘苑有充足距離*最觀不龟受阻•
• 引入新屋苑•可分擔公共設施的维修黄用•使禺邊的基建設施•作出辟新及改巻1 

業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支•

此致！

姓 名 ：

聯 絡 （電郵 / 傅 真 / 地 址

v i i U > A

A t e \ :.\ v v ^

l
\T ow ^  \^U'v.u

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規劃$負會秘書 
» 灌北角渣轚遒333號北角政府£>署iS f f  

' 2877 0245^2522 8426 

電 酆 ： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
4 6 0 8

較敗者：
第 12A條-規劃中請ff lK Y/l-D B /2 

公眾* 見• 支待愉景漘第6 f區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

t t上述規劃申謂現正收集公眾意見• 本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

• 可巷用土地黄源• 滅輕香港土地不足的問題• 提供不同類型的房厘迸揮•
•  6 f — 直已規劃為居住用途• 證明土地遇宜逑厘• 規劃中的地積比亦很低•基建 

及配套足以容纳新增的人口•
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力•設計亦與周邊 

環境及景政融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線• 令交通更方便快捷•
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
• 引入遇1 人口可支持本土小商店的營運• 為居民提供更多的零售迸擇•
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施• 新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則覼示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景覬不會受阻.
• 引人新屋苑• 可分擔公共設施的维修费用• 使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善* 

業主可滅省维修保餐及相關開支•

此 致 ！

姓名： J ) n J

聃 络 (電郵 / 傳真 / 地址 )：

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規則委員會秘窨

杏沿北角速W道333號北内政府合署1S坩  . r  r  .

傅 真 ：2 8 7 7 024S或2522 8426 入 ,J  J J

取郵：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

雛 者 ：

第 12A條-規J|忡辨鐲躭 y/ i-ob/2  
公眾意見- 支持偷景漘第6 f區發展計刺以赛用雜土地資邊

躭上述規劃申§1現正收集公眾意見| 本人來函表示支持• 原因如下：

• 可答用土地資源• 減輕香港土地不足的間題• 提供不同; 3型的房屋逢擇•
• 6f—直已規剿為居住用途• 證明土地遇宜建屋• 規割中的地桷丈亦很坻•基建 

及配套足以容纳新增的人□ •
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施，視覺，交通方面等0 紫及?i 區承拽姥力，設I r r 興鸾邊 

環境及景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線| 令交通更方便快捷•
• 新發展# 削造更多就業機會| 為市民及社會帶來好EE及迖濟效益•
• 引人適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運1為居民提供更多的蓴《迸澤 •
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休想投施•
• 設計圖則頭示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景E 不會受坦 •
• 引人新屋苑• 可分檐公共設施的维修费用* 使周邊的基建設旌作土g ? 及改赛 

業主可減省维修保餐及相關開支•

此 致 ！

姓 名 : 7 (  T f A A A )

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市炽癱淡

蕾遵丨 L.Pi;fc 財 内 軒 i s t »
傳 真 ： 2877 0245农2S22 M 2 6  <J G j  〇

； IpbpcK^ptanrf.eov.hk

软啟劣：
第 條 •炽W屮 號 Y/I-DB/2 

公眾》M•支持愉珙漘笫6f ffi發展計刺以料出珍寅土地資姒

就上述说1冲訪说正收羝公眾意兄，本人來函农坏:支持 • 原E4如下：

• 可苒用土地資源• 狨档香港土地不足的問妞• 提供不网姒型的房賂进揮•
• 6f—负已規釗為居住用途• f®叨土地迪窗.迚匣•规剡中的地稂比亦很低、軚速

及K 奔足以容納籾坩的人□ *
• 計則已考麻拣礎設施' 視覺、交通方面纷因索及社® 承擔能力•設計亦與闽道 

垠％及累K 融合•
• 舫計劃可支持開辦抝立的巴士路垛• 令交通51方便诀徙•
• 新较展會釗迆更多躭浆馊俞• 為市民及社會带來好處及經濟效益•
• 引人遇冕人D 可支持本土小庇店的營埋• 為居民提供更多的黎售逛撺•
• 現時上址欠缺逆岽股施• 新54展會剌WS境及弓丨人新的休憩設施•
• 設計圖則职示附近H 苑與籾畕苑有充足距離•聚骰不會受阻•
• 引人斬屋苑• 可分捣公共設施的维修势用• 使周邊的基迚設施作出翻靳及改笤1 

筘主可減省雄修保養及相關間支•



.* • m  fii '、 . V i  1 i U 、 . U  m 、 ' . -  i  j

城市规M赉挞 f i秘 1
n i t 内泡坫姐m 虮北灼玖昀合 !g  iMi).

•• 2877 02/\5Sjl2S22 8A26 4 彳j  1 \
t i i iS  '• tpbptl@ p\anc).B〇v.V\V X

笫 1认你 -规柳\彻组眺仆-M/7- 
公眾尨a - 支持偷班祀第6?姐敌Hm iw以松ra珍數土地突®.

躭上迆说骞神訥现正收牝公眾尨見，本 、函农示支抗，侃Pi如—f  ••

• 可辁用土■地資' » • 減輕香港土他不足的肫妞，提供不词玖型的瑰昆范择*
• w—直巳规釗為居住用迩•妞明土地迪宜地原•規斛中的地後比亦很低，&达 

及配狂足以容讷靳增tf、〕入a  •
• 針 劃 已 考 設 施 、視％、交® 方面等® 絮及社區承饴能力，設計亦與尚搔 

艰％及银161胁台.
• 靳計劃句—女持:閒骷獨立的巴士路说，令 文 方 便 決 & .
• 靳發肢會fi鹏史多软张饭會• 為市民及社兔钳來好& M 3 ■浪对益*
• 弓1入铯I t人a 可支持本土小商店的货浬• 為居民提洪更多的涔售& 择 •
• 現時上址欠缺姐槩設施，新發肢售奂W S壤及引人新的贴&設施*
• 股計® 則职7下附近昆苑與妬區苑有充足距路，兔极不愈受姐.
• 引入靳E 苑 ，可分搲公共設施的锥修赀用，使周& 的基遂m V f t h 抵览R改 , 

駐观省维修保餐及相 Iffi赃 .

m k \

性名 •.

聯 硌 (站 勉 m 真 / 地 址 V.

V v E O E W E D

t u 獅

*Vt、ww PUmm叫  

\ .  BoWvS y



城市_ 枣貝會秘書 
* 港北角瀵搫道333號:I t角政府合署 1S樓 

傅 真 ：2877 024S或 2522 8426

SS9 : tpbpd@ pland.gov hk 4 G I 2

驳啟者：
第1 M 條■規劃申誚闽號Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見•支持愉景灣第6f區發展計劃以费用珍貴土地資源

躭上述規劃申誚現正收集公眾意見•本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可善用土地資源•減輕香港土地不足的問題•提供不同類型的房厘5E撣 *
• 6f—直已規割為居住用途•證明土地適宜建屋•規劃中的地稹比亦很低•基建

及配套足以容纳新增的人口 *
• 計劃已考慮基礎設施、視覺，交通方面等因素及?土區承擔能力，設計亦與周邊 

瑁塊及景觀融合•
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線•令交通更方便快捷•
•新發展會創造更多就業機會•為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
• 引人適置人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇•
•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施•靳發展會美化谓境及引入新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。
• 引人新厘苑•可分擔公共設施的维修黄用•使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改普• 

業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。 * V

此致！

姓名： K i l 7 ^ ( ) t ^ (  k / fh

聯絡（m郵/傳真/地址):_

— 一 -----Hihiiwi

■Z DEC 腿

Town Planning
V  Board y

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov


* 2377 0245*2522^ 
; ipbpU@P>an0.g〇v.»'K

魏 者 ••

社 赚 咖 赃 _ 公 麵 . ■ 祕 補 ，_ 下 ：

- r « [a PU1H 減粗§迪土地不足的間迅.浪供不同知_ 该 歷 分 ，•
•, 删 伐 蠢 眶 . 規 餅 的 峨 跡 麟 . 知

• _ 方 面 専 因 索 娜 能 力 ，糊 ^
tS 1 ttT?j yH-iLQ •

•新計m可支持5獅獨立的巴士路说•今夂通变力灰決进• • 从
•新發肢會&!迤史多软議嵌畚•為市民及杜食带來奸
•弓丨入适&人a 可支持本土小商店的货浬，為居民提供更多的彳堪® 办 ，
• _ 上 《：欠缺迪樂設施，新潑展會美化甩境及引入斯的沐趙設施* •
• 設計》則頭示附近厘苑與新昆苑有充R s s ^  •劍a不較姐• — a 味
• 引入新證苑•可分拽公共設施的维馑.央用. 使周邊的遙連設跑作出极新汝改奋' 
满主可減省维修保铁及相搠消支•

此致 i

性名•• ~ ^ u t o > ( 7 . ^ ,  \

m tm m m M n m .y .

、Z Q U  撕  \

… ，、 / 
W v a  V



r
蛾 市 蠼 割 姿 ••秘 警  
蛋 并 仏 勺 北 角 政 对 合 冒 】5榷 

OVA 28/7 0245*^2522 8426 
•  • f i  . t p b p d 珍p k n c i . g o v . h k 4G14

軟敗ft
第:I2A條-規劃屮臍《鱿y/NDS/2 

公眾JT見•支埒偷景灣扔通》族計黼以梓用珍貴土地賁源

议上诬嶸麝屮捕塊正收蕖公眾意兒|本人來函表示支持•原因如下：

• 可轉用土地資源，減蛵脔港土地不足的問題 • 提供不m 贿型的m m m m 。
• 6卜_ 直已塊#?為居住用途|箝明土地腹这建歷"規劃中的地撗比亦很低|本涉 

及妃裊足以容納靳增的人□ •
• 表十劃已考m m礎 設 施 、視 覺 、交通方面等因索及吐區承擔能力，設計亦mm邊 

環m及mm敝 合 •
• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路蠊  > 令交通更:方便快捷 •
• 新贫授倉皮/适更多就桊機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益•
• 引乂通廬人〇可支待本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零菌退擇。
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂股施，新發m 會美化環塊及引入新的休憩設施。

• 投計圖則顯示附近厘苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景 觀不會受阻 •
• 引a 新里苑•可分搛公共設施的維修費用•使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 

業主可減省維修保養及相關閒支 •

此 致 ！

姓名 :

棋 络 （K 郵/ 傳真/ 地址 I

| h o A / ^ 2 _



城 m 規 劃 娄 負 會 秘 曹
杏港北角澶((V道 3 3 3 號北灼政府 合 饕 IS 樓

傳 真  2877 024S或2522 8426 A G  ^  O
15t®H tpbpd@ pland.go v.hk

敬啟者：
笕 12A 條 •規 劃 申 請 锔 號 Y/丨-DB/2 

公 眾 *見 •支 持 偷 聚 灣 第 6f 區發搜 gt*劃以舂用珍貴土地資源

躭上述規劃中IS現正收集公眾意見•本人來函农示支持•原©如丁 •■

• 可善用土地資源，减輕香港土地不足的問駔| 提供不同閗型的房陲湛擇•
• 6f— j l已規劃為居住用途 > 證明土地適宜連匣*規劃中的地稹比亦很坻•基揉 
及配赛足以容納新增的人口•

• S1*劃已考慮基礎設施、視梵、交通方固等因素及社通承拽能力I 設計亦與問邊 
環境及景觀融合。

• 新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路媒I 令交通更方便诀捷•
• 新發展會創造更多就萊機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及绥濟效益•
• 引入適置人a 可支持本土小商店的營運•為居民提供更多的；售湛擇*
• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環壤•及引人新的休想設施•
• 設計圖則顯示附近厘苑與新厘苑有充足距離*景觀不會受阻•
• 引人新厘苑，可分擔公共設的维修贽用，使周邊的基建設施作出©.新及改卷• 

萊主可減省维修保餐及相關開支。

此致！

姓 名 ： i h  4 - W )

聯絡（電SIV傅真/地址

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


城市規剷委員會秘 《 r
杳渚北角澶蓽 i i3 3 3號北角政府合署 IS樓 4G16
簿 真 ： 2877 0245或 2522 8426 
電那：tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

第 12A 條 -規劃申請纈號 Y/I-DB/2 

公眾意見_支持偷景灣第以區發展計劃以善用珍贵土地資源

躭上述規創屮誚税正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持|原H 如下：

• 可# 用土地資.源，減蛵杏港土地不足的問題’ 提供不同如型的房歷®擇。
• 6f — 直已規刪為居住用述. 證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地檳比亦很低’基建 
及配套足以容納新增的人口。

• 計割已考慮基礎設施、視覺、交通方面等因素及社區承擔能力’設計亦與周邊 
增境及景釵融合。

• 新計劃可支持閒辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。
• 新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。
• 弓丨人適童人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

• 現時上址欠缺遊樂設施，新發展會美化環境及引人新的休憩設施。
• 設計圖則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離，景觀不會受阻。

• 引人新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的维修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善， 
業主可減省维修保養及相關開支。

姓名:

聯絡（電郵/傳真/地址):.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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Adnan K,n 
01812Jl20"'4!1'.IV,L'J 11 41 
ljlbpd@pland.l]OV hk 
Comments on Planmlli Apphcatt0n No. Yn·DB/2 
A111l0169.pd[, AIT00172.ut 

Please see Comments as attached: 

• 
.. 

- Address Sheet 

- Particulars of Commenter 

- Submission Pages 1 to 6 

- Annexure of 7 April 2016 submission Pages 1 to 8 

- Annexure of 6 July 2016 submission Pages 1 to 4 

Regards. Adrian H. King 
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bm-U~:trml!f : 
ij:J.3~lftii\:fililif& : fi'~:ltffinHiJill 333 tt:ltf1JM?il' 15 fl 
jgjlj: : 2877 0245 .\ilG 2522 8426 

'lU~ : tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

To: Scc1·ctury, Town Planning Board 

By hand or post: I 5/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 

By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 

By e-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

fli111!'!9Ufl3ffii!it The applicntlon no. to which the comment relates ___ Y_II_-D_B_l2 __ _ 

~>'!1¥11' ( PDf'J1il!Jl! · !i!/"'5JUttS.IJ) 
Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary) ;j' 
Pleaslsee pages numbered 1 to 6 attached together with annexure of original 7 April 2016 

submission being pages numbered 1 to 8, and annexure of original 6 July 2016 submission 

being pages numbered 1 to 4. 

Adrian H. KING 

~cW Signature 1 Dec 2016 
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Comments on the Third Information Submitted in Support of the Section 12A 
Application No. Y/1-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Planning for 

rezoning the permissible case from Staff Quarters to Flats at Area Gf, 
Discovery Bay 

As a resident OW£1er in Woodgreen Court in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay, I made a submission 
to your Board on'7 April 2016 and a further submission on 6 July 2016 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 I wish to lodge a further objection to the manner in which 
this Application is being pursued because this further information still does not address the various 
shortcomings and omissions in the original Application or the Second Submission of Information 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 important matters 
raised in previous objections which it does not address fully or at all 

It is of great concern that objections and issues raised by myself and by others including our 
representatives, the Park.vale Village Owners Committee, 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. I would like to know why these departments 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 generally. 

The fottowlng are the Main Issues which I and others have highlighted before and which 
continue to receive Inadequate attention or no attention at att. Any of these Issues by 
themselves should result In this Application being rejected. 

A. Traffic Impact Assessment 

This document is a high level study of the external and internal maih 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 relevant. 

a) As regards the statistics and information provided with regard to the main D~scovery Bay 
Road, the study falls to address the compounding traffic congestion which will be caused 
concurrently with the proposed Area 61 development, should it go ahead are: 

i) 

ii) 

Heavy construction traffic relaled to the redevelopment of lhe transport terminus 
adjacent to the Plaza and Pier over a period of at least 2 years. 

For a similar period further congestion created by all of the internal and external 
bus services relocating 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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Iii) ~eavy. construction traff_ic related to the proposed development of Area 10b 
impacting and compouni:llng the construction traffic from the transport terminus 
!l!levelopment and the bus stop congestion. 

iv) All of the above compounding with this proposed Area Sf constructton traffic. 

b) The Traffic Impact study ceases at the junction of Discovery Valley Raad with Parkvale 
Drive. No attempt has been made to assess the impact on regular passenger bus 
schedules, school busses, emergency vehicle_s, maintenance and delivery vehicles and 
private golf carts which use thls sub-standard, narrow and winding road which is the only 
access to Parl<vale 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. 

ii) The private residential driveway from the top of Parl<vale Drive by Woodbury 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 a.n.d the 
construction site on Area 61 but also the whole of adjacent Midvale Village which is 

t totally dependent on Parl<vale Drive. 

iv) The private driveway behind the Woods is a pedestrian precinct with only 
occasional 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 exerClslng. This is a serious safety issue creating both a 
heavy traffic hazard and loss of amenity. 

v) 

vi) 

vii) 

All of these issues and more are dealt with in detail under points 1 to 6 of my 
submission dated 7 April 2016 and not a single question or consideration appears 
to have been raised by any of the relevant departments including Fire Services 
Department, Transport Department or the Labour Department responsible for 
safety on construction sites. 

We reiterate that the proposed use of Parl<vale 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 
Sf. Both the existing Parkvale residents and future Area 61 residents, should this 
Application be approved, are totally reliant on bus access through this route. 

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

B. 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 61 is 
unrealistic, inadequately detailed and documented and is a potential health, water and air 
pollutant hazard 

a) tt is proposed to site the sewage treatment unit on Area 61. This is a restricted and sleep 
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 res1dent1al blocks. 

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

iii) If tt is placed on a ledge on the hillside ii will be most unsightly to residents if 
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 
wlll require the removal of many of these trees and a significant amount of the 
vegetation which may result In instability of the slope material. J.'"',, 

v) The report indicates that steps will be taken to prevent odours from escaping from 
the system but it is unlikely that this will be 100% successful resulting in harmful 
fumes affecting the residents on Area 61, Crystal and Coral Courts and tha Wom:ls. 
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 effluent 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. 

ii) 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 lo 30 minutes schedule throughout the day and most of the night 

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

iv) The near and shallow area to the outfall also is adjacent lo a large number of 
restaurants on D Deck and !he very popular beach where children play and swim 
or paddle throughout the year. 

v) The submission states that 'suspended solids, E Coli and ammonia' will be 
acceptable quantities. Given !he use and occupancy of the adjacent waters and 
shoreline we do not consider that the introduction of such pollutants in any quantity 
is acceptable. 

vi) EPD have asked the Applicant lo 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. 

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 pn?per public utilities to the Siu Ho Wan Treatment Plant can be made, this Application 
should bifsejected. 

We are concerned that the relevant departments, Drainage Services Department and the 
Environmental Protection Department as well as the Department of Health are turning a blind 
eye to this development Their role is to improve a healthy env1ronmerit but in fact they appear 
through their inaction to be condoning increased unhealthy pollution by allowing an additional 
source of suspended solids, E Coli and Ammonia to be discharged into shallow water adjacent 
to a residential area, public facilities and the public recreational beach and swimming area of a 
residential a~d tourist beach resort. This ls quite irresponsible and unacceptable. 

C. Water Supply 

In the absence of a proper public treated potable water supply, the Appllcant 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 
t 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. 

iii) 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 Sf residents to pay 
for but other non-users should not have to foot the bill. 

We are concerned that Water Supplies Department and the Department of Health are failing to 
adequately address the provision of a long term and safe potable water supply to the proposed 
Area 61 development and we do not see any guarantees as to the quality or continued supply or 
any monitoring thereof. 

D. Permitted Population In Discovery Bay 

Current plans and agreements permit a total population of 25,000 people in Discovery Bay. The 
current populatlon 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 level being reached. 
Wrth the proposed developments in Area 61 an<ll"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 limit 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, should be approved until this issue has been properly 
resolved. Against the Lands Departmen\'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 ls commercially sensitive Information". This is a 
cover -up of important information which Discovery Bay owners are entitled to know and 
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w rtich  riefTsands a  o u b lic  a n s w e r  to the  L a n d s  D e p a rtm e n t. U ntil a  s a tis fa c to ry  a n s w e r  is 

recen/ed \o th is  va'.id q u e s tio n , a p p ro v a l o f  th is  re z o n in g  A p p lic a tio n  s h o u ld  b e  w ith h e ld .

Local impact arxJ Amenity

!n th e ir  o rig in a l A p p lic a tio n , th e  A p p lic a n ts  h a v e  sta te d  that th e  p ro p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n t  in A re a  

S f w ill h a v e  un 〇 a d v e r s e  im p a c t  o n  a d ja c e n t  a r e a s " .  T h is  is a b s o lu te ly  u n tru e . A ll o f the 

in fo rm a tio n  p ro v id e d  b y  th e  A p p lic a n t  h a s  d e lib e ra te ly  tre a te d  A r e a  6f in lo ta ! iso lation a n d  h a s  

c a re fu lly  s n d  d e lib e ra te ly  a v o id e d  a n y  re fe re n c e  to a d ja c e n t a r e a s  to  th e  e x te n t that A re a  6f 

m ig h t  b e  th o o g h t to  b e  s u r ro u n d e d  b y  g re e n fie ld  s ite s  w ith  c le a r  a c c e s s  a n d  n o  o b s ta c le s  to  th e  
p rc v is »〇ri o f atilities.

a )  W ith  re g a rd  to th e  a d ja c e n t  P a rk v a le  V illa g e :

i) T h e  p ro p o s e d  co n stru ctro n  a n d  fu tu re  re s id e n tia l traffic a c c e s s  is th ro u g h  th e  

n a rro w  p riv a te  d riv e v ra y  w h ic h  is a  la rg e ly  p e d e s tr ia n  p re c in c t b e h in d  th e  thre e  

W o o d s  b lo c k s .

*〇)  T h is  A r e a  6 f  d e v e lo p m e n t  w ill d e s tro y  th e  p e rs o n a l s a fe ty  a n d  lifestyle a m b ia n c e  

of tfie th re e  P a r^ v a t e  W o o d s  h ig h  r is e  b lo c k s .

iii) P a iic va le  V il la g e  w ill su ffer n o is e  a n d  a ir p o llu tio n  fro m  th e  c o n stru ctio n  a n d  

re s id e n tia l tra ffic  that th e  d e v e lo p m e n t  w ill g e n e ra te .

iv ) T h e  c o n s tru c tio n  worl^ o f utility insta lla tion  a n d  c o n s tru c tio n  tra ffic  will d is ru p t b u s  

a n d  p e d e s tr ia n  a c c e s s  fo r W o o d s  re s id e n ts .

v ) ' T h e  p r o p o s e d  s e w a g e  tre a tm e n t p la n t in A r e a  6 f w ill c re a te  u n p le a s a n t  a n d

u n h e a lth y  o d o u r s  a n d  fu m e s  w h ic h  w ill s e rio u s ly  affect th e  health a n d  life

e n jo y m e n t o f  P a rk v a le  re s id e n ts .

vf) T h e  b u lk  o f  t h e  c lo s e ly  a d ja c e n t  h ig h -r is e  b lo c k s  o n  A re a  6 f  w ill d e s tro y  th e  o p e n  

hfilside la n d s c a p e  v ie w s  e n jo y e d  b y  P a rk v a le  re s id e n ts  a n d  w ill b lo ck  o u t th e  s k y  

a n d  w ill d is r u p t  th e  ligh t a n d  a ir  m o v e m e n t  fro m  b e h in d  th e  v illa g e .

vis) T h e  traffic, n o is e  a n d  d u s t to g e th e r  w ith  th e  lo ss  o f s a fe ty  a n d  a m e n ity , d is ru p tio n

to b u s  s e r v ic e s  a n d  th e  d e te rio ra tio n  o f th e  lo ca l e n v iro n m e n t  a n d  lifestyle

e n jo y m e n t w ill re s u lt in a  s e rio u s  d r o p  in p ro p e rty  a n d  re n ta l v a lu e s  in th e  W o o d s  

h ig h -r is e  b to c k s .

b )  W ?th re g a rd  to  th e  w id e r  D is c o v e ry  B a y :

i； T h e  u s a g e  a n d  po te n tia l b lo c k a g e  b y  h e a v y  c o n s tru c tio n  tru c k s  o f  P a rk v a le  D riv e  

w ill im p a c t  a c c e s s  to  bo th  P a rk v a le  a n d  th e  a d ja c e n t  M id v a le  V il la g e s  not o n ly  b y  

the  critica l a n d  in d is p e n s a b le  b u s  s e rv ic e s  b u t a ls o  a c c e s s  to  both  v illa g e s  b y  

e m e r o e n c y  fire , a m b u la n c e  a n d  p o lic e  v e h ic le s .

H) T ^ e  h e a v y  c o n s tru c tio n  traffic to  b u itd  o n  A r e a  6 f  w ill im p a c t th e  b u s  s e rv ic e s  a n d  

o th e r  traffic o n  D is c o v e ry  V a lle y  R o a d  a n d  D is c o v e r y  B a y  R o a d  w h ic h  is n o t 

m e r^ io o e d  h  th e  丁rgffic Im p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t.

mj) T h e  d l s c ^ a ^ e  o f s e w a g e  efH uent a fte r o n ly  p r im a ry  s c re e n in g  in to  the s h a llo w  T a i  

Pb î b a y  w h ic h  is c e n tra l to th e  p u b lic  a n d  re c re a tio n a l a re a s  o f  D B  P la z a  a n d  D  

D e c k  R e s ta u ra n ts , th e  re s o rt s w im m in g  b e a c h  a n d  th e  L a  C o s t a  resid en tia l a re a  

w ，;！ a  s e rio u s  的亡  o d o u r  p ro b le m  a n d  th e  po te ntia l for re d  tid e
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which will seriously affect the residents of La Costa Beach V"'：sg^s ait 
Discovery 8ay residents and visitors from outs丨de v/ho wish to use 2nd enjoy 
dining and leisure facilities of the resort.

iv) Pollution of Tai Pak Bay will be detrimental to the restaurant an<3 oihe**
in 0  Deck and the Plaza and may result in the cancellation of such popular 
events as the annual Dragon Boat races in the Bay and activities such as beach 
rugby and volleyball as wel! as children's Easter Egg hunts on *he beac^.

The impact of this proposed Area 6f development, contrary to the statement in the App)*cati〇n 
that there is no adverse impact on adjacent areas which is quite untrue, is clearly fgr reschinc 
and in fact will impact the lives not only of adjacent village residents but indeed the health and 
enjoyment of all Discover Bay residents and visitors including tourists who slay at focat 
Auberge Hotel. Thus the impacts are both to health and lifestyle as well as economic.

The statements and issues commented on herein are a summary and updated exnansion on thos® 
contained in my previous Objection Submissions dated 7 April 2016 and 6 July 2016 which are 
appended hereto as Annexure 7 April 2016 and Annexure 6 July 2016 and form part of this Statement 
of Objection.

We trust that this totally inadequate and misleading Application wilt be given cioser and more critics! 
consideration by the relevant Government Departments and the Board and will be rejected on multcle 
grounds.

。广 ：



A n n e x u r e  
7 April 2016

C o m m e n t s  on the Section 12A Appl icat ion Y/l-DB/2 
to a m e n d  D is co ve ry  B a y  Outline Zo n in g  Planning for rezoning the permissible 

case from Staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Disco ve ry  Bay

As a resident ow ner in W oodgreen Court in Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay I wish to strongly object
to the Application by the H ong Kong Resort Com pany Limited which has been developed without
reference to 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.

S u m m a ry  of M a jo r Issues

The se  are dealt with in the body of this paper but include:

A  T h e  Application is defective in that it deliberately omits any information on issues of a negative 
nature 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. Th e  
Application should be rejected until all material facts have been disclosed for transparent 
consideration.

B. T h e  Application proposes access to Area 6f for both construction vehicles and future transport 
and delivery vehicles via "an extension of Parkvale Drive". Th is  is not true. Parkvale Drive 
terminates som e hundreds of meters aw ay at the Midvale Village turn-off. T h e  proposal 
indicates using the W o o d s 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.

C . T h e  Application m akes no clear proposals with regard to the provision of utilities to Area 6f. No 
approval to proceed with residential developm ent 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.

D. T h e  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 em ergency.

E. T h e  Application presents the proposed Area 6f development as an extension of the existing 
WoodburyAA/oodgreenA/Voodland community of Parkvale Village but in reality they are separate 
in location and different in design and occupancy nature. T h e  concept that the much bigger 6f 
development can live off the existing Parkvale access, transport and utilities is an attempt to cut 
corners and costs, will destroy the living environment and safety of the W oods and simply will 
not work in practice. These fallacies are demonstrated by the detailed Map which follows in 

Fig. A.

F. T h e  degradation of environment, lifestyle, bus services and personal safety will have a negative 
impact on sale and rental values of the five existing high-rise blocks in Parkvale Village.



产

B O U N D A R Y  O F  P A R K V A L E

V I L L A G E  (as assigned to the 
owners of the residential units in 
accordance with the DMC & Sub- 
Deed , designated therein as "The 
Village Retained Areas")

Roads maintained 
as CiLy Roads with 
common access 
lo tv/o or more 
villages & other 
common facilities

Discover
WII31

Developer's 
for Area 6f
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T h «  following com m ents refer to the relevant num bered sections from tho Application.

1.0 introduction -  No comment

2 0 Th e  Application -  This has been sutjmitted without any notification to or consultation with the
Parxvate Village owners and residents who will be directly affected and whose amenity and
safety has been gtven no consideration.

4.0 T h e  Application Site -  Area 6f

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

b) 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 Coral or from the Plaza or ferry pier. The  massive blocks now proposed 
will destroy the skyline, the outlook from the Woods and may adversely affect the wind 
pattern.

c) 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 Cora! Courts during at least one almost inevitable deluge black 
rainstorm during the construction period.

5.0 Concept Plan

a) 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.

b) 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 always over-full at peak hours 
and weekends. It is not clear from the plan of the proposed development whether there is 
provision for a bus turnaround or whether that population will 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.

c) The  concept plan deais 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 
V^oods 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 laid through this already very narrow passageway without completely 
stopping ail traffic access is not clear.

6.0 Engineering Studies

a) The various Engineering Studies are notable for the aspects that they do not comment 
on. Th e  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 aware of
shortcom丨ngs wjlh the existing sewerage design and nnajof wcxKs w ouT s e e r 
needed to accommodate the devetopment proposed for Area 6f and acki^nat.y 
the very extensive development in Nim Shue W an at Area 10(9) Trrs is rtcA. jus: a 
local'upgrade'.

• There are known shortages of both potable and flush water supplies to Discovery 
Bay as a whole and therefore the provision of increased supplies of safe ^a:er a^e 
more than a local 'upgrade*.

• Some three years ago CLP Power proposed to install a larger caste up Parkvaie 
Drive  to the local substation as current electricrty supply to Parkvale and Widv3*e 
was ■marginal*. This project was dropped because difficulties were ^ounc 
complicating cable insta丨lation. Clearly there is no surplus supDiy to feed ire Area 
6f development so major cablelaying up the main roads and narrow Par< va* Dnve 
would be needed to service Area 6f.

• With the significantly increased run-off from the new devetopment area anc za^r.rg 
the existing storm water drains would be overtaxed resulting ir oack-up anc 
flooding if extensive additional storm water drainage was not instailed

_ There is very real concern that poor or inadequate utilities provision wu\ neganvefy 
impact the existing Parkvale residential blocks witli potential sanitatrar and neaft" 
issues.

c) Traffic Impact Assessm ent

• Th e  T IA  is a broad view of access to Discovery bay and ts  mam r〇ac v o ic e s  t 
does not address the proposed access route via Parkvate Drive anc r e  ^aves
area at the back of the Woods and as such is completely deficient ar。 of nc va ue 
in considering the viability of the Applicant's proposal.

• Parkvale Drive is only a local road, not a main road, is narrow, steeo
and its road surface is already breaking up. Busses have to cross ntc trre r .̂idcf-s 
of the road to negotiate the bends and other vehicles cannot oa&s tne^ WUr arge 
construction lorries and additional busses, the likelihood of traffic ：a n s  c： 
accidents is high. This road is unsuitable for the proposed route.

■ Th e  paved area of shared pedestrian and vehicle traffic behind tne r>-ee Wooos 
blocks has a decorative brick surface as is appropriate to ts tntenoec Darocse a rc  
this is already subject to areas of settlement due to Vr>e we>gm of Dusses ar\t 
delivery trucks. It is not designed for and wiB not cope wit^ ^eav> consrjctior 
traffic or the higher traffic volumes when the aevetopmer.t is cor'ctete

■ With potentially three times the current population from tf^  corT>tur>ec: 
time bus services will need to be increased from one to D〇ss*fcte !h*"ee
bus in the cul-de-sac no other vehtdes can maneuver esoeciajty t>us
makes a three point turn, the situation with extra busses would 
unmanageable.



■ Heavy trucks gr丨nding up the steep hill on Parkva丨e Dnve will make a great deal of 

noise whtch will disturb all of the residents of Parkvale. Empty trucks travelling 

downhill at speed will constitute a danger \o  other vehicles, pedestrians and 
resid©<ilial property and its occupants in the case of a brake failure.

• Th e  W oods paved area driveway is very narrow with the corner of W oodbury only 
11cm From the edge of the camageway. It seems unlikely 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 even! there 
would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy equipment or construction 
or concrete trucks passing.

• Th e  T IA  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 problems with that as an 
access route and the T IA  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.

_ Th e  Applicant should be required to submit a further proposal including a more 
appropriate 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.

E m e rg e n cy Vehicle  A cc e ss

• In the event of two or more construction vehicles and a bus meeting on the narrow 
and steep sloping driveway up to the W oods 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 W oods 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.

■ Th e  potential for blockage of access for emergency vehicles to the three Woods 
high-hse 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 also create problems with the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

C o n stru ctio n  im pact on the C o m m unity

» Site formation of Area 6f on a large scale, 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 wilt have an 
enormous detrimental impact on the Parkvale community.

■ Apart from transportation issues, the provision of adequate toilet facilities 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 W an development on Area 10b then significant disruption to traffic and 
Dusses 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 provision of additional sev/erage, potable water an<J storrrwate'* pipe$ ar>d
e le c tr ic ity  c a b le s .

f) Safety

_ The passageway behind the three Woods residential blocks is a narrow oul-de-sac 
in a garden setting with incidental vehicle access by busses and occasior.ai 
delivery vehicles but is primarily a pedestrian way with brick paving and as such 
there are no separate footpaths Children play ball and ride their oicycies and 
scooters in this area, the elderly walk there for exercise and residents walk ther 
many dogs there. The Wood's blocks entrances open directly onto the brc< 
pedestrian way with no barriers or protection. The introduction of heavy 
construction vehicles into this totally unsuitable environment is very likely to result 
in residents being hurt or killed.

■ This private driveway is only 6 meters wide and is constrained by the rock slope 
on one side and the residential buildings on the other. There is no ream for la^ge 
vehicles to pass. The steep slope up to Woodbury creates one blind spot an(3 the 
com er of the Woodbury block which encroaches to 11am from the edge of fie 
driveway is another already dangerous blind spot for both vehicles and for 
pedestrians existing Woodbury. The driveway is simply not wide enoug.*  ̂ for 
trucks or 3 tnjck and a bus to pass and the three point turn bus turnaround at me 
end of the cul-de-sac is already a difficult driving maneuver even now wrthcu： ;r：e 
introduction of through traffic to the construction site and subsequently …e 

vehicular traffic needed to service the much large new residentiaf bioc<s T^.e 
driveway paved area is simply not large enough to accommodate ail of trese exra 
vehicles with traffic jams, bus delays and pedestrian accidents fc>eing -nevaabfe 
Th e  cul-de-sac was not designed for thorough traffic and with the increased traffic 
flows generated by the construction and operational phases the iimited space h  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 -il-concefvec 
unviable and introduces serious personal safety risks for both adults and cn；idrer< 
which are totally unacceptable both legally and morally.

g) General Access

Th e  present level of traffic in the Woods passageway cul-de-sac ts ：trrttec  :c tr̂ e 
regular bus service, occasional delivery trucks and furniture rerreva va^s ' re 
cars and golf carts. W hen more than one large veheie s present. carBV 
maneuvering is required to acco巾modate them. The proposed wouc
introduce many times those numbers and with even larger ar>d longer ver*ci©s t〇r 
delivery of construction plant, spoil removal, delivery of constnjction matenats anc 
concrete trucks. Also the provision of transport for the workers Apart mxn 
inadequate capacity, the road base and surface wiH not be ab*e to cope witn me 
weight of these vehicles and will deteriorate with proWems of surface w*l〇r »nc 
potential damage to the utilities below. Once the resoerta  &*ocks are 
complete then the daily transport volumes will more than dou&te current »ev«：

Th e  availability of unimpeded bus services *s crt*cai tc t^c cajty ope^atio.^ 〇t ^
Woods high-rise residential blocks in oraar to meet ♦erry •-orr
Plaza Pier. If a blockage occurs with gncitocKea vehicles in tne rw ro ^  r〇«<3s. 
ability of the existing Parkvale residents to get to worv sc.NDOt ck fttc
on time will be curtailed with senous unacceptable dvruotoc rc bus •#rvic0s
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• f n.ft proposed acc«aa route i t  totatiy inad©qu^t€ 10 co〇e wun cne n&ao^ 〇t tr.e 
(■esicJerus 〇nd rn^ corutiruction traffic as regard roao ca^〇c iy. cc〇iU ji〇i& 
8ftd the aodity of the existing roads and driveways tc suppon me noavy ven»ci〇 
we*gnu

• A  proper access to the new daveiopmem .n Area 6t rieeds to t>« con&tfuaed 
diioctiy off Oncov^ry Valley Road or o ihvrw M  !n »  idfft*： d9vdi〇pm〇ni snouta rt〇t 
be permuted

Environmental Consid6racion»

The proposed development and access have g^ven no considormion to the existing or future
ertvironmenta) impact on Parkvaie Village.

• It wt" tntroduce more traffic than me area is pnystcatty capaDle of handling

• Heavy traffic noise nuisance

• Construction sue noise nuisance

• Dust nuisancd

• Despoliation of natural vegetation on the hillside

• Loss of open views of the natural skyline and hilisiae

■ Security, safety and sanitation risks from construction workers

• Destruction of village lifestyle and potentiai 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 naturaliy 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

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

Planning Assessment and JustMcatJon

• No proper planning exercise has been undertaken as to the integration and development
of the Area 6f development into the overall situation of Parkvale Village. '
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• R e fe re n c e  to  *very m o d e st d e v e lo p m e n t intensities" is s im p ly  not true. A t 476 n e w  flats 

the n e w  d e v e lo p m e n t is ne a rly  twtee p s  b ig  es  the existing W o o d s  blocks which it seeks 

to a ttach  tisetf to T h e  A re a  6f d e v e lo p m e n t will o v e rw h e lm  the existing P arkvaie  and 

d e stro y  &il o f rts am e n ity  A re a  6f s h o u ld  b e  d e ve lo p e d  88  0 separate n e w  com m u ntty 

arvj b «  p ro v id e d  wtth its o w n  s e p a ra te  a c c e s s  an d  utilities directly off D iscovery V eltey 
R o a d

• T h e re  is no  indication  a s  to h o w  th e  c o st im pacts of the n e w  d e velo pm en t o n  the existing 

W o o d s  a c c e s s  io fra s to id u re  will b e  m et. It w o u ld  be  totally unreasonable if such  

antic ipated  h e a v y  m a in te n a n ce  o r  p ro b ab ly n e ce ssa ry  reconstruction costs fell to 
P a rk v a ie  V illa g e  ow n ers,

D is c o v e r y  B a y  P o p u la t io n  P lg u re s

■ N 〇 c o m m e n t F ig u re s  s h o w n  are  c o n fu s in g  and unclear.

• T h e  p ro p o s e d  population in cre a se  p ro p o se d  in A re a  6 f  is too great for the local 

e n v iro n m e n t a n d  infrastructure.
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A rm e x u re  ___

6 J u l y  2 0 1 6  > 、

Co；rimen:s on the Furrhet Information Submitted in Support of the Section 12A 
application No. Y/i-OB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Planning for 

rozoning the pornissible case from Staff Quarters to Flats at Area 6f,
Discovery Bay

As 3  ^e^cert owner Woodgreen Coua in P3rkvale Village m Discovery Bay, l made a submission 
:〇 yc«; Boarc； on 7 Apr；i 2016 objecting strongly to this Application oy the Hong Kong Resoa 

Co<T!p5r.y Lum；:e<3.

i r^ave k m  seen ； na Fortner infonnation which has been supplied to you by the Hong Kong Resort 
Company Lim.tad ana J wish to iocige a funhe.- objection to the manner in which this Application is 
De^ng persuea because th(s further Information does not address ine vanous shortcomings and 
omissons tne onginai Appiica;：on which J 3nd many others including tne Parkvale Village Owners 
Comminee on beha^ of resicems drew :〇 your attention in early April.

As ine cbjecticns and issues raised in my 7 April 2016 submission have not been taken up or 
answereo 〇y the s^oseQuent questions raised by Government Departments or responded to in the 
Fu.-ne; information supplied by the Hong Kong Resort Company Limiiea i append that 7 April 2016 
su5；niSsion document ss an armex hereto so that [he detailed issues may now be property considered 

anc aken into account by ihe TPB.

Specific main tssues which in ihemsetves should nuiitfy this Application are highlighted as follows but 
any omission from the lis: of other detailed objecnons set out in the 7 April 2016 submission does not 
maKs m en any less valid.

Highlighted Main Issues w hich the Applicant's Further Information fails to address

1. Traffic impact Assessm ent

This document is a high level study of ina external and internal main roads of Discovery Bay 
but makes no memion of the traffic impact to Parkvale Drive and environs which will be the 
oiggest traffic uTipac： to vital public transport bus services and access for emergency vehicles 

Parkvale and Midvale Vil丨ages and to the Area 6f construction site.

W e question y h y  the 丁ransport Department and Fire Services Department in particular as well 
as ine Labour Deparrment responsible for construction site safety have not investigated this 
crdcai issue.

2. Inadequacy of Village and Site Access

W e nave pointed out that the proposed Parkvale Drive site access is simply not capable of 
copinc '.vitn ine existing and construction traffic. Parkvale Drive is a steep and narrow road with 
tqr.t curves. T o  r.egouate tnese curves, the busses need to utilize the centre of the road so that 
no oti-ier traffic can pass them. Due to the narrowness of this road, even on the few straight 
s^etenes, vans and light delivery trucks puli to the side and stop to allow busses to slowly pass 
* e m . There is simpiy no: enough width for busses and/or large constmction vehicles and 
concrete mixer tnjeks to pass on this road. Delays, blockages and accidents will be the result,

；r： tne narrow paved area behind the Woods blocks which busses and occasional delivery vans 
snare with pecesrnans and children playing, other vehicles have to pull off to parking bays 
jvn；；e a ous rnar.oeuvers and turns around in this constricted space. This private area was not 
f e n c e d  for ihrough traffic and large construction vehicles including a procession of concrete 
■r.ixer ^ucXs ir>. both directions simply will not fit.
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Apart from the width constraints, Parkvale Drive and the private passageway oehind the Wood* 
are not constructed for heavy vehicles. The Parkvale Drive surface is already cracking sr. man, 
places and the private pedestrian passageway is constructed only of paving blocks laid sand 
which will rapidly crack and subs丨cJe under heavy 丨raffic.

Personal Safety

The private passageway behind Ihe Woods is in reality a pedestrian preonctthrougl*. whicr 

occasional vehicles intnjde with care given the recreational usage of the area by cfnidren 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 painway The 
introduction of heavy vehicles into this constructed environment will bring persons and ve to e s  
into direct conflict and deaths and 丨njuries wil丨 be inevitable

Em ergency Services

All of the foregoing traffic constraints lead to the clear recognition that an impass between twc 
large construction vehicles or with a bus, or a likely accident with aggressive trucK drivers 
could create a blockage of the Parkvale/Midvale conurbation. This could result in the prevennor 
of emergency services (fire, and ambulance) from accessing both Parkvale and Miavaie 
Villages and also the Area 6f construction site. The Police and Fire Services Departnenf 
should be consulted on this potential restriction and the Labour Department should be reauirec 
to approve the acceptability of the site access under the Construction Sites Safety Ordtnance

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 fea* 
and stress making each venture outside of this residential blcck a stressful and ^ 〇r^/ rc  
occasion especially for parents. There is no protection or possibility of proper segregalion :^e
large trucks from the residents as they leave their front door to wait for a bus or to w ak :re

steps down the hillside. The beauty and peaceful amenity of the surroundings as soic tc me 
owners will be destroyed.

Because of their location at the top of a very steep hill the residents of the W ccas flats are 
totally dependent upon the regular bus service to access the Plaza and the ferries With 
inadequate width of Parkvale Drive and the constraints of the Wood's passageway anc 5us 
turnaround, introduction of construction and future operational through traffic fnc»uajng 
additional busses would result in significant disruption to the bus services wtth extendec n p  
times and missed ferries.

This proposal will result in significant 丨oss of property and renta丨 value tc owners r. r^e one： 
term.

The Applicant has repeatedly stated that the Area 6f development would ^ave nc i^oaci o 
implications for areas outside Area 6f but no mention has ever beer, made sn me：- 
documentation of these severe safety and environmental impacts on Parsvate Vitiag* ar>o me 
Woods residential blocks in particular.

Alternative Access

It is quite apparent thatthe proposed use of Parkvale Drive 暴 nd the Wooes pnvate 
passageway is totally unsuitable and inadequate for both construct»on arv 
passenger and goods traffic to access Area 6f.



Cc^frowed with weight of facts and evidence that the Parkva丨e route is not viable or safe. 

*>e Appiicants riave indicated on one occasion that they would consider alternative access 
di?sct?y Oiscovery Vailey Road whfch is the obvious and workable alternative. However, that
t h e y  伯 v e  n o t  I n d u c e d  th is  in  t h e ir  A p p l ic a t i o n  o r  F u r t h e r  In f o r m a t io n  in d ic a t e s  t h a t  th is  is p u r e ly  

to  a t t e m p t  to  P a r K v a le  r e s id e n t s  w h o  a r e  a n g r y  a b o u t  t h is  la c k  o f  c o n c e r n  f o r  th e ir

W 8 i*i&e<n9  a n d  s a f e t y  a n d  d e o r t y  t h e y  h a v e  n o  in t e n t io n  o f  d o in g  s o

：s a case of sscrif)dng safety and amenity for cost saving.

W s Relieve 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 approval subject to the provision of direct access from Discovery Valley Road.

Sewage Disposal

H has now been stated by Government that they will not provide sewage disposal for Area 6f 
(and also net 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 win be generated, the effluent will be discharged into the open nullah creating 
more offensive smells and environmental and visual impairment. From the nullah the effluent 
will be discharged into Tai Pak Bay adjacent to the public faa•丨ities and ferry p丨er and near to the 
popular swimming beach. Further it creates the possibility of atgae growth and possible red 
tides in the bay.

The Drainage Services Department, the Environmental Protection Department and the Health 
Ctepaitment should art be consulted on this issue and their clearance obtained as we believe 
this issue afone should result in the rejection of this Application.

W ater S u pply

Government have adw'sed that Water Supplies Department will not be in a position to supply 
water from Siu Ho W an for this proposed Area 6f development. Th e  Applicant now proposes to 
reactivate old vy^ter treatment facilities long closed taking water from the DB Reservoir. 
Whether this can meet the standards which the Health Department will accept is questionable. 
DB residents sre also concerned that the costs of this water treatment upgrade and operation 
wiil be passed into the Crty accounts so that residents who receive Government water will be 
forced to contribute to this cost which relates solely to the proposed new development.

O ther Utilities

-rhe Applicant makes no reference to other utility services which will be required inctuding the 
supply of ass. telecommunications, electricity and stormwater drainage.

No mention is made as to the source of these supplies or the routing of the services to access
A rea T h e  concern is that this wiH becom e a further imposition of trenchworks through

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

Concfusion

For ail of the reasons gh/en and points made in this submission and in m y previous submission 
c* 7 April 2016. this Appi:cat;on should be rejected. In the Application and in the Further 
inforrr.aticn submitted, the Appficant has failed to provide reasonable explanation or justification

'■ Page 3 of 4



for his proposals pamculorty w»ih ro〇ara to acce&s, safety arvd amenity of th© 5urroondtr<j ^reatr 
In fact his documentation is deliberately misleading in saying that there a  no impaa on area& 
outside Area 6f.

The impact Partcvale Village in general andthe Wood& in particulai* i 丨 quite unaccepiaole，r
social, environmemal and economic terms and this Application shouts be rejectee L.rueee 
separate access direct from Oiscovery Valley Road is provided and alt other env^oomeniai and 
health Issues are adequately regulated.
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Re： Application Y /l-D B /2  (TPB Ref:2775

P ro p ose d R e zo n in g  of A re a  6f of Lot 385 RP &  Ext in D .0 .3 5 2 , D iscovery Bay 

F ro m  ^O ther S pecified U ses-Staff Q u a rte rs  (5 )( to  Residential (G ro u p  C) 12" 

C o m m e n ts  o n  A p p lic a n t’s A d d itio n a l In fo rm a tio n ”

I am  the  o w n e r an d  resid en t of flat 12 A  W o o d g re e n  C o urt, Parkvale Village

M y  tw o  earlier subm issions on 29/3/2016 and 30/6/2016 contain m y  objections tc th e  proposed 

re zo n ln g  w h ich  still s tand. I fu rth er subm it the fo llow in g co m m e nts  w h ic h  are as a result of me 

reading the A p p lic a n t's  latest subm ission conta in in g: A dd itio na l info rm a tio n  on the 27 10.16.

A. Road Access.

1. Th e  Parkvale Passagew ay w h ich  the A p plican t proposes to use to tra n sp o rt the vehicles to the 

co n stru ction  site is n o t fit for p u rp ose. Th e se  m u st include heavy d u ty  vehicles carrying m ateriais 'ike 

re a d y m ad e co n cre te  an d  the like. Likewise the Passageway w  … not s u p p o rtth e  vehicu lar access for 

the  resident o f the  tw o  p rop osed n e w  blocks.

2 . Th e  Passage w a y  does not have the space for additional designated pedestrian pa ve m e n t nor is It 

designed n o r  co n stru cte d  for use by hea vy vehicles ,such as piling e q u ip m e n t and cem en t icrnes.

3 . Th e  im p act o f such h e a vy construction vehicles will seriously c o m p ro m ise  the operation and safery 

of the  local s hu ttle  bus and utility vehicles and im p o rta n tly  also en d a n g e r pedestrians.

4 .  Parkvale D rive  as a veh icu lar road does n o t ex te nd to  the proposed site but term inates dowr. frcrs  

W o o d b u ry  C o u rt  near w h e re  it m eets the  Jun ction  w ith  the Passageway. T o  proceed w ith  

d e ve lo p m e n t it w o u ld  re q uire  this Passageway to  be de velo ped into  a vehicu lar road w ith  proper sr~ 
a d eq ua te  pa ve m e n ts  o n  each side.

5 . Th e  legal Position.
T h e r e  is  s e r丨o u s  d o u b t ,  c o n f i r m e d  b y  le g a l  叩 i n l o n , t h a t  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  h a s  a 丨e g a l r ig h t  t o  r e s u m e  t n e

p rim a rily  pe de stria n th o ro u g h fa re  w ith in  Parkvale village, w h ich  is specified as a Passageway the 

relevant D M C  an d s ub-d ee d.

6 . D iscovery B ay Services M a n a g e m e n t L im ited, the M an age r un d e r the  D M C  has treated this 

Passageway as de facto Village C o m m o n  A rea since the occupation of Parkvale Village, thus fo*- 

aro u n d  30 years it has been m ainta ine d at the expense of the ow ners o f Parlcvale Vitlage. The 

A pplican t has n o  right to  resum e control of this Passageway.

6. Sew age T re a tm e n t.

l .T h e  A p plican t has p rovide d no  details a b out exact location of the onsite local sewage tre a tm e n t 

plant oth e r th a n  It w ill be w ith in  A rea 6f. Th a t the  area is of sufficient size and geographicai stanie 

e n oug h  to be suitable for such is doubtful. Its construction w o u ld  p ro b a b ly  in vok e eartn rr^jv^g arc 
vege ta tion  de stru ctio n  that w o u ld  affect considerably slope s ta b ility .

2 .It is un d e rs to o d  that the A pplicant proposes to  allow  treated* sewage to  be dischargee inro a 

m arin e outlet next to th e  ferry pier. T h e  depth  of the w ater affected is such that sewage discharge 

w o u ld  be likely to  cause red tides and affect th e  bathing beach adjacent to  it.

3 .It m ust be th a t such a sewage tre a tm e n t w o rk s  w ou ld  involve unpleasant and jn h e a fih v  

especially d u rin g  high s um m e r. Its geographical position in relation to Discovery Bay VaKey w ；; H 

its s u rro und ing  hills on both  sides w ill ensure for at least for the greater part cf the year strong *?inds 

w ill b lo w  Such odors in to  the ne igh bo urho o d causing offense and affecting public hea.th

C.C onclusion.

Th e  A pplican t's  proposal to construct the tw o  m ulti storey blocks at 6 (f) and the o? tne

sewage w orks and the use of these after com ple tion  w ou ld  alter significaptly t .V  oi 
Parkvale residents w h ich  they expected w h e n  purchasing their properties. And wh»st one 
conscious of th e  ever Increasing need for housing this should not be to aetrtm ^nt ot the c o m m o r  

right of quiet e n jo ym e n t enjoyed not on ly by the residents of im m ed iate a r w  b u  aiso ^  

neigh bo urin g  villages as well.



?\ic S c c r c ia n a i  

T o w ii P l in n i n c  B o a rd 4G 1 q
] ^ /F ,  N o a h  P o m i G o v e r n m e n t  O f f ic e s  

3 3 3  J a v a  R o a d . N o r th  P o in t

( V ia  e m a il :  c r> b ru 1 f^ D la n d .t!〇 v .hU  o r  fa x : 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

D e a r Sir,

S e c t i o n  1 2 A  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o . Y A -D B /2  

A r e a  L o t  3 8 5  R P  &  E x t  r P a r t l  in  D .P .  3 5 2 ,  D i s c n v c r \ , B a y

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 (''HiGl"), Mastcq^lan 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 rlie Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular 
submission arc listed as follows:-

3. HKR claims: that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 
now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMCO dated 
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms pan 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-ou-ners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of 
tlie 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 2̂ oning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential

l 〇13



axca, w； ,a approve] 〇f ji wculfl h n  undciimble pfc<vyj«nt csi<i from 
environmental perspective and a^3inst the intctcsi of alt property owneis of 'h* 
district

4. The original stipulated OB popuUiion 〇f ̂ 5,000 should be Mly respected ^  ->,c 
vmdcflying iriftastncturc capacity could rt〇(. afford such subswnfj^l increase to 
populalioa by tho submissionj HJid all DO property .o'vncri v;〇uld hav* to suffer 
and pay foe the cost out of this submissioti in upgia^iwg the swro^fiin? 
infcasinjci\Lrc soi a$ to provide adequate supply oc support to the pio^osed 
development, «.g, all required road network and related utiljtiej impto'^nr.^nt 
works arised out of this submission cte. T)w peoponent shoujd consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected a〇d undertake the cost and expanse of ail 
ijvfr^tructure out of this development. Its disruption during co^stoicuon to other 
property owners In the vicinity should bd properly mitigated and addressed ia iha 
submission.

5. The proposed felling of U 8 nos. mature trees in Ajtea 6f ia an ecological disaster, 
and poses a substantial environmeatal impact to the imn^liatc natural setting.

pioposal is unacceptable and the proposed ire® preservation plan or ih« tret 
compensatory proposal are unaatisfact^cy.'

6. Thd icvision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plaa of .\nnex 
A is still unsatlafactoty ia term of its peoposed height, massing and disposition in 
this revision. The two'towera w  still sitting too close to each other which may 
create a wall^ffect to the existing rural natural; setting, and would pose an 
undesirable y is^ l impact to the ■ Immediate svixtouadmg, especially ta those 
existing towers In tha vicinity.

Unless and until d\e, applicant is able to provide detailed responsei to the coaur^nts 
for furthec review shd comment, the application for Aiea 10b should b« \NSt5t4x4v.-〇.

Signature: Date:

Name of Discovery Bay Owncir / R^sWeot:.
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r:: i}!.^n^-np A〇〇,：c^U〇n y / ! -〇3/7 ■ O '^ c o /c fy  B ^ y  (A 'ea -Sf), kir\d>y n o te  t h 〇t rny  o b ^ v c t io n s  co ^c .c r*T〇g 
f l - 5 Dr〇p〇 ',ri ar- f〇 ；i〇 wS.-

! T.hr1 ,〇r 〇c 〇<■ rf>e d e v e lo p m e n t  r*c t sa tis f^c T o r/ a n t： the  app.'»c«»ti'〇n  c o n ta in s  nu m e ro u s  C e ^c ie n c ics  <n pl^nninE；

: ^ < « y< ^ fQco$at to change th ^  uv .jp/.' o f  A rea  6f ^r〇〇'  a i 7 〇m J C CA  t 'n re e  Storey  DyicJmg to  tw o  IS  s to rey
ty^：'d!rji<i. !r>(ft.>dr g 4 76 f^ts. of 2.1.600  m 2  G r A  js c o /^ tr ^ t f ic to r /  w ith  th e  O Zp M 'D u '^ tio n  fo r  th e  p ro v is io n  〇f  (Low  

rse ) stsff quartan to serve thp d is c o ve r  Day fle ve /o o n -'e n f. ,v〇 e x p la n a tto n  is p ro v id e d  to  c la rify  w h e re  s ta ff wiM be  
h〇usod who ^rc needed to s ^ rv e  discovery b a y  d ? v ? i〇〇m 〇r>：

3  77>e sc〇!v and >ntensity o f proposed deveiopm ^m  in c iu d ie g  *he  p-'or r a t：o . s»te cove rage  and  b u ild in g s  h e ig h ts
(2<S n^.eief^) dre v〇sv>tabte for th e  character o f The s u rro u n d in g  P a rkva !e r M id v a le  V illages  and  D tsco ve ry  Bay 
Deve'opm ^nt as a w h o 'e

I .  focuses on reference to CoraJ and Crystal Courts as example of surrounding building
character snd fails to take into account that Parkvale, Midvale Villages and Discovery Bay in general contains a mix 
of budding heights and massing which permit view corridors to ridgelines and provide visual access to the 

c o d y . d e .  proposaUc? concentrate a c幻ster of high rise / hi.gh density buildings would in effect form a
massive Y/3 't-Uke structure.

2. Vie n jn e ro u s  issues and concerns contained in the /rPVOC Comments on Application number： Y/j-DB/2' dated 12 
••’l'.Y  2C?二 6 have rot been addressed and remafn vaUd HKR’s dai.m that many of the concerns raisedin the public 
consw^atfen are addressed in the departmentai comments and do not require separable response is inaccurate and 

disrespec： fui of those who submitted their comments during the publfc consultation and of the town planning 

ycces5. Ve^:cu,3,，3cces5 vb W oodbury Court to 3  deve邮 ment of th/.s proposed sca.zhassing is not appropriate 
r3;ses n a je r concerns regarding safety and compliance with relevant standards i :ed  in the PVOC



— •• - V I * . 3 '. W * I. Cg.O 15 V ' c • • W 'W C J ,  »\/v« » 1 '.. \ t w"- ^ •»■• ••*'  ............. ， . ； >»， • ,/ , -

S?n.'：rc vph，c)〇 〇r/. ； -r\g/.rn'c-'dt^g ^TJS； t-：: pl'〇v-^,'C
C . A m t：. j !〇« c c  S e r v  ce s  ^ o c  ^ 'P S - c〇n f：r r r ? t 'C ^  o ^ s ； b«j iO ^c.h *  r?*^p〇n s c  ：'m *： ^   ̂ ； * 7 ..

minutes 2C ：-n!r*j*c^ *n ur'〇?r'/n«w town% .,r.\J jur.-*' prcv re^oectivriy;
5 .  J C l  c k 'a「卜/ w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  p f o p o 'c d  d e v d c o n e n t  v / o u ’f  v*.'. .；v<*r-.二【，〇" ;<  二 〇- . 。 ’

^c i'jca tto n a l/G o ve rn m ftr.t/in su tu tjo n /C o rn m 'jn itY /T ra n sp o rt cor'.U'.f'Cd Oisco*/^：'/ *
6. ;nf〇i rn;j:.’:〇n 〇o !h e  p roviyon  〇f pubtic transport U) the pr〇〇〇5«S  deveVjprnPfV、an«J w r 〇，..rv^ng

Villages is required (e .g  location 〇f bus ^ o p s , shelters, conrecucnces of proposed inc^^ec*  coou^tior. ；*rc 
corjetrcc^on works public bus and mintbus taxi nombef^, the?1* frequency and »m〇?>ci uoon wa-V.^-^ 
traffic '.imings and im ports etc.)

8 .

9.

W idth con^traJr.ts of Porkva：® Dr.^e limit the abllivy of larger v〇hic5es, indu<jjng buses ond c o ^ r .r -c -v; r 
pass one another fe.g the width 〇f on CVA in the form 〇f a carriageway s^ovld  be rK>t 7 3m .

not in t^.e form 〇f 3 cnrriagpv/ay shou'd b= hard-pave^i, not less than & m wid* on $it^} Th? HVA v .̂〇*j*-r v/->
and unobstructed access and safe operation, turning space for fire appliances at z'' deacJ-^r'd 1VA. r  ,y?'： ；：̂*； 
dor*  not dem onstrate compliance with relevant standards.

丁he G ovem m ent should review the personal t ransp〇rt options available to r e s id e n t  Considerat;or‘ m  
to com pletely replacing petrol and diesel vehicles (goi^ carts, buses, DB Managem ent cars, mm? van-,, vendor- f 
property agent's vehicles etc.) w ith rn〇re sostainab'e transport options (e .^- electric vehicles) and *0
requirem ent which states that O ^covery Bay is declared to be ^primarily a car-free d evelop m en t.

Th e  proposed developm ent allows direct sight lines into Living Rooms and Bedroom s between Crystal. Coral 
and the proposed developm ent. Th e  proposal does not maintain 〇r attem pt to address c!esr sign* r- ? - ,T'

side to the rear of Crystal or Cora) courts f〇r their respective residents. Th e  proposed locations / 〇riep*a：-〇«5 c f k.ne 

tw o  tow er blocks on the plot have not are inaDpropriate; they face and look straight into the bac'-^ o： Cr/sta'* 
and Coral court respectively. Th ere  is no attem pt to maintain clear sight lines of the hH1 side for res^er.t: 〇r 

o r Coral courts or provide 3 resemblance of privacy by preventing direct views into b〇d r〇〇rn： w M c^ cou'-ii be 
achieved by offsetting the locations of the proposed towers.

10. Important dimensional information concerning distances and adjacencies from existing buildings 'e.^. Cr/rjai C〇r=' 
& Woodland Court) to the proposed development are not indicated on HKP/s drawings. There is no indicstic- c"

a c t u a 丨 h e ig h t  o f  C r y s t a l ,  C o r a l  〇r  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  in  r e la t io n  奶 t h e  p r o p o s e d  n e w  d e v e t o p r r e n t  •: 128  fe s te rs .

This type of information is critical in order t〇 perrnit informed decisions.
11. The photomontages contained in the developer / applicants submission are selective in nstyre a^ci cor*〇-*t; tr.r/ 

do not represent a full and complete representation of the various important viewing locations; An i^cc^.ar.t 
photomontage missing is from the junction of Parkvale Drive & Oiscovery Valley Road looking toward tb? n -Cccsec 
development, containing the front elevations of Crvsta!, Coral Courts and Woodland Court. This critics! T.^-rp.aVicr 
if provided would only serve to strengthen the case for rejecting the proposed concept du= to its inaperep-i^te
massive scale and Wall-like structure appearance.

12- The photomontages do not contain any measurements (levels) to  explain the heights of Crystal, C0 1 !, W ocicj—c 
Courts or the surrounding Discovery Bay Development. Some photomontages when compared ir cf 
proposed development height (128M) appear not to be aligned and differ greatly with esc'" o： ".er ： e.g. Cc--rpsre 
Photomontage VP1, with 1 2 , & 15). Key dimensional information must be provideci on a'.l photo—cr.tages - 
order to understand the impact of the proposed development.

13. Photomontage VP15 (VSR T3) entitled '"View West towards Application Site from Viidd^e iar.e w' '̂n c^oposec
developm ent does not include an illustration (Photomontage) of the proposed deve-opment rsreeri-g  
irrelevant. If this information were to be provided it would most likely serve to strengthen ：He caS〇 fcr r〇ject:*：-  ： -£  
proposed development due to its inappropriate massive scale and WaU-Uke structure appearance.

1厶• HKR's Environmental Study fails to address the fact that the site (Area 5f) is prone to s n c / c -；: 二\.:ce
mitigation measures.

15. Information concerning proposed facilities such as refuse collection room/point, site creinage, s;*：c sewage 
treatm ent facility, electricity room /substation and liquefied petroleum gas; sheuie be o^v^cec. Disoosco^ c1 
broad uses by floors, such as residential, mechanical, lift lobby should be provided.

16. HKR advice concerning intended Facade treatm ent is vague at best and shou:c be ucc，t二 二'厂ce :: 
basic intent for each material type intended for the Facade with Chromatic palette.

17. The proposal does no t attem pt to positively enhance the environment or stipulate ^ itigst^o- "'.eoSu^ss suc^ as
communal mid-levet landscaped gardens; landscaped communal roof gardens or vertical greer'.ng. oc53:
does not attem pt to  positively enhance th e  beneficial use of the land, such as loo^^.g £c* rc： c j：io〇r
sport and recreation; to  retain and enhance landscapes such as the  large rock f e r^ a v e ' beside Wooc"；3^ i c  
to  improve the general standard of health, comfort, end happiness exper：encec by Discovery Scy -es^e^ ts v* '



18. The methodology for catculation of the popu^at*〇r  of Dtscoverv arws esu t ng o , on figure must oat' 
by the Government for the understanding of everyone Ho deta^s or m «t^〇c〇K>fv • ^iven to support HK  ̂< 4*n> 
that the current population »s 19,S85*Further# rtKR n*$ fv>t 〇r〇v*<Jed an irOeperMSent, p*〇fesv>〇n»l survey 〇t Vhe 
current population. The figure ts provided by tne M a n n e r for D^scoverv d^y O scov<tt> Bay S e rve s  
Limited (DBSML), which is a subsidiary of HKR HKR have ut^red • r»t»o 〇t 2 5 persons pe? un»t conuaowtv
the official 2011 Population Census, persons per-unit ratio of 2 7 by h k R

Th is  is a ba d  c o n c e p t p ro p o s a l and m u s t  be re jected

(3est R ega rds,
； eb H o n g  -  D is c o v e ry  B ay R e sid e n t
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T h e  S ccre ta rin t

Town Planning Board
15/F, N〇i*lla Point Govemmeni Offices
333 Java Road, North Polat
(Via email: fnbDfJ@Dland.aov.hu or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir，

Section l2AADpILcatioa No. Y/l-DB/2 
Aren G\\ Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission bv tlie Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (uHKRn), 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 (?1PDMC,) dated 
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms pail of either the tlCity Common Areas11 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 propem* nghts of 
the existing co-owners, i.e. all property ovmers of the Lot, should be ccnsidered. 
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 fandamentai 
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approver
Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential 广,--
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5. The proposed felling o f  118 nos. mauire trees in Area 6 f  is an ecological disaster, 
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. 
The proposiil is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree 
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision o f  development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f  Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory in term o f  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 tlie 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.

Signature Date； Û a ^ L e^  ( ,  ' I c l X ,

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / R^f^ent:
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/Uo 〇/: Lo: 3S5 KP& Hxt (Parr) in D.D‘ 352, Discovery Bay

Oi>jrcfK>‘n !〇 me Sub/r«jssu>/3 by :he Appheam on 27.20.20]6

Z 【he Response ro Comments submitred by the consultam of Hong Kong Resort ( ’’HKR" )， Masterplan Limited,
id ̂ iiiress ihf depanmenraJ comment regarding he capaoneci application on 27.10.2016.

K in d ly  p k ^ s c  n ote  ^iar I  sa~onsly o b je c t :〇 Lhe submission regardms Lhe proposed development of the Lot. My main 
reosaasobjeciiofl on ihis panicuiar subniishon are listed as follows:-

iiXi? dai/ns rh工 rhey are ihe so!e Jand owner of Area 6f is in doubt as the lor is now held under the Principal Deed of 
Mutual Covenant C'PDMC) dated 20.9.19S2. Area of forms pan of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City

Areas" as deigned in the PDMC. Pursuanuo Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC， every Owner (as defined in 
■ ：f  ihc PDM〇  has rhe right and liberty ro go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes conneoed with 
:‘ 泣 e proper use ai:d of rhe same subjeetto rhe Ciry Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to

ccnsijif or seei' proper consenr from the co-owners of the Loi prior ro this unilateral application. The property rights of 
ubc sxishTig co-owners, i.e. aiJ property owners of the Lor, should be considered, secured and respected.

〒 •

-j The disniption, ^ollulion and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners nearby 
i  are suhsranda], and the submission has nor been addressed

I
i  Tncre is major change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the original 
多 approved Masier Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential 

a r ^  and approve o f  it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest 
: o f  dJ  jra p e n y  owners o f  the district.

JT*:e c'r^ind ŝ tDaiarsd D_B popuiatioi} of 25,000 shodd be fbJJy respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity could 
,‘\Ti〇r sford such si^szandai increase in popLiJatfoi] by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer 

^  and pay fo r ± c  cost our o f  this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply 
or support :〇  ihc proposed devdopm enu  c.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out 

o f  ihls submission t x .  Tne proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the 
cos: u d  expanse af aii infrastructure our of this deveiopment. Its disruption during constructionto other property owners 
in the vicinity should be properly m iiigaw d and addressed in the submission.

: ;rp^)sad of r:os, /narure trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poser̂ ^ibstamial environmental
impact no ±t hnr̂ edî - neural sctdng. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree ^^servation plan or the tree



rcnsatory proposal arc unsaustacxory.

revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is umatislactory m icnn of ^  
posed height, massina and disposiuon in this revision. The two towen ait still sittinz loo close to each ctocr 
y create a wall^fTcct to the cxistinjj rural natural setting and would pose an undesirable vLwil \ropact *.〇 the 
mediate surrounding, especially to those cxistnjj towers in the vicim*y.

and until the applicant is able to provide dclsulcd responses to the comments for former and coramcrtu Uc- 
'Plication for Area 10b should be withdrawn.
amc of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident;_____________ 粗__________________
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1l1e Secretariat 

Town Planning Board ,9 

15/F, Nortif Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point 

(Via email: tpbpd(ti)nlon<l.aov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426) 

Dear Sir, 

Section 12AAppJicntion No. Y/1-0B/2 

Arcn 61', Lot 385 RP & Ext &nrt) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bnv 

Objection to the Submission by the Applicnnt on 27.10.2016 

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consullant of Hong Kong 

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

rega'fing 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:-

I. 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 

20.9.19~2. Area 6fforms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 

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

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

the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral appliClltion. The property rights of 

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

secured and respected. c 

2. The disn1ption, 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. 11,ere is major change to the development concept of lhe Lot and a fundamental 

deviation to tbe land use of the origit1al approved Master !'Jans or the approved 

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential 
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area, and opproval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from 

environmental perspective and against the interest of all prope11y owners of the 

district. 

\I 
~- 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 

end pny for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support lo the prop,i~d 

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 :ind undertake the cost and expense of all 

inftastmcture out of this development. Its disruption during construction 10 other 

property owners in the vicinity shouid be properly mitigated and addressed'in the 

submission. 

S. The proposed felling of ! i 8 nos. mature trtt.s in Area 6f is an cco!ogical disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. 

~ proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation ptan or the tree 

oompmsat~ry proposal arc un.sausfactory. 

6. ~ re,mon of de.,~lopmcnt as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 

A is stili unsatisfactory in term of its proposed heig.'l!, massing and c.isposition in 

this N:vision. The two towers are s1iU sitti::g too dose to each othe• "'iiicl: may 

create a wal/-effc.:r to the existing rurai natural setting. and would pose &.'1 

u.'ldesirable \>isual impact to the immediate surrounding. cspecia!,y :o those 

existing :o..,~rs in the vicinity. 

t:nless lf.m! unt! me applicant is able to provide de:ailed responses to the comments 

for further ,e,·,ew a.-,;i comment, the "P!llication for Area l Ob should be "''ithdrawn. 

Sig:n..!Iw-e ., ___ \+._~__,_f":'\ __ ,,.__"\v--' ____ Date: __ "_,.,,_l_' y ___ \..o_\ _I. 

q-- ,, \., 
Na:nc of Di=very, Bay Owner.' Resident: ____ .,.._:.-_________ /'-...... 

Address: ______ _ 
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T h e  S c c r c t a h a :

To'a.t. Planning Board
L5/Y. North Point Government Offices
333 Jiva Road, N'onh Point
(Vi j tnhpd^piand.gov.hk or fax*. 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

4624

D e a r  S ir,

Stetion 12A Apnliotion No. YA*PB/2 
A r e a  6r Lot 385 RP &  Kxt (Part) in P.D. 352, Qiscoverv Bay ’

Objection to the Submission bv the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (*;HKRn，). Masterplan Limited, to address tl\e 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 arc 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 cither the (iCity Common Areas'* or the "City 
Retained Aretis" 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 eiyoyment 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-owiicrs 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.

L 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

l o f 2
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area, approval of it would be an undcairablc pr^o^ent fron 
cnvirfl^icntiil perspective and against the intcrcsf of all property owr.^c of ih t  

district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fillv respccied as 
underlying infrastructure capacity could nor afford such subsomtiai ircrca^e Ln 
population by the submission, and all DB property ov/ners w〇*〇ld have co suffer 
and pay for the cost out of this submission upgrading the surrounding 
inirastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to th^ proposed 
development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities Lmprcivtmen: 
works arised out of this submission etc.- The proponent should consult t n c  liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of aJl 
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction tc othcr 
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in Uc 
submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees ia Area 6f is an ecological dis25tcr. 
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate aarnnii setting. 
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan o: die x i t t  

compensatory proposal arc unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 
A is Still unsatisfactory in tenn of its proposed height, massing and disposi;i〇Q in 
this revision. The two towers arc still sitting too close to each other which may 
create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, ana would pose an 
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, tspcciaily to those 
existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comnicnzs 
for further review and comment, the application for.\rea 10b should be w i^ d ra ^

Signature Date: 2. ^

Name of Discovery Bay Resident: [C

Address:

0 2 -D E C -2 0 \ 6  1 6；45 062
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I'hc Secretariat 4625
Town Piarining Board
15;F, North Point Government O ffices
333 Java Road, North I'oini
(Via email t，、hrK>?,plard.:2〇v,hk or fax. 2877 0 U 5  / 2522  S426)

Dear Sir,

Sectiop 12A AppHeafion No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f. Lot 38S RP & E xt (Part  ̂in D.D. 3S2. Piscovcrv Bay

ObiectioB to the SnbmUsioB by the Applicant on 27J0.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 
Resort C'HKR''), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioacd application on 27.10.2016.

K indly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 
proposed developm ent o f  the L ot M y main reasons o f  objection on this particular 
subm ission are listed as follows:-

1. H X R  claims that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 6 f  is in doubt, as the lot is 
n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ( nP D M C )  dated
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms pan o f cither the “ C ity  Com m on Areas”  or the nCity 
Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C . Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I 
o f  the P D M C , every O w ner (as defined in the P D M C ) has the right and liberty to 
go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f for all purposes connected 
w ith  the proper use and enjoyment o f the same subject to the C ity  Rules (as 
defined in the P D M C ). T h e  applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent 
from the co-owners o f the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The  property 
rights of the existing co-cwncrs, i.e. all propert}* owners of the Lot, should be 
considered, secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
im m ediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 
subm ission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundamental 
deviation to the land use o f  the original approved Master Plans or (he approved 
Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff* quarters into residential 
area, and approval o f  it w ould be an undesirable precedent case from 
environmcniaJ perspective and against the interest o f  ail property owners o f the 
district

4. The original s:ipulatol DB population o f  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 ow ners would have to suffer 
and pay for the cost out o f  this submission in upgrading (he siirrounding 
infrastAJCture so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 
developm ent, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 
works arised out o f  this subm ission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all

1 of 3
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infrastructure out o f  this developmcnr. Its di5ruption dnring constrjciiou to other 
property owners in ihc vicinity should be properly mitigated and addrfcsicd ciie 
submission.

5. Th e  proposed felling o f l  18 nos. mature trees in Area 6 f is an ecological d*sa5tcr. 
and poses a substantial envirorunental impact to the im m edia^ natural scttir>g. 
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the \ctt 
compensatory proposal arc unsatisfactory.

6. rhe revision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 
A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition ir. 
this revision. The  two towers are still sitting loo close to each other which rr.ay 
crea丨e a wal]-cffect to the existing rural natural setting, and would p〇3« ar: 
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to chose 
existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detaiJed responses to the comments
for further review and comment, the application for Area I Ob should be withdrawn.

Signature Date: J c / )

Name o f  Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: P  t “  〇

2 〇t }
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^ ' '  Java Koa^l, North
( \  'ui ^nuul: tpb{xK^pland.)：ovJi_k or lax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

I.Vat Su,

Sc、、non !2八 Application No. Y/I-DB/2 .、身 v
Area 6t, Lot ：>85 RP & Hxt (i^art) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay • " ~ ’ ’

Obiociion to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Reson ( ). Masiciphin Limited,
to address the depaitmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I sti'ongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot My mam 
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 "Cny 
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, ever>r 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 properry 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 propenv owners 
nvjl Dy 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 quaners into 
residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against 
the interest of all property owners of the district.

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

6. T he rev is io n  o f  d e v e lo p m e n t as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactorv in term of 
its  p ro p o sed  h e ig h t, m a s s in g  and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other -wlaicVv 

m a y  create a w a ll-e ffe c t  to  the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the 
im m e d ia te  su rro u n d in g , e s p e c ia lly  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.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner: Li Sung Ming
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Hear Sir,

S(\、iK、n K?A Application No‘ Y/I-DB/2
Area Dt； Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pan) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay- .. ^

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

賢i. to thp Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( “HK_R” ） ， Masterplan Limited, 
to address the departmental c o _ e n ts  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 Pnncipal 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 puiposes connected with 
Lhe 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.

? 24  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 m 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 
Lhe 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 infrastnicture so as to provide adequate 
supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all requii'ed road network and related utilities improvement works 
ansed out o f 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 constmction to other 
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.



s The I W ^ l  K-Ilm, 〇l 118 nos. ,na.u,c „ces m Area 61 ,s an c：col〇y ,cal d .sastcr, and poses a  substanU al 
cl；vuvn!1K!ntai, iniP；K-« to th, .mmoduuc natural setting The proposal is unacceptable and  the p ro p o s a l Ircc  p re se rv a ^ o n  
plan or the tuv compensatory proposal aic unsatisfaclory.

o. The lwisicMi of tlcveiopincnt as indicated in ihc Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is slill unsatisfactory  in lerm  ol 
its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting  too c lose  to each  o ther w hich  
may create a wall-o(Tcct to ihc existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirab le visual im p act to  the  
imnuxiiatc surrounding, especially to those existing towers in ihc vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m ents fo r  fu rther rev iew  an d  co m m e n t, th e  
application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Li Sung Ming
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Dear Sir,

Scciion 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 61:• Lot RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay . - ； ,~

% .’ ■•.、 ' ' 

ejection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

y
c.er to Lhe Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "KKR" ). Masterplan Liirited, 
address the depaTonental 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 让Le lot is now held under the Principal Deed 
of Mutual Covenant ('TDMC') 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. ail 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.

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 o f ail property owners of the district.

乙. Tne 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 o f this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and 
imder^ke the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other 
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

■■■IIIIIEJILIJL:



5. I he proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
environmental impact to the iminediate 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 suirounding, 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 一

Owner of
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Hear Sir,

Section J2A Applic?<(ioii No. Y/I-0B/2  
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Tart) ii» D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to tlie Submission l)y Hie A|)卩licant on 27.JO.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (UHKR,5), 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 o f objection on this particular 
submission are listed as follows:-

2 .

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f Area 6 f 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 o f  either the “City Common Areas” or the "City 
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I 
o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to 
go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f for all purposes connected 
with the proper use and enjoyment o f the same subject to the City Rules (as 
defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent 
from the co-owners o f the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property 

rights o f  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.

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

l  of 3



au、山 aiui apprv's al v't' il \uiulii he .m utulcsirahic precedent ease from 
on\ »roi\nK*nlal pci spccti\c and against tlio interest o f all property owners of the 
disU id.

I he original stipulaicd l)B population o f  25.000 should be full} respected as the 
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 
population by tiic 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, c.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 
works arised out o f  tliis submission etc. 1'hc proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense ot all 
infrastructure out o f this development. Its disruption during construction to other 
property owners in (he vicinity should he properly mitigated and addressed in the 
submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6 f 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 llie tree 
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f  Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory in term o f 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 tlie existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 
undesirable visual impact to tlie immediate surrounding, especially to tliose 
existing towers in tlie 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
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(V ia  i|)l'|)(l(i7)|)l^iul.j>()v.hl<)

I )car Sir,

SccMion I 2 A  A | ) p l ic a ( io n  N o .  Y / I - D B / 2  

A r e n  6f, L o t  3 8 5  R P  &  E x t  ( P a r f )  in D . D .  3 52, D is c o v e i 'y  B a y

O b j e c t i o n  to t h e  S u b m i s s i o n  b y  the  A p p l i c a n t  o n  2 7 .1 0 .2 0 1 6

I refer to the Response to Comments submitled by the consultant o f Hong Kong 
Resort ("HKR,,)5 Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

. V

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 l

l  of B



.uca , am i ；ip p r o \ ；il n l u w o u M  lie  i.111 u n des irab le  j)rcccJcJ ii cjsc  Iro /n  

on v iio im u M ita )  |>orspecti\,c and aL'ainsl the intu*rcsl o i aJ) p ro p e rty  o w n e rs  o f tlic  

d is n  ic i.

•t. The original stipulated DB population o f  25 .000  should be I'ully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford sucli substantial increase in 

population by the subm ission, and all DB property ow n ers w ould have lo  suffer  

and pay for the cost out o f  tliis subm ission in upgrading the surrounding  

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed  

developm ent, e.g . all required road network and related utilities im provem ent 

works arised out o f  this subm ission etc. The proponent should  consult and liaise  

with all property ow ners being affected and undertake the cost and ex p en se  o f  all 

infrastructure out o f  this developm ent. Its disruption during construction to other 

property owners in the vicinity should be properly m itigated and addressed in the 

subm ission.

5. The proposed felling  o f  118 nos. mature trees in Area 6 f  is an ecoJogical d isaster, 

and p oses a substantial environm ental im pact to the im m ediate natural setting. 

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

com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision o f  developm ent as indicated in the R ev ised  C oncept Plan o f  A n n ex  

A  is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height, m assin g  and d isp o sitio n  in 

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too c lo se  to each other w h ich  m ay  

create a w all-effect to the ex isting  rural natural settin g , and w ou ld  p o se  an 

undesirable visual impact to the im m ediate surrounding, esp ecia lly  to those  

existing towers in the vicinity.

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the com m ents  

for further rev iew  and com m ent, the application for Area 10b should be w ithdraw n.

Stella Cheung

Resident o f
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1 he Socivlariai »* C ^ 丄

Town Plai'.m'ng Board

]5/T\ Nonh l^ini Governmeni Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Dear Sirs.

Seciiori 12八  Applicadofi i\T〇-
Area 6f, Lot 385 RJP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, i)isccvery Bay

Objection to ihc Submission by ihc Applicauf on 27.10.2016

I refer to ihe Response to Comments submitted by ihe consultant o f  Hong Kong 
Resort (“HKR”)， Masterplan Limited, io address ihe departmenral commems 

regarding the capxioncd application on 27.10.2016.

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

1, T^ie HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt • 丁he !〇[ 
is now held under the Principal Deed o f  Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dared
20.9.1982. Area 10b fonns part o f  the "Sei-vice Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Ai'ea 10b also forms part o f  either rhe "City Common Areas1' or ihe "City 
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f the 
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and libeiiy to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area i 0b for ail purposes corinecred wirl) 
the proper use ancl enjoymem o f ihe same subject to the City Ru!es (as defined m

tiie PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement ihat cannot be 
extinguished. Tlie Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper conscni from die
co-owners o f  the lot prior io  this unilateral application. The property rights o f the

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, sliould be maintained, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
iiiimediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be subsiamial. Tliis
the submission has not addressed r i, - -

1 Of 2
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lun<.Limi 'ntal  i K n i a t i o n  ol  iho land u:>c I r o m  ilie o i p j ：i n j l  . i p p r o v f t l  M i i s i c i  l . a y u i i !  

Pl a n a  viikl li ic . i p p i o v c d  O m l i n c  /oni i i . i :  I^kin in the j p p J ic i i t i o n .  i .c.  a chanL 'c  

tYi、 iu into u 、si山 ，nli:il i i i v a . 八 p p r o v n l  it u o u k l  be ⑴ i in」

preo ed on t  ense f rom  e n v i r o n m c i i U i l  pcMspecl ivc Mild ugainst tlic in l ercsts  o l  all  

t c s u l c n t  and o w  ners o l ' i h e  districl .

4. 1 ho original stipulated D13 population o f 25.000 sliould be fuJly respected ns the 
underlying infraslructurc cannot stand up under sucli a substantial increase in
population implied by the submission. All [)B property owners and occupiers

would have to suffer and pay the cost o f the necessary upgrading oi 
infmsd ucture lo provide adequate supply or support to the proposed devclopjncnt. 
For one example the required road networks and lclated utilities capacity works 
arising out o f this submission. I'lie proponent should consult, and liaise with all 
property owaiers being afiectcd. 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.

5. The proposed felling o f 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and 
poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setling. 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 tlic Revised Concept Plan o f 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 vvhicli may 
create a wall-cffccl to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those 
existing lowers in the vicinitv.

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

2 o f  2
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主旨： 

附 件 :

Greg G o u g h M W M M H  
0 4日12月2016年星期日 23:24 
lpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 
Jovial 7F_Application No. YI-DB2.pdf

Dear Sirs,

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

Regards,

Greg

mailto:lpbpd@pland.gov.hk


: : v

iv>wn pjanning Board

\ 5 / i \  N o r t h  ? o i m  G o v c r n m e m  O iT ic e s

333 Java Road. Nonh Point

Dear Sii*s.

S e c t io n  1 2 a  A p jii ic t j f iu t i N o . Y / i - O B / I  

A res 6f, Lot 3S5 Ri) & E>a D.T). 352, Dkc.3vc.ry Say

Ohjecrion to 化 e by fl!e ort

I refer to the Response to Comments submined by the consuliam or'!4ong Kong 
Resort ('*HKR''), Masterplan Limited, lo address tli〇 depar.meiiial ccniiT.eins 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I sirongly object to ihc SLibmission regarding ihe 

proposed development o f the Lot. My main reasons o f objeciion on :h:s panicu：ar 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. 丁 he HKR claim  that they ai.e the sole land owner o f  Area 10b is in dou’ci. 丁 he lot
is now held under tlie Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part o f either the "City Common Areas" or :he "Ci:y 
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Seciion i o f  the 

PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the righi a n d  liberty io  go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with 

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

the PDM C). l l i i s  has effectively granted over time an casement ihai cannot be 

extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-owners o f  the loi prior to tliis unilateral application. The properly rights o f  the 

existing co-ov\aiers, i.e. all property owners o f the Lot, should be maintained, 

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and properly owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 

the subm ission has not addressed.

l o f 2



'• 1'hc i ^ o p o s u l  is m ; i i o r  clumi-c !.〇 ihc  ( lovclopm*jnf  c o n c ep t  o f  ' h e  I .o i  ; J n c J  ;j  

l u n J a m c n u i l  d e v i a l i o n  ol  fhc l;md use I r o m  ihc or ig in al  u p p r o v e d  M a s t e r  l .ayout  

P k u w  ami  the n p p m v e d  O i iU in e  / (川 in g  P b n  in 山 c 叩 p n e a t i o n .  i.匕  a d w n g e  

service  into residential  urea. A p p r o v a l  o f  it w o u l d  be an undesirable  

pr o co d cn t  case f r o m  e n vi ro n m e n ta l  persp ec t ive  and a gai ns t  the interests o f  ail  

i v s i d o m  and o w n e r s  o f  the district.

4. The original siipuiatcd DB population of 25.000 sliould be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population implied by tlie submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of 
inft-as true lure 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 o f any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residems in the vicinity should be properly miiigaied 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 unacceplable and the proposed tree presentation plan or the tree 
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments
for funher review and comment, the application for Area 1 Ob should be withdrawn.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Reskhmt:

Address:

2 o f  2
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( V :、 i e m y i i : t o b D d @ p l a n d . q o v . h k )

Oear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.201S-

j.efer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Rescrt (“HKR”），

(terplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 
2 V10 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 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.

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. Approvai 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  o f 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.

W i m i r f f ! f i n r n

3O
J

G4
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The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a subsU al
environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 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 .GIANFRANCO BIGAZZI 

Date: 5T>ecember 2 0 1 ^ ^
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Please find attached

Michael M cGuIr#
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!'hc Sccieiariat
4 r vl'o\^n Plariiiing Board ^ ,J l*

5/K, North Point Govurn'Ticni Oniccs 

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: ti)l>i)d(^nh]ii(l.tj〇'\.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section J2A A pplication No. Y /l-O B /2  

A rea 6f, L o t 385 R P & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, D iscover)' Bay

O b jection  to the Subm ission by the A pplicant on 27.10.2016

f refer to the R esponse to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 

Resort (ttH K R,,)J Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental com m ents 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission  regarding the 

proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. M y main reasons o f  objection on this particular 

subm ission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim  that they are the so le  land owner o f  Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 

is now  held under the Principal D eed o f  Mutual C ovenant (PDM C) dated

20 .9 .1982 . A rea  10b forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 

Area 10b a lso  forms part o f  either the "City C om m on Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I o f the 

PDM C, every Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the right and liberty to go  

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same subject to the C ity  Rules (as defined in 

the PDM C). T h is  has effectively granted over tim e an easem ent that cannot be 

extinguished. T h e Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the

. co-ow ners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e property rights o f  the 

existing co-ow ners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, should be maintained, 

secured and respected.

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

im mediate residents and property owners nearby is and w ill be substantial. This 

the subm ission has not addressed.

i 〇f2



.1 I'hc Proposal is major change to the d c v c l^ n e n l  concept o f  the l.ot and a 
lundamcntal deviation o/'llic land use from (he original approved Master Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change
from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable

precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all 

resident and owners of the district.

4. I'he original stipulated DB population o f  2 5 ,000  should be fu lly  respected as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantia l increase in 

population im plied  by the subm ission. A ll DB property o w n ers  and occupiers  

w ould  have to suffer and pay the cost o f  the n ecessa ry  upgrading o f  

infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the p rop osed  develop m en t. 

For one exam ple the required road netw orks and related u tilit ie s  cap acity  w orks 

arising out o f  this subm ission, 丁he proponent should co n su lt and lia ise  with all 

property ow ners being affected. At minim um  undertake the c o s t  and exp en se  o f  

all infrastructure o f  any m odified developm ent su b seq u en tly  agreed to. 

Disruption to all residents in the v icin ity  should be p roperly  m itigated  and  

addressed in the subm ission.

5. T he proposed fe llin g  o f  118 mature trees in A rea 6 f  is an e c o lo g ic a l disaster, and 

p o ses  a substantial environmental im pact to the im m ediate natural setting. T he  

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

com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. T he revision o f  developm ent as indicated in the R evised  C on cep t Plan o f  A nnex  

A  is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height, m a ssin g  and d isposition  in 

th is revision. T he two towers are still sitting too c lo se  to each  other w hich  m ay  

create a w a ll-e ffect to the existing rural natural setting, and w ould  pose an 

undesirable v isual impact to the im m ediate surroundings, esp ec ia lly  to those  

ex istin g  tow ers in the vicinity.

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed resp on ses to the com m ents 

for further review  ap ^ c^ n m en t, the application for A rea 1 Ob sh ou ld  be withdraw n.

Signature ____Date: b ! I  "  y

狀  L lN am e o f  D iscovery B ay Owner /  Resident: &  1 广 （



Addrcw
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Hk* SkVivtanat 
Town Planning Board 
l>/];, Nonh Pomi (iovcrnmcnt Offices 

Java Roavl, North Point 
(,Via email)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/T-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" ), 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 held under.-the^ • v 
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the MS e ^ e 1<ixfi^ ,̂ 4s4qfii 
in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained^reas" in the
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has.^ie right 

l ib e r ty  to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected witfflSie pmper'u^and  ̂^  
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively grated over ti*me"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 consti*uction 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 tlie application, i.e. a 
change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 
perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.

4. The 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



'̂1 SUi'iVMl tv1* (1)̂ ' pt\'p〇Sv\l vk'wlppmcni. l;oi «'iic cxiimpK； ilu- u'.jijncil Ki,u] miv；u/kN .md /ch,trd 
u t i l i l u 'S  v'ap.u'jt\ \\\Mks ausmv. out ot this submissuMi Thi- pmpi)i!t；nt am i  Inusc  v/it} ]  ； j]J /

、、\、 ivis h 、⑴>;、U“，、、t、'd. .\i uiimmum iiihlniakc 山c u 、sNmil ol all m
Jo\olopiivnt Mihsc\jiKlnll\ â jivwl lo. lhsmplion !〇 all rcsuli-nis in ihe vicinity should pros ily nuUi 

aj\i aJJivss^i in iho sulMiussion.

> . Ilk' of 1 IS numno trees m A r m  61' is an ccolo^ica] disasicr, and {.xjscs a substantial environs
impact to tb.o immediate' natural sc(iin>.'.. 'I'h c  im-〇p〇s:iI is unacceptable and the proposed Lrcc preservation plan 
or the tuv connvnsatory proposal arc unsaiisfaclory.

〇. T!io revision of dc\olopmcnt as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in tci 
its pro;vscJ height, massing and disposition in this revision. I'he two towers aj*e still sitting loo dose to each ot̂  
which may 〇R.'atc a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact 
t]：c imir.odiate suiroundin^s, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until llic applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment. 
ar*olication for .\i'ea 10b should be withdrawn.

，

Discovery Bay Pleasure Vessel Owner 
BerJi: B70 Maiina Club

Colin Waterfield 
Pemianent ID Cai'd Holder

Address:
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l\)\vn Plannnu', Hoard 
1S/1\ Noith IMmi C iovcmincnt Ofliccs 
v^ ' Java Road, North Point 

(,\'ia email)

Dear Sits,

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

瞻 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 sti*ongly 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 pai*t of either the "City Common Areas" 
or the "City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC,
Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass andr€pass.>j〇veE.afld- along and 

- ,  use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the sapie subject to ffee 
City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cann8t 
be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent frorg the co-owners of th« 
lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all propeitf 
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 f
property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

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

4. The 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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II ul Ol'CI would luivt  ̂ to stiller ;ind pay ihc
I'Pyiadmy 〇(' inlraslruclure to p r o v i d e f ^ u f i p l y  or support u,

piopo^t i t vt opmrnl. lxir one r.xamplc Hie required road networks and related 
mihtu's caivicuy works angina out of this submission.Tlie proponcm ylioulcl consult and liaise v/ith aU 
pio^XJt\ ou nets x ing aHcctcd. At minimum undertake the cost imd expense of all inlraslruclure of 
anv modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be 
pr〇}vrl.v imii>'atod and addressed in the submission.

5. 1 he proposed telling of 1 18 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a 
substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacccplable 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 
arc still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural 
setting, cind would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate sunroundings, 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.

Discovery Bay Pleasure Vessel Owner 
Berth: B 70  M arina Club

Glenda Waterfleld 
Permanent ID Card Holder

Address:
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Town Planmni； Hoaiii 
! ''/l\ North Pom! (jovcnmicnt Offices 

Ja\ a Road, Noilh Point
t,\ :a email: ipbpd@plandgo_y,hk or lax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)
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Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/f-DB/2
Aj^a pXLoLSSS RP & Ext CPart) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bav

) . - ■
^ t i：onjo_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 depaitmentaJ comments regai'ding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

KindJy 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:-

雩

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 Tity Common 
A reas” 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 aJl 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-owncrs of 
the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 
o f the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of 
the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e, from staff 
quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 
perspective and 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 aiised 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. rFhe proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Ai^ea 6 f is ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
environmental impact to tiie immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 
preservation plan or the ti*ee compensatory proposal ai*e unsatisfactoiy.

6. The revision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f Annex A  is still unsatisfactory in 4
term o f its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to 
each other wliich may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable ；
visual impact to the immediate sun*ounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity. ■»

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

Signature: Date:



奇 件 n 职： ；>!；,〇 * —

收’斗不： l i ' l ' i v lw ' i ' l a m l  ；： ( 'v  Itk

V - H ： O B I U  H O N

4C33
Tno Sscretaiiat
Town Planning Board
1 5 /F, N'o^n Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, Nortli Point
(Via email: tpbpci@pland.aov.hk)

Oear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery ^ay : - . 广

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.20,16 >

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

—g i^^ te rp la n  Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 
*27^10.2016 .

Kindly please note that I st ro ngl y  obje ct  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 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.

T; ^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 D巳

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 
sxpense 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:tpbpci@pland.aov.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 settir^. p^jDroDOsal Js^a cce p ta b le  and the proposed 
tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposaiareunsatisfaaory.

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 - m a i  丨̂
Date: 5 December 2016 

Address：

Sent from Outlook
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® 郵 ：ipbpd@planci.g〇v.hk

敬啟者：
第 12A 條•規劃申諝缩號 Y/I-D8/2 

公眾意見 -支持偷费灣第 6f區發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

就上述規刪申請現正收集公眾意見，本人來函表示支持，原 因 如 下 ：

• 可善闬土地資源，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇°
 ̂ _  • 6「一直已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地稹比亦很低，基建

及配套足以容纳新增的人口。

聯 絡 (電郵 / 顯 / 地 址 ) :碰 ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ^

谇洲永安街  69 號 A 6 9 A ,  Wing On Sireex, Peng Chau.
電話  TEL: (852) 2983 0790, 2983 0220 傳其 FAX: (852) 2983 0220 電子郵件 E-MAIL: pengclwurc@y3hoo.com

mailto:pengclwurc@y3hoo.com
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IVar Sir,

Section 12A Annlication No. Y/I-DB/2  
Area 6f. Lot 385  KP & Ext fPart) in D.D. 352, Piscovci^v, Bay

Objection to the Submission by (he Applicant on 27.10.2016

1 refer to the  R esponse to Com m ents submitted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 
Resort (44H K R ,5), M asterplan  Limited, to address the departmental commems 
regard ing  the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

K indly p lease  note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the proposed 
deve lopm en t o f  the Lot.

I am an  O w n er in D iscovery  Bay and this developm ent will seriously impact the quiet 
and p ea ce fu l en joym ent I have in Discovery Bay and its environs.

I have ra ise d  previous objections to this developm ent; I do not find that these have 

been a d d re ssed  adequately  or at all.

My m a in  reasons for ob jection  on this particular subm ission are listed as follows:-

1. I reg u la rly  h ike the trails and hills in and around Discovery Bay. HKR claims 
th a t  th e y  are the sole land owner o f  Area 6f. This is in doubt, as the lot is now 
h e ld  under the Principal Deed o f  M utual C ovenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982.
A re a  6 f  form s part o f  either the “City Com m on A reas” or the "City Retained

A re as"  as defined in  the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f the
P D M C , every O w ner (as defined in the PDM C) has the right and liberty to go 

p ass  and repass over and  along and use A rea 6 f  for all purposes connected with 
th e  p ro p er use and en joym ent o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 
the  P D M C ). T he app lican t has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co -o w n ers  o f  the Lot p rio r to this unilateral application. The property rights o f 
th e  ex isting  co-ow ners, i.e. all property ow ners o f the Lot, should be considered, 

secu red  and respected. I f  the developm ent is perm itted to go aliead my freedom l

l of 2



(o /nkt'iirni 1/1 (his iirc.i wili be severely infringed.

the (/isnij)lion, pol/ud'on and nuisance caused by tlie conslruction lo tlu; 
nnmodi;Uc rc.sidcnts and property owners nearby are subsUuUial, and the 

su/vniNSio/i has not been addressed.

/Tie proposed jfelJing o f  ] 18 nos. mature trees in Area 6 f  is an ecological disaster，
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the im m ediate natural setting. 
The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed ti'ee preservation  plan or the tree 

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

4. The revision o f  developm ent as indicated in the R evised C oncep t P lan o f  A nnex  
A is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its p roposed heigh t, m assing  and d isp o s itio n  in  
this revision . T he  two towers are still sitting  too  c lo se  to each  o ther w h ic h  m ay 

create a  w a ll-e ffec t to  the ex isting  rural na tu ra l se ttin g , an d  w o u ld  p o se  an  
undesirable  v isual im pact to the im m ed ia te  su rro u n d in g ， e sp ec ia lly  to  th o se  

e x is tin g  tow ers 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 6 f should be withdrawn.

Susan Ho
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、e 、v  S i t s ,

I ?!e；»se find  -nclosed  signed objections to the T 〇 wn Planning Applications in Discovery 3ay for Areas 
l ub and Asea  6F. "I he way in v^hich HKR are currently operating Discovery Bay should be considered a 

c i^giace, l have been a resident for the past 21 years and whilst some changes have been for the better, 
tne only s ing le  motive for HKR moving forward is finsncial gain, they do not care about the well-beina of 
reside；its o r  for that matter the environment and public safety.

JV  inc iease  in traffic it is only a matter of time before there are regular serious accidents involving 
ffc e^stiians and vehicles. The condition of the road surface along the main road is dangerous with 
Mgni leant potholes  causing major obstructions to golf carts and cyclists, The speed of construction 
ve nc es is fiightening  with simple disregard to speed limits, visitors simple assume rules do not apply to 
d is c o v e ry  Bay  as it is a private area.

Kind R egards

Lee

Lee leronim o  
Technical Director
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( V i ；i email: m w»i k < i； ,i； l：!nr\iytv.liu or fax: 2877 024 5 / 2522 8426)

D ea r Sir,

S e c t io n  1 2 A  A n o l i c a t i o n  No. Y / l -D B /2  
A r e a  6f , L o t  38 5  R P  &  E x t  ( P a r t )  in D.D. 352^ D iscovery  Hay

O b j e c t i o n  lo (lie S u b m i s s i o n  b y  th e  A o n l i c a n i  on 2 7 .10 .2016

! refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (ttH K R ,,) ) Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 
the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

K indly  p lease  note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the proposed 
developm ent o f  th e  Lot. My m ain reasons o f  objection on this particular subm ission are 
listed as fo llo w s:-

HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, £ls 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 tlie 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 su b s ta n t^ ^ n d  t h e ^ ^ i i ^ i〇n has not

3. There is m ajor change to the development concept o f the Lot and a fundamental 

deviation to the land use o f  the original approved Master Plans or the approved 

O utline Z oning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area,

i o f 2



anJ ；ippio\al ol it would be an urulcsnable precedent ca.sc from environmenlal 
pv'rspcoli\o viml against ihc interest ofall property owners ol tlie district.

4， Ihc original slipulaled DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 
population by ihc submission, and all DB property owners would have to suiTer 
and pay lor the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 
development, c.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 
works arised out of tiiis submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 
infrastructure out o f 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 o f 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. 丁he 
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 
fiirther review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: 1 V ,

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: L ^ G n / ]

Address:

2 of 2
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寄件者 : 
餐件H期 : 
收 件 者 : 
主杇：

附件：

S u s a n  H o

0 5 曰1 2月2 0 】6 年星期一 11 y /  

t p b p d @ p l a n d . g o v .h k

O b > c t i o n  l e t t e r s  S e n t  o n  I v l i a l f  o f  | . ) a m c l  K e n n e d y  

O b ^ c t i o n  D K  5 . 1 2 . 1 6 . d o c x ;  6 f  O b  j e c t io n D K  5 . 1 2 . l 6 . d o c x

Please see attached  2 letters of objection

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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low n  I'limninj^ Rojircl

\>/\' \ Norih I'oini C；ovcinmcnt Ofl'ices 4 G 4 2
Java Road, North Point 

(V ia  email: M>brHir<-/)nl：im l.^〇v.likM

Dear Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352. Disroverv R；,v

.Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

K in d ly  p lea se  note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the proposed 

d ev elo p m en t o f  the Lot.

I l iv e  in  D isco v ery  B a y  and this developm ent w ill seriously impact the quiet and 

p ea cefu l en joym en t I h a v e  in D iscovery  B ay and its environs.

I h a v e  raised  p revious objections to th is developm ent; I do not find that these have 

b een  addressed  adequately  or at all.

M y m ain  reasons for ob jection  on  this particular subm ission are listed as follow s:-

1. I regularly h ike the trails and h ills  in and around D iscovery Bay with my 

daughter. H K R  cla im s that they are the sole land ow ner o f  Area 6f. This is in 

doubt, as the lo t is  n ow  held under the Principal D eed  o f  Mutual Covenant 

("PD M C ') dated 2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 . A r e a  6 f  forms part o f  either the “City Common  

A reas^  or the "City R etained Areas" as defined in the PDM C . Pursuant to Clause 

7 under S ection  I o f  the PD M C , every  Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the 

right and liberty to go p ass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f  for all 

purposes con n ected  with the proper use and enjoym ent o f  the same subject to the 

C ity  R ules (as defined  in the P D M C ). The applicant has failed to consult or seek  

proper consent from  the co -ow n ers o f  the Lot prior to this unilateral application. 

T h e property rights o f  the ex istin g  co-ow ners, i.e. all property owners o f  the Lot, 

should  be con sid ered , secured and respected. I f  the developm ent is permitted to l

l  o f  2



g o  alicati m y iVeedom to hike and walk in this area will  be s evere ly  in fringed.

2. i'hc disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to Ihe 
immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 
subm ission  has not been addressed.

3. The proposed felling of 11 8 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.

4. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept P lan of Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 
this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other w hich may 
create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w ould 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 com m ents  

for further review  and com m ent, the application for A rea 6 f  should  be w ithdraw n.

D aniel K e nn e d y



rcbpd
寄件者：
竒件日期： 05日丨2月2016年星期一 19:22
收件者： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
主旨： Objection to the Submission by the Application on 17.10.2016 &
附件： DB objection.pdf

Dear Sir,

Please find two attached documents for objection of Application No Mo.Y/l-DB/3

Regards.

Elsa

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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I > Noufi Point Gc)vcMnuuMi( 〇 Htctjs 
5 Jawi Road, Nurtli Poml

( \ 'ia enunl ：Wm J W ■ w m Ihx 2877 0245 / 2522 S426)

Or.tr Sir,

Secrion 12A Anolicatioti No-V/l-DB/Z 
A 6f, Lot 3S5 处  & Rxf (T’a rp  in D.D. 352, OiscoveiT Bav

OlWecdGn i：o the SuL>j"ission bv t h e o n  27*10.201 6

I refer to the Response to Comjnenls submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
R esort ("FnCR^), M asterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

K indly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 

proposed  developm ent o f  the Lot. My main reasons o f  objection on  this particular 

su b m iss ion  are listed as fo llow s;-

1. HICR claim s that they are the sole land ov/ner o f  Area 6 f  is in doubl, as the lot is 

n ow  held under the Principal D eed o f  Mutual Covenant ( HP D M C ) dated

2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 . Area 6 f  form s part o f  either the “City Common A reas” or the "City 

R etained  Areas" as defined  in the PDM C. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  

the P D M C , every O w ner (as defined in the P D M C ) has the right and liberty to go  

pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f  for ail purposes connected w ith  

the proper use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the City R u les  (as defined in 

the P D M C ). The applicant has failed to consult or seek  proper consent from the  

co -o w n ers o f  the L ot prior to this unilateral application. The propert)^ rights o f  

the ex istin g  co-ow ners, i.e. all property ow ners o f  tJie Lot, should  be considered, 

secured  and respected.

The disruption, pollu tion  and nuisance caused by the construction to the  

immediate residents' and property ow ners nearby are substantial, and the  

submission has not been  a d d ress^ ^ > ivr : 匕，• . 产 〜 一

T here is  m ajor change to  the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental

d ev ia tio n  to the land u se  o f  the origina】 approved M aster Plans or the approved

OutJine Zoning Plan in the appiication3 i.e. from staff quaiters into residential

l o f 2



a;va,  (nul a p p r tn , i l  〇i' ii would  t>e an u i i dc sn ab l t i  p i e c e d c n t  r a s e  l f o m  

c n \  i romnt t iua l  p f i s p c c t i v e  and aga ins t  the  in tc ies t  o f a l l  p r o p e r l y  o w n e r s  o f  the 

d i s t r i c t .

The oiiginal stipulated DB population ot 25,000 should be fully respected as tfic 
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantlaJ increase in 
population by the s u b m iss io n ,  and all DB propcity owners would have to suflci 
and pay for lhe cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 
infrastiucture 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 
properly owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the 
submission.

5. The proposed Telling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 
and poses a substantia] 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 .\nnex 
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.

2 of 2
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〇〇f.i 0>l Ji'f-if'1
/ # ，雄躭
I Hi. ft reut：̂  Number :

i
i m义 限 期

I O caJU nc fo r  su b im ss io ti:

^ A ^ p i S a C o f ,  f  Ke îe' •

161202-172510-57811

09/)V 2〇}6

提 交 E丨期及時間

D ；ir〇 an</ tiiue o f  s u b m iss io n ：
02/12/2016 17:25:10

有關的規m 申m m號 Y /1 _D B /2
T h e  n p p lica tio n  no. to  wliicii (he c o m m e n t rela tes:

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱 先:生M r
N am e o f  person m aking this com m ent

意 見 詳 情

D eta ils  o f  the  C o m m e n t :

EMy reasons for supporting the application of 6 f are:

The surrounding area o f the proposed development wiii be beautified and bring in new leisure 
ffacilities.
- The proposed devdopment will justify for operating a complete separate bus route from Midva 
'e ViUage 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.



PEMS Comment i>ubm\ssi〇n

乾規劃申請/覆该提出意見M tk i%  Cg咖 制 0lA M Vv ~
參考編號 "
R efe rence  N u m b e r： 161203-11244^-56174

提 交 限 期

Deadline for submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

Date and time of submission:

09/A2T10A6

03/12/2016 U-.24-.43

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

T h e  a p p lic a tio n  no. to w hich  th e  co m m en t re la te s : YA DB/2

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱  

Nam e of person making this comment:

意 見 詳 情

D etails of the Com m ent t

先 生  Mr. WMLO

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.



4G46
| 就瑰劐毕請？ 提出意見 i 
涂考碥號
Rci'crcricc Number：

、-…乂’一 ： ...i. . . - . n  Gil .M: ... *̂ / s i：. lion / î v'ev/

1 6 1 2 0 3 - 1 1 3 0 3 0 - 9 6 1 2 0

提交限期
1 DeadUuc forsubm issiem : 0 9 / 1 2 / 2 0 1 6

提交日期及時間
O ate und time o f  subm ission: 0 3 / 1 2 / 2 0 1 6  1 1 : 3 0 :3 0

有關的規劃申請編號

； T h e  application no. to w hich  the com m ent relates:

I
f 「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱

N a m e  o f  person m ak ing this com m cut:

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f  the C o m m e n t:

Y / l - D B / 2

先生 M r .  C  S  K w o n g

fl agreed with the suggestion as the plan will create more job opportunities.



4 6 47
就規劃申請/ S 该提出意見 I'i.l C  j i ' '  irc -.'n： VJJ 1 ； >

參考編號
Reference N,un,>e)-： 161203-173102-40950

提交限期
D eadline for submission: 09/12/20)6

提交日期及時間
D a te  and time of submission: 03/12/2016 17:31:02

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

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 小姐Miss W L Kong
Name of persou making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment;
|Tagreed with the proposal as it will create more job opportuniW.________

I



疆  i

| K 規剷牢讀 /费 按 提 出 意 見 MskmgCon， 

I參 考 鐺 號  

Rcforeiit'L* N um ber.

提交限期
Deadline fo r  $ubmi^sion:

P卜 ‘ ,.U s ：'• / i之e ' ，;ew

16I203-I72728-30175

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
D ate and tim e o f  submission; 03/12/2016 17:27:28

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

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

小姐  Miss Melinda Lo

意見詳情
Oetaiis of the Com m ent:

/l supported the idea because it will provide more housing units.

只  l * A
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就規剌申請/覆核提出意見M b — & Con 

參考編號
R eference Number:

4G49
AppriC6'*'>-. / K ；V«<\ •

161204-082327-63017

提交限期
D ead lin e  for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
D a te  and <:ime of submission: 04/12/2016 0S:23:27

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to v/liich th e com m ent relates: Y/l-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Nam e of person maldng this comment;

先生  Mr. KennyKv/oiig

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I supported the proposal as it will enhance the supply of housing uiuls and provide more job oppi 
ortunity.________________________________________________________ __ ___________ ___



i 參考 m x
! Rvic»*〇ttcc N u n ib o r:

丨提交眾期
' OcdiUiuc for i'ubmiiiion；

I
I 提交日期及時間

Date anJ time o f  su b m iss io n：

i 有關的規劃申m m號
r T h e  ^pp lic^ciou  no . (o w hich the con iincn t re la te s：

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
/ Name o f person making Uiii comnieiit:

I 意見詳情
Details o f  the C o m m e n t:

_______ ________________________ 4 G 5 0

•’....... #• 八 / .i•二eviev/

161204-083504-64612

09/12/2016

04/12/2016 08:35:04

Y /I-D B/2

小姐 M is s  K a y s

ft agreed with the appiicalion because tJie new plan will create more job opportunities and 
je more housing units to alJeviate the housing problem in Hk._____ providj

fs} ^ . ^ a T n n U r ^ ^  1 A 1 f)Q^  < C\A A/I/；l 〇 n ^ ^ r>r̂ 〇.r>* V T H P n Uir^l HC/1 /：

f t V  T-HR 9 lifm l n ^ /V 7 H m



就規函申誘/覆孩提出意見1.',<_::,化Co ....M 
参考编號
Reference Number：

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

I - <r'^  / ivivÛ -

I 6 1 2 0 4 - 1 0 3 2 1 G - 7 0 8 U

09/12/2016

C4/lZa〇1610:32:10 ；
j

有關的規刺申諧編號  Y/I_DB/2 |
The application no. to Avhich the comment relates: ~ ;

fi

「提 :t 見人」姓名/名m  先生 Mr. Andreas Oberecker i
Name of person making this comment: |

意 見 詳 情 丨

Details of the Comment: \

To the Town Planning Board !

提交日期及埒間
Date and lime of submission;

Objection against the rezoning of Area 6f in Parkvale area, Discovery Bay i

The application must be rejected.
The project is not feasible and comes at high costs to environment and citizens that ^ill have to j 
be bom by the public, not the applicant. T^s is not acceptable. The applicant HKR̂  in the resub ! 
mission, is ignoring all valuable comment made by the public and concerned citizens. j

The sewage from this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind [he Ferr>' a i 
rea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad ; 
ditional sewage will the water quality remain safe?) j

HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB, possible trafac blockages to Midvale | 
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 incorporate owner rights, i 
forthertaore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. HKR has feiled to propose al*-e ; 
mative site access and construction waste management plan. i

It 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 u-ith f^quen; cois | 
e complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable of managing such lar ; 
ge scale projects without significant risks to the people and envirorunenr: The application niust b ; 
e rejected. . i •j ■
Sincerely， I;

Andreas Oberecker



4C52

1 - ：f

H :、》uco、uml_u 「

• - • . - / j"? .  ̂ *

161204-103407-55583

' O csiUimc lor s'uhmission

:提交日期及時間 
' Dak' time of submission.

i 芎關的規剿申請sfi號
! The applicaiioii no. (〇 which the comment relates:
i
j 「提《見人」姓名/名稱 
( N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  n i a l d n g  t h i s  c o m m e n t :

09/12/2016

04/12/2016 10:34 07 

Y/l-DB/2

夫人 Mrs. Anna Putina

|意見詳请
j Details of the Comment : * I
j To the Town Planning Board

j Objection against the rezoning of Area 6f in Parkvale area. Discovery* Bay 

j The application must be rejected.
j The project is not feasible and comes at high costs to environment and citizens that will have to 
I be bom by the public, not tlie applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant HKR, in the resub 

mission, 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 27〇 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad 

j ditional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

i HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB, possible traffic blockages to Midvale
I and Parl^ale, as well as that fact that tliere 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 
I mative site access and construction waste management plan.
!
： It 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 
j e complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HICR is not capable of managing such lar 
i ge scale projects without significant risks to the people and environment: The application must b



4053
軟:規 t ]申謓 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 Corrumi ■.On V Ap-,jtiĉ tj〇j / V；ev*e
參考煸號
Reference Number: 161205-U 0 7 1 \-87754

提 交 限 期

D eadline  fo r subm ission .

提 交 □ 期 及 時 間

Date and time of submission;

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

rr h e  application no. to which U»c comment relates:

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱

N am e of person making this comment:

意 見 詳 情

Details of the Comment :

湖  2/2016

05/12/2CH6 U.07:ll

Y/I-DB/2

先 生 Mr. Yau

The supplement information is fine and has adddressed a \ot o f concern from various parties and\ 
the community. I support the development._________________________________________________ ]



4 C5 4

激:規 jB申講，躜 茂 提 出 意 見 k
/

Kci'ercncc > um bcr:

提交限期
Deadiinc for 5ubnu'55iou：

• eut 乂、，:.i>:-icaH〇n /

丨61205-124433-47361

09/12/2016

j 提交日期及時間
! D a te  and  tim e  o f  subm ission :

有關的規劃申請編號
The app lication  no. f o 、vhich Che coiiiiiienf rchnfes:

j r'提意見人j 姓名/名稱
/ S a m e  o f  p e rso n  m ak ing th is com m ent;

I 意見詳情
/ Derails o f the Com m ent:

05/ 12/2016 12:44:33

Y/I-DB/2

小 組  Miss V/ong

: can be seen that enWronment and landscape have been flirther beautified from the information 
| JpaTDvicfeci in this consuJtation. I Jike it and the comimmity can enjoy. The development has my su

4 厂 … v  r n r ?  n</i



4咖
就 規 fci申 請 / a 孩 提 出 意 見 卜 、d  c  

參考編號
R eference N u m b e r:

提交限期
J'JcadliDC for subm iss ion:

ii是交日期及時間
D ate and time of subm ission：

)i.urjjn̂ ,> v'.； / t<«v；evy

16\205-\7592H-H%74» 

09/12/2016 

05/12/2016 n ：59*.2%

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to w hich  the com m ent relates:

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

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

Y/I-DB/2

先生 Mr. Jun

1 Further provided information is more favourable to the community. I don't see wny I am not goi \ 
ng to support the development.________________________________________________________



4G5G
_ ■鬌 食 t :

K . Nuu»ber；

, /  / K.^VmV ,,

151205-194622-96889

Dc^diuic U'f subnu<si〇n. 09/12/2016

提 . 交 日 期 及 時 間

O. f̂e ami lime of stibmis^ion; 05/12/20)6 19:46:22

i 有胡的規劃申 m 锔號

： D ie  appiiLMtion no. to ivhich (he commeiU relates: Y/I-DB/2

f 提意見人j 姓名/名m 
Name o f  p erso n  mak/ni; fhis comment:

先 生  iMr. James Femie

意 見 詳 潸

Details o f  the C om m cn(:
(object to tJiis Planning Application for the following reasons:

Waier and sewerage resources are already limited for a max population of 25,000 under the curr 
|enr Outline Zoning P/an (OZP). These Applications seek to increase that number to 29,000 whic 

： wiU be unsustainable without huge additional infrastructure and operational costs, some of the 
Jcost of which win be borne by existing residents and owners.

L\U DB property, owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary up 
[grading of infrastruefure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. Fo 
• exampJe, the required road networks and related utility works arising out of this submission. H 

； needs to consult with ail property owners being affected, but have not. Disruption to all resi 
/denrs in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in tlie submission, but they are 
not.

bepopuJarion cap o f25,000 should be preserved, 

you for considering this important objection.



_______________________________________________
規 劃 申 讀 孩 出 意 見  M ■̂丨 C : ’v. mW  r / v  a 1; :，m / iW .:

參 考 編 號

Rclei-encc Numbei*:

提 交 限 期

Dc«idlioc for submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

l ) ：»te ；in«l time of submission：

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

The application no. lo which the comment relates:

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱  

N am e of person making this comment:

»61205-210453-90785

09/\2/2U\6

05/12/2016 21:04-.53

Y/l-DB/2

先 生  Mr. James F em ie

意 見 詳 情

D e ta ils  o f the C o m m e n t :

object to this Planning Application for the following teasons:

The disruption, pollution, nuisance and expense caused by the constmction to the immediate resil 
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 o f the residents and owners in the immediate area are being ignored by the A.pplicantJ 
but we hope and pray that the TPB will be able to act on their behalf to protect those ri^its.

Thank you for considering this important obiection.___________ .________________________



4G55

Reference Sujoxbcr: 161205-203003-73281

, OendJUrt^ for subm ission. 09/12/2016

:提 交 曰 期 及 琢 災
.•’ JD.ite ‘rue! time of 5tibnii55i〇n: 05/12^010 20:30:03

■ m s 的 娜 申 m 職

T h e  appUcatJotx no. to w hich the  com m en t relates: YA-OB/2

: 「提意見人j 姓名，名m
j > f3/ne o f person m Akin^ thi^ commeryt:

先生  Mr. James Femie

意 見 詳 情

D ctn ils  o f  the  C o m m e a t :j ,
" I  ctycct t。 this iManning Appheation for the fbJ】〇wing reason:

, ^Tlze Application sfates that HJCR is the sole owner o f the Lot which is incorrect. There are prese 
iDtlv over 5.300 assignees who co-own the Lot together with Hong Kong Resorts. HKR should w 
fethdraw the Application and make revisions to recognize the co-o%vners.

ie  App/icant needs to con5ult and seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot in order t 
1 respect and maintain the property rights o f  all the existing co-owners of the Lot.

3anic you for considering this important objection.

•，-•♦一 二 内 广 ，—一，一WT/C1 勹〇< • 7, 0夕1 广八〜州《外+ V T-TH5 0 1̂ +m1



規 ffl申 說 / » 苫 提 出 Ife兑 3 二:

I 參■考編鉍 

I »<wlci*cv»cc Number.

___________
■'. ' ； * •• i
\ 61205-20^11-392^

提 交 限 期

Deadline tor subiai ^̂ iou：

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

Oucc aud cimc ol ^ubnii^sion：

有 關 的 規 剷 申 請 縊 號

T he application no. to which the commem relates;

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱  

N am e o f person making this comment:

09J\2a〇\6 

05/V2；20\6 2C：39-.n

YA-DB/2

先 生  Mi. James Penile

窓 見 詳 情  _\
Details of the Comment: ，

I object to this Planning Application for the following reasons:

The Master Plan forms part of the Land Grant at Discovery Bay, yet the current Master 6̂-̂ \ \
El) and the current OZP are not aligned. The Master Plan and OZP should be updaied to ensure \ ' 
they are properly aligned, before considering any amendmexiis to the OZP. -1

The Proposal is a major diange to the developmeat concept of the Loi and a. fandameniu deviid  ̂
on of the land use firom the original approved Master Layout Plan and tiie approved Oanine Zor
ing Plan, ie a diange from service to residential area< Approval of it woiild be aircndesirable pre\
cedent firom an eavixomnental perspective and against i e  interests of all resident and owners 
the district.

Thank you for considering these important obiections._________________________



4 CG0

贫 提 出 意 早 ：、 、 ： s
:狯 考 編 號

Roj'crouct： Number；

:提交限期
；D«?adiiue for subm ission:

I 提交 3 期爻時間 
, Date azid lime of submission-

/' ,； • •〇.. / v/

1 6 1 2 0 5 - 2 0 3 2 5 9 - 6 1 6 5 3

09/12/2016

05/12/2016 20:32:59

:有 IS的 規 55申 請 缉 2? Y/I.DB/2
Tbe application no. ro ^vhich the comment relates：

‘ ^提意見八」姓名/名稱

Name o f  person maJdng this comment:
先生 Mr. Janies Femie

意見詳情

Derails o f  the C om m ent:
jl  obiecr to rh.is Planning Application for the following reasons:

[The proposed felling o f  11S mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substa 
]nai environmentai impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and th 

|e  proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

lL' you for considering theis important objection.



4001

就 規 劃 申 請 /孩 .!亥 提 出 意 見  .:.n T . ------  ̂ /'■ p ；; )i
參考編號
R eference Num ber: 161205-215645-3H07\

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 
Date and time of submission:

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

「提意見人 j 姓名 /名稱 

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:

09/^2/2016

0S/12AZ016 21-.56.45

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. Sze Yeung

|l supported the idea because it will provide more job opportumty and more housing units.



4 6 G 2

:‘苁 珣 搛出意 #  ; v  <*‘ i  cr: ..: 

K t f o r c n c e  . N ' u i n b e r ,

丨 燙 艾 限 期

；LK'adliiK fo r  sutw uisskm :

i 提交日期及時間

/ D a le  am i tim e  o f  subm iss ion :

: r . ‘;.，f> W
161205-215838-24240

09/12/2016 

05/12/2016 21:58:38

f有關的規M申辣編號

7'he apphcjciou no. to which (he comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

丨_ 「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱

Nam e o f  person making this comment:
小 姐  Miss Esther Kwong

意 見 詳 堉

Dcuiis of the Comnieiu :
ll supported  the application because it will lead to more job opportunity.

v , W o M - e t r t '« 2 ' / ) n ! i n e  C n rm v en t ' l20^-215fnK-24240 r^mment  Y  f - D R  ?  h l m l  n f i / l ? / ? f l l f i



at\16\2〇s *-^22\-62M} Couw.cnt \  l-DB 2Av«'.v；.
，" n ，,〇‘、，



K X & :iS C 2 ^ f iS iT i d  M 'i1 腿 y y
4 GG4

/ € 規 《 申 讀 /泣 凟 提 出 意 見 M w_."£ 
/ 參 今 Si號  

；R c u r ^ n c e  N u m b e r :

on r tf • ' A \j ^ ... zr ~ / Revlex^ 

161205-224418-81379

1提交限期
Deadline for suijmiision 09/12/2016

1提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission •• 05/12/2016 22:44:18

I 有關的規剷申請編號
 ̂ The application no. fo which the coimneiit relates:

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

I 意見詳情
j Details o f  the C om m ent ;

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Ivtr. Ho Woon

I fl support the development"



' " ' t ' 1 ' ; « !  IM iR . ' t M - 'l

就規劃申 SH,薇核提出意見 IvUtkJng Comment <Hi f o w l in g  A 
參考編號 …
Reference Number: 161205-223308-73693

提交限期
D eadline for submission;

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

09/12/2016

05/12/2016 22-.33-.0&

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person malcing this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

先生  Mr. Patrick Ho

[Support the development.



i - m m m w m i i
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N' ^：»H〇r:

4 S G .

!6!2C6-00302"-09i67

Dv K4!卜W w *-!.，r}.b;〇ii: 0 9 / 1 2 ^ 0 1 6

Dn*.c r«nd time * > ^ vbmis$ ion:
06/^2/2016 00:30:27

npplicntion no. to which tiie comn?e〇t »*elr>tcs: Y/I-DB/2

「提寒見入_；姓名/名偁 
Name o f person mnking this comment:

小坦  Miss WONG Miranda

意見烊笮
Dctaiis of the Comment:

： \As a resident of Discovery Bay for many years； I would like to express mv request to preserve D 
； Siscovery Bay as a natural, low density and private car free residential area, which was the origin 
； |al philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this pi 
i pee u-ith substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mast 
j |er Plan and OZP are not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention 
j -ed development application.
； >
i |At present, the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Village is 606. However, the 6f projt
■ -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 Ciystal and Coral Court. The
I jCr>*staI and Coral court are mainly facing east and west If the 6f project is approved, the side fa 
： iciiig west (half of the view) will be CTtireiy blocked. Therefore, the proposal is absolutely unacc
■ jq?table. *! tj j
；: Even worse, the project 10 plans to drastically increase the total number of units in the Peninsula 
 ̂ K'illage which represents that the population density will be highly increased The natural enviro 
：' [mnent will be seriously damaged 

[
[People choosing Discovery Bay as home are fond of the natural, quiet and low dense environme 
jnt. For enjoying the environment, they pay for the long traveling time and the high traveling exp 
jenses. If the project is approved, they will be betrayed. Besides, all the pledges of the Hong Kon 
jg Government previously made are overturned.
厂 .
|lr. -ie Meeting of the Parkvale Village Owners Committee on 5 March 2016, the Presentations o 
if the Lanta\i Overall Development Plan by representatives from the Development Bureau, Plaoni 
pg 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 Corrsniuriity Hall on 3 April 2016, the project of 6f and 10b were strongly opposed b 

!St o f-ie  participants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard the projects as
-elcorse.

of the aforesaid̂  I strongly oppose the above projects.



Jil ! JL i i  J i  : I 相I
L̂'lUlUCiU ÛVU'liM'JU ^  . ,

4 603

> h y ' V' • * ； ； ev!->v

16I206-002749-83T02

09/12/2016

06/1M016 00:27:49

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. TSAXG Mon丨ta
i

意見詳愤
Details of the Comment:
As a resident of Discovery Bay for many years, I would like to express ray request to preserve D j 
iscovery Bay as a natural, low density and private car free residential area, which w« the origin ! 
al philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to ftirther develop ids pi ; 
ace with substantial increase of buildings, population and trafSc which exceed the existing Mast ； 
er Plan and OZP are not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the abcrv-s-mratioi! ： 
ed development application. j

At present̂  the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Village is 606. However, the 6fprqje ； 
ct aims to build 476 units more. It represents that there will be an increase of7S5% dznsizy of 6j ； 
e small Village. The proposed buildings are closely opposite to the Crystal and Coral Com. Ths{： 
Crystal and Coral court are mainly facing east and west If the 6f project is apprerved, the side fa j ； 
cing west (half of the view) will be entirely blocked. Therefore, the proposal is absolutely unacc j ； 
eptable. | ;

Even worse, the project 10 plans to drastically increase the total number of units in ite Penirsulo；； 
Village which represents that the population density will be highly increased The naroral snviro 卜 
ament will be seriously damaged. | ；

I
People choosing Discovery Bay as home axe fond of the natural, quiet and low dense e^x^iroae j ： 
nt. For enjoying the environment, they pay for the long traveling time anc high raveling exp j  ̂
ejosies. If i e  project is approve^ they will be betrayed. Besides  ̂all the pledges of the Hong Kon 厂 
g Govenment previously made are overturned. .*

I ■
In the Meeting o f the Parkvale Village Owners Committee on 5 March 2016. thr o |
f  the Lantau Overall Development Plan by representatives firm the Development Surtax ?hnri! 
ng Department and Civil Engineering and Deveiopmcnt Department on 2 Apr二 20:6 arid ths Ho j 
ng Kong Resorfs application to the Town Planning Board for the de^Iopncn； of 6f 2nd 10b hd 
d at the DB Community Hall on 3 ApriHO 16, the project c*f 6f an<H 0b were strongly opposed b 
y most of the participants against the projects. It reflects Aat DB residents regard i c  projects as 
unwelcome.

In view of the aforesaid, I strongly oppose the abev̂ e projects.

1£規逬申誤/ S 核 提 出 意 見 吩 C c w r d .  
參考绾號

Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of subraissioa:

有M 的規刺申請绢號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人j姓名/名稱 
Name of Dcrson making this comment:



/  /  /

4.6-d3— |

161206-002054-54235

09/12/2016j Dciuilinc tui'^ubniission:

j 洚交曰期及時間 06/12/2016 00.20:54
: Dfttc and time of submission:

Y/I-DB/2

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

先生  Mr. WONG Sai Ho

，意見詳淸
Details of the Comment :
As a resident of Discovery* Bay for many years, I would like to express my request to preserve D 
iscoverv Bay as a natural, low density and private car free residential area, which was the origin 
ai philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this pi 
acc with substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mast 
er Plan and OZP arc not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention 
ed development application.

At 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 

j e small Village. The proposed buildings are closely opposite to the Crystal and Coral Court. The 
Cn*staJ and Coral court are mainly facing east and west. If the 6f project is approved, llie side fa 
cing 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 tlie Peninsula 
Village which represents that the population density will be highly increased. The natural enviro 
ament will 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 hugh traveling exp 
enses. If the project is approved, they will be betrayed. Besides, all the pledges of the Hong Kon 
g Government previously made are overturned.

In 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 Bui*eau, Planiu 
lg Dq^artnient 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 Ha】】 on 3 April 20】6, the project of 6f and 10b were strongly opposed b 
m o s t of the participants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard the projects as 
welcome.

n e w  of the aforesaid, I strongly oppose the above projects.

•ccs2 \〇nlmc CommentM61206-002054-54235 Comment Y J-DB 2.html 06/12/2016
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拉 規 蠢 忡 請  / 覆 按 提 出 *  見 gC.: . :…

, 161206-102035-3098!
Reference Nmnhcr:

提 交 限 期

l>c:uilinc Tor submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 問

D a le  and lim e of submission:

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

The Jipplicalion no. to which the comment relates:

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

09/12/2016 

06/12/2016 10:20:35 

Y/I-DB/2

先 生  Mr. William Yau

意 見 詳 情

Details of the C om m ent:
Environment has been well considered and existing trees will be retained as a buffer. It creates 1 
ess impact to adjacent developed areas but will provide better landscape view. The development 
is supported by me.



.4-6-G-9.
. 乾 婧 ，，慶 出 意 嵬 i ^  

. Roterenoc N um ber: 161206-002054-54235

，*>j: i / 乂nv

|提交限期
09/12/2016O c fid liu o  fo r  s u liin is s io n ;

06/12/2016 00.20:54

有M 的規劃申講編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Name of person makiug this comment:

先 生  Mr. WONG Sai Ho

意見詳清 
Details ofDetails of the C om m ent:
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 
al philosophy of living style and town planning of this area. New plans to further develop this pi 
acc with substantial increase of buildings, population and traffic which exceed the existing Mast 
er Plan and OZP arc not to the benefits of the residence and I would object to the above-mention 
ed development application.

At present, the total number of units in the whole Parkvale Village is 606. However, the 6f proje 
ct aims to bui】d 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 
Cr>-stal 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 
ep table.

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 eaviro 
nment will 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 tlie high traveling exp 
enses. If the project is approved, they will be betrayed. Besides, all the pledges of the Hong Kon 
g Government previously made are overturned.

In 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 
Dg Department and Civil Engineering and Development Department on 2 April 2016 and the Ho 
ng Kong Resorfs application to the Town Planning Board for the development of 6f and 10b hel 
d at the DB Community Hal] on 3 Apri] 2016, the project of 6f and 1 Ob were strongly opposed b 
y most of die participants against the projects. It reflects that DB residents regard the projects as 
uxiweicome.

In view of the aforesaid, I strongly oppose the above projects.

rrmnn^otM 61206-002054-54235 Commenl Y I-DB 2.htm! 06/12/2016
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就 規 W 申 請 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 i W V: 2 C t  . h

參考编號
I<et'erence Numl)er:

提交限朗
D cadJjjic  fo r iubm issioji:

提交日期及時間

Date und time of submission:

宵關的規劃申請編We
T he application uo. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:

Environment has been well considered and existing trees will be retained as a buffer. It creates 1 
ess impact to adjacent developed areas but will provide better landscape view. The development 
is supported by me.

161206-102035-30981 

09/12/2016 

06/12/2016 10:20:35 

Y/l-DB/2

先生 Mr. Wimam Yau
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: 赶 3敝 m s  
O ^ C £  ̂ taU uaic of submission:

劳期的規m 曱魂m 號

T7><?丨pplic篇 ao_ to wiucii the comiTte/U reiat“ .-

/ 「逑塞見入」 &名/名稱 
. SA m c o f person m akiA^ this comment:

i6]206-I40Si9-35633 

09/12/2016 

06/12/2016 M:0fi:19 

Y/I-DB/2

^fe^Mr. Aiepolikhin

jCtciMLi oz the Comment:
产心 a res；dcnu3d the oWner of a property at Parkvale Drive I would like to object to the approva 
d subraiued by HKR. The Parkvale Road is already quite busy and having a full scale co

■ ^nsm:cnoi: size above wiU pake it more crowded and potemially more unsafe for children using t 
f ie  road ro \v^3c k> rhe p]aza and back. Even withour construction there is already significant tca fi 
jic  oa me main Discovery VaUey road and the Parkvale segment.
i

Irhank you.__________________________________________________________________________

• df\Q I /"V*…一 V 八<r/i W 1  ««r
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就規劃申請 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 •
參考編號
IVcfercnce N u m l)er: 161206-\4()900-6924S

提交限期
D c ；trl!inc for submission: 09/12/20^6

t是交日期及時間
D a fc  a m i  time ol subm ission：

06/12/2016 14-.09-.00

有關的規劃申請編號

"Tlic application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱 

Name of person making this comment: 先生  Mr. W. Yau

意見詳情

Details of the Com m ent:
Area 6F development has had utilities well considered such as water supply, sewage, storm clrai \ 
n, etc. and they are feasible without adverse impact to the existing developments. To this extent,' I
I agree with the development without hesitation. ._______

file://\\p ld -e(iis2 \0 iilin e  Comment\16120(S-140W0-(SQ，4Si v  u r w  n 作

file:////pld-e(iis2/0iiline
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柃r 满濟w g 濟二寒見,
0 ■，職

Number:

提 交 職 f
J>c:vj〇：?uM’L'r ：?ii办mission:

,Ai;.' . y '： / .vcv ew

I61205-I30451-61155

09/12/2016

提 交 5 期叉诗V  
Daic an d  d /nc o f  subuitysion:

; 有 關 的 規 班 申 謙 通 號

j T h e  application no. to which tiie comment relates:

f 「搜 意 見 人 j 姓 名 / 名 稱  

I .Xjme of person making this comment:

( M M 詳 情

D e ta ils  o f  th e  C o m m e n t :

06/12/2016 13:04:51

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. W Wong

pcction 12A Application No. Y/3-DB^
i 6^ Lot 3S5 R? & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discover Bay

Ejection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

f refer to the Response {〇 Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort {*'HK 
V% Masterplan Limited> to address the departmental comments regarding tJie captioned applica 
îon on 27,10.2016.

ndly please note tiiat I strongly object (o the submission regarding the proposed development 
fee 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 xin 
er the Prmcipai Deed o f  Mutual Covenant ("PDMC1) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of eit 
er ihc uCity Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t 
Clause 7 und«- Section J of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a 

d liberty to go pass and repass ova* and along and use Area 6f for all puiposes connected with t 
e proper use and enjoyment o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th 
appfic^nt fcas failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi 

js ur：i7ata*air applicaHon• 丁he property rights o f  the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of 
te e  Let, should be considered, secured and respected.

rhe disniption, poJimion ancJ nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents 
property owners nearby are subslantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3 ■ There Js jnaj’or change to the devdopment concept of the Lot and a flmdamental deviation to t 
:e Jand use of the origfiia! approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap 
)UcatmL% le ,  b o m  s ta f f  quarters into residential area, and approval of i( would be an undesirable 
reccd en t c^se  fxom  c n y im r m e n tz l perspective and against the interest of all property owners of 
：e district.



PEMS Comment Submission K 2 f 2

The original stipulated DB population of 25»000 should be ful ŷ respected as the undertyltg tfi \  
frastructure capacity could nol afford such substantial increase in pop^ation by swbtsiissvou,' 
and all DB property owners would have lo suffer and pay for the cos  ̂out of this submission m  u\ 
pgrading the surrounding infTastrucUjre so as to provide adequate supp'y or support to t3« j>f〇po 1 
sed development, e.g. all required road netwoiV and related utilities iraproveEtircal worics er^ed o\ 
at o f this submission etc. The proponent should c〇i\sult and liaise with aB property owners being 
affected and undertake the cost and expense o f all infrastructure out of this developnaeaV Its disi \ 
uption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be proper*y mitigated 
and addressed in the submission.

. The proposed felling o f 1 18 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster  ̂ posej a ] 
substantia] environmental impact to the immediate natxiral seUiog. The proposal is unact^abVc ■ 
and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactorv.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is stsll x 
atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing aî d disposition in this revisiou* The o X v ^ t\  
rs are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wal\-eSect lo tiie casting nif^I 
ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate sunouB^xng., cspecl^  j 
y to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to &€ commer»U Tor furlber f \  
eview and comment, the application for Area 6 f should be wlthdrawii.
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丨 斑 :中免覆汽提出意見卜 . s c : . ： 

丨费号親
161206-130536-13648： Reference lNmnbcr:

|提交限期
09/12/2016Deadline tor submission;

06/12/2016 13:05:36

|有關的規劃申誘编號
) The  application no. to which the comment relates: Y/l-DB/2

「提意見人j姓名/名稱
先生 Mr. JK Chau

Nam e of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent: * 1 2 3

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 tlie consultant of Hong Kong Resort (('HK 
R,r), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica 
tion on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held un 
der the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ('TDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of eit 
her the t4City Common Areas1* 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 
ad libert>, to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected witli 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 uniiateral 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 llic submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concq)t 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.

^/AVnW.f»(riR?\OnIin^ 7/^4^ C nm m p nf  V  T .n R  1 nfi/io/or



PH M S C om m ent Subm ission P  2 / 2

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fuUy respected as the under\yuig u4 • 
frastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the ^ubmiaaiem, \ ' 
mid all DB properly owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this subitusaion m u \ 1

ut of tliis submission etc. Tlie proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners ocius 
affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infraslructurc out of this deve'.opnxnt. disr 
uption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly nuug^led 
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 unsausfaclory. \ ,

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Aniiex A is suli uns \ 
atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. Tne ^*o towe\ 
rs arc still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect lo the existing narj 1 
ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surT〇\indm.g. especiail 
y to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses lo the conuner.ts for furher i 
eview and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdra^ti.

pgrading tlie surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate s\r 
sed development, e.g. all required road network and related utililies

supply or suppon 1 
les improvement wt
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參 考 窃 號

tv :t^

161206-130720-6^1834
R 't'.Ttuc^ NuNih；?r.

邊 $ 取胡 09/12/20 ] 6
Deadline tor submission:

06/12/2016 13:07:20

i 有關的規劃申請缢號
I H  | . .■ The appliention no. to which the comment relates: Y/l-DB/2

I f 提 * 見 人 」 姓 名 /名 稱
夫 人  Mrs. CKY Chau

i Name of person maldng this comment:

意 見 詳 潸

* D e t a i l s  o fDetails of the Com m ent: * 1 2 3

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6 f, 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 o f Hong Kong Resort (uIiK 
RM), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica 
tion on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HrCJl 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 fonns part of eit 
her the uCiry Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t 
o Claiise 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a 
nd liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f  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.

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 tlie 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.



PEMS Comment Submission

4. Tlie original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fuUy respected aa the underlying ira \ 
frasti-ucture capacity could not afford such substantial increase m population by \hc submission, \ \ 
and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submi»v〇n *m u\ 1 
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 worici ahsed o\ 
ut of this submission etc. Tlie proponent should consult and liaise with a\\ property owners 
affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out o f this development. Us diur 
uption during construction to otlier property owners in the vicinity shou\d be properly muigated 
and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an eco\ogjca\ disaster, ai\d poses a 
substantial environmental impact to the imî nediate natural setting. The proposal is vinacccpiable 
and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towe\ \

ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact lo the immediate surrounding, espec\a\\ 
y 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.

• 丁he revision of developmerU as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is sliU urvs

rs are still silting too dose to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natu
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荔 式 講 5 弋燙二意兒： 

參考钃號

Rcfer^ncv Numbet ;

Dead! : tor submission:

:提 交 日 钥 及 獅  

： Date and time of submission:

有鷲的規史(申謓编號

The applicarion no. to «hich the comment relates.

广提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person making this comment:

161205-000604-62192

09/12/2016

06/12/2016 00:06:04

Y/l-DB/2

小坦 Miss Hui Sau Ying

Details of the Comment:

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

. HKR claims that the>r are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held un 
der me Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant (nPDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of eit 
her the Common Areas  ̂or the nCity Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t 
d  Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a 
nd liberty to go pass and r^>ass over and along and use Area for ail purposes connected with t 
be 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 ucilaiera! application. The property limits o f the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of 
the Lot, shouid be considered, secured and respected.

The disrradon, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents 
and prepert}* owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

There is change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to 
he ：2nd ^sc of ± e  original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap 
plicados. Le. 5"〇m staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmoital perspective and against the interest of al】 property owners of 
the district.

4. The ongica! stipulated DB population o f25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying in 
j&*astracture capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, 
and aK DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in uf 
pgradi^g the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo 
sed devclcfpnxenL e.g. aJI required road network and related utilities improvement works arised o 
at o f ±is submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being 
affected and undertake the cost and expense of all iiifrastructure out of this development Its disr 
uption duniig constraction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated 
and addressed in the submissioa



PHM S C o m m e n t Subm ission 良2 /2

Tl^e proposed felling of 118 nos. matvire trees in Axca 6f is an cco\〇&〇J 
substantial cnviroumcntal impact to the inuricdiatc natura\ setting. The pr〇posa\ is uu:
and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal a

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A. vs sUU vms \ 
tisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposivion in this revision. The vm o  \cwe\ 
s are still sitting too close to each other which may create a waV\-effect lo tiac cxisving rura\ natu\
1 setting, and would pose an uiidesirablc visual impact to the immediale sunound*mg„ espccVaU ̂  

/ to those existing towers in the vicinity.

|Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detai\ed responses Vo the comments for further i 
w and comment, the application for Ajea 6f should be withdrawn.
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l6 I2C 5-2343i6-02$5i

映  12C016

05/12^016 23:43:16

Y/T-DB^

先生  Ivfr. Wong Hiu Hei

Kindly please note rbat I scrongly object 10 the submission regarding the proposed development 
o f  the Lot. My main reasons of objection on ihis particular submission are listed as follows;-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f Area 6f  is in doubt, as the lot is now held un 
der the Principal Deed of Murual Covenanr (M?DMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f  forms part of eit 
hex the "City Common Areas*1 or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pxirsuant t 
o Claxise 7 tmder Section I o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right a 
nd liberty to go pass aad 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 conseni firoin the co-owners of the Lot prior to H\[ 
s unilateral application. The property ri^ its of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 6 f  
the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

2 . TTie 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. firomstaff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirably 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of 
the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population o f25,000 should be fully respected as the -underlying in 
firastracrare capacity could not ̂ ford sruch substantial increase in population by the srabmission, 
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 〇 
ut o f 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 disr 
aption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated 
and addressed in the sabmissioxi.

! 逋交3 期及時W
i D m c  and rime o i  submission
i

|有 商 .的 偷 甲 淀 驗
! T he application uo. to which the comment relates:
I
i

| 提 意 兄 人 j 姓 名 /名稱

i Name of person malcing this commem:
i

i 葱見詳％
Octaiis of the C om m ent:

C j  一• /av—u  一 — 广•—l i —•  一一  i  r m r v r 1 〇〇 w勹 i  <v /-i- \ r  丫
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PEMS Comment Submission
萸 2/2

The revision of development as indicated in U\c Revised Concept Plan of Annex A i* sl^  Ui\S 1 
atisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this ievisv〇n. THc two l〇w t\ 
rs are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wa\\-effccl to the cxisUftg nirai natii\ 
ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate sun〇Mi\diii^  cspccial\ \ 
y to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further x\  

Icview and comment, the appUcatioa for Ajea 6f should be withdrawn.
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丨陡交限期
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i
| 提交H期及時間

Hate and time o f submission:

09/12/2016

05/12/2016 16:09:13

有關的規劃申請编號 Y/IDB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making tliis comnicnt:

先 生  Mr. David Grant

意見詳情
j Details of the Comment :
| j---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I wish to tender my STRONG OBECTIONS to the proposal to build a residential development a 
t 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 
vicinity of the subject area.

The subject area is a much used recreational area, where people walk, exercise, and enjoy the en 
vironment.

L THIS IS A MATTER OF COMMON LAW. -  PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY.

It 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 country park. It is 
only in the past 8 months or so that HK Resprts have sought to challenge the public^ right of wa 
y by placing various unnecessary signs at the entrance to the sight. These signs are obviously ne 

w.
V l̂iere tJie general public have had unchallenged access across land for more than 20 years this e 
stablishts a PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

2. ACCESS LIMITATIONS 

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. Furthennore, access for emergency services is extremely 
limited due to the steep gradient and road width. TTiere have been numerous documented iiicider 
is where fire vehicles in particular, have been unable to operate effectively.

As it is, the 2/3 bus has to make a 3 point turn at the end of tlie road, any devr1 ^nent in the sub
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PHMS Comnnen: Submission

ject area, whether in the course of constructioa or when the deveiopniCJii ^  coacpieied wcr̂ lc ;cl | : 
ve to result in increased usage of the existing road, feis would lead to accidasts a^a Urr.i； | • 
ations to emergency services, in addition to increased pollution levels. |

As it is, the existing 2/3 bus service is one of the busiest in Discovery Say. An in reske!
atial numbers would severely impact upon the existing transport facilities. \ ■.

1 :
3. UNSUITABILITY OF LOCATION ； :

A visit to the subject location will confum that in its present state it is actually very stna'a (about! 
the size of 3 basketball courts) and could not possibly accoromodaxe the planned residential ccve< 
lopment without massive earthworks that would involve cutting into the hillside, xht use of exp；： 

osives to remove a lot of sedimentary rock and destroying the environment and fauna. A: presen i 
t the access point from the roadway is only about 2  metres wide max and to widtsi ibis access pc i 
int a Iaxge quantity of rock would have to be removed, presumably by explosives. ;

This is an area of pristine beauty with an abundance of flora and wildlife. There are barking dee I ; 
r, wild pig, porcupines etc that inhabit this area and any development of this siie would iripac: c | ' 
a the wildlife as well as the existing residents in the area due tx) the obvious congestion. j

Finally, Discovery Bay is already straining in terms of populadon and services. Iz canno: susiain ； . 
further large scale development such as this.

4. INTEGRITY OF THE OBJECTION PROCESS
This is the 2nd occasion that potentially affeaed persons have been asked to make submissions | 
on the proposal. It is understood that on the first occasion the integrli>, of the system ẑ ay hr-/e b I 
een compromised in that a number of objections were wrongly registered as SUPPORTING uie ; 
proposal and therefore the process was nullified and re-staned.. :
In view of this, the utmost caution has to be exercised in dealing with ihis process o±er^ise i： i 
ill lead to speculation that there has been some collusion with the developer.
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寄 餘 O ie Wah Edward L a r n m H g g m i l ^ m
寄件曰期： 0 6日12月2016年星期二1樣

劍 特 ： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk •

割本： Edward Lam
- A〇̂nst the Deveopment of Area 6f,10b in DB

3 — ta •
附件：

Against DB.area6f.pdf; Against DB.ArealOb.pdf

To whom it may concern, 

FY\

R e g a rd s

Edward Lam

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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lb\v>i I hiM ning l.kiard 

1>/^\ N o n h  F o im  C.Jovcinincnl O lh c e s

3.^3 Ja va  R o ful, North Poijil

(V ia  e m a il: ii)l)|.Hl(f/)pl:m<l.i：〇v J ik  or fa;:: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

D ear Sir,

Section 丨 2A Application No. Y/l-DJB/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 re fer  to  the R esp o n se  to C o m m en ts subm itted  by the consultant o f  H o n g  K ong  

R esort ( ttH K R ,,)5 M asterp lan  L im ited , to address the departm ental co m m en ts  

reg a rd in g  th e  captioned  a p p lica tion  o n  2 7 .1 0 .2 0 1 6 .

KLindly p le a s e  note that I stron g ly  ob ject to  the su b m ission  regard in g  the 

p ro p o sed  d e v e lo p m e n t o f  the L ot. M y  m ain reason s o f  ob jection  on th is particular  

su b m iss io n  a re  listed  as fo l lo w s :-

1 • H K R  c la im s  that th ey  are th e  s o le  land ow n er o f  A rea  6 f  is  in doubt, as th e  lot is 

n o w  h e ld  under th e  P rin cip a l D eed  o f  M utual C ovenant (”P D M C ’) dated

2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 .  A rea 6 f  form s part o f  either th e  “C ity  C o m m o n  A reas” or th e  ”C ity  

R eta in ed  Areas" as d e fin ed  in  th e  P D M C . Pursuant to C lau se  7 under S e c tio n  I o f  

th e  P D M C , every  O w n er (a s d e fin ed  in the P D M C ) h as th e  right and lib erty  to go  

p a ss  and  repass over  and a lo n g  and use A rea 6 f  for  all purposes co n n ected  w ith  

th e  p ro p er  u se  and en jo y m en t o f  the sam e subject to th e  C ity  R ules (a s d e fin ed  in 

th e  P D M C ). T he applicant has fa iled  to con su lt or se e k  proper con sen t from  the 

c o -o w n e r s  o f  the L ot prior to  th is unilateral ap p lica tion . T he property righ ts o f  

th e  e x is t in g  co -ow n ers, i.e . all property  ow n ers o f  th e  L ot, should b e  consid ered , 

secu red  and  respected .

2.

3.

un:

isa n c e  caused  b y  the construction  to  the 

ow ners nearby are substantial, and the

s u b m is s io n  has not b e ^ a d c ^ s ^

T h ere is  m ajor ch an ge to th e  d eve lop m en t con cep t o f  the Lot and a fundam ental 

d e v ia t io n  to the land u se  o f  the original approved M aster Plans or the approved  

O u tlin e  Z o n in g  Plan in tlie  app lication , i.e . from  s ta ff  quarters into residential

l o l  2
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a n ，“， .h h I a/)|M〇\\il  o f  it w o u ld  b e  an  u n d e s i r a b l e  p r e c e d e n t  e a s e  f rom 
env  i i o n m c u t . i l  p e r s p e c t i v e  am i a g a in s t  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  al l  p r o p e r t y  o w n e r s  o f  Oic

‘ \ \

4. rho original stipulated D13 population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
undoriying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 
/K>puiation by (he subiTiission, imd all DB property owners would have to suffer 
;uuf pay for the cost out o f  this submission in upgrading the surrounding 
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 
development, c.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 
works an'sed out o f  this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with alJ property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f all 
infrastructure out o f  this development. Its disruption during construction to other 

property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the 
subm ission.

5. The proposed felling o f  118 nos_ mature trees in Area 6 f  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 o f  development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f Annex 
A  is  stiJJ unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height， massing and disposition in 

this revision. The tw o towers are still sitting too close to each o ther w hich may 

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w o\ild pose an 

undesirable visual im pact to the im m ediate surrounding, especially  to those 

ex isting  towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed  responses to th e  com m ents  

for fiirther rev ie w  and 今o m m en t， the application  for A rea  6 f  should  b e  w ithdraw n.

Signature : Date:

Name o f  Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:

Address:

2 of 2
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Hear Sirs,

Ko: Oiscoverv Bay applications and Y/i-DB/3

l draw the attention  of ihe Town Plann ing  TSoard (TPB) to the fact that the entire lot of 
Oisoovorv Bay, iiu 'luding the areas covered by t±ie app lications Y /I-D B /2  and Y /I-D B /3 , is 
hold u n d er  a Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Majiy of the other ow ners of the lot have grave 
concc'rns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack thereof) by Hong Kong Resort Com pany 
Limited (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services M anagem ent Limited (DBSML), a 
wiu^llv-owned su b sid iary  of HKR.

UKR is b o u n d  by the DMC and  is not the sole owner of the land; it is a  co-ow ner of the land  
together w ith  th o u sa n d s  of other ow ners, who are legal stake-holders a s  ow ners of undivided  

’ ires in th e  lot-
r e  are on -go in g , un resolved  d isp u tes betw een HKR and th e other ow ners on a num ber of 
aes, in  particu lar irregularities in the calculation of M anagem ent E xp en ses. HKR is  the  

w n er /o p era to r  o f all the com m ercial properties in D iscovery B ay and, w ith the a ss is ta n ce  of 
its  d irectly  controlled  subsid iary  DBSML, is n o t paying M anagem ent F ees  on the com m ercial 
properties in  accord an ce w ith  the clear language of the DMC.

The DMC requires th a t M anagem ent E xp en ses m u st be shared according to GBA, a s  defined  
in th e DM C. HKR a n d  the M anager calculate M anagem ent F ees for the com m ercial properties 
accord in g  to G ross Floor Area (GFA), w hich allows HKR to underpay its  due share of 
M an agem en t E x p en ses . Lands Departm ent and  t±ie D istrict Councillor o f D iscovery Bay are 
w ell aw are of th ese  u n resolved  d isp u tes.

No reco u rse  can be taken by sm all owners through the City O w ners’ C om m ittee (C〇C), 
reco g n ised  as the ow n ers, com m ittee under the Building M anagem ent O rdinance (Cap. 344), 
a s  HKR con tro ls  the majority of undivided shares in the lot a n d  is able to cast its sh ares at 
a n y  tim e to  control the outcom e of any vote. For the sam e reason , t±ie ow ners of D iscovery Bay 
t 9  u n a b le  to form an O w ners5 Corporation a s  HKR can alw ays block a n y  resolution to 
in corp orate.

Further d eve lop m en t o f Discovery Bay shou ld  be deferred u n til the unfair treatm ent of the 
sm all ow n ers h a s  b een  addressed. Any new developm ent will only subject more ow ners to t±Le 
un fa ir  charging o f M anagem ent E xpenses by HKR and their w holly ow ned subsidiary, DBMSI

On above grounds I a sk  the TPB to reject t±ie applications u n til governm ent departm ents can 
sh o w  th a t HKR agrees to abide in full to the term s of the New Grant an d  the DMC.

T hank  you., 
Stefan ie G eba1 r
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Section 12A Application No.YA-DB^2
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P lease  see attached

M s  Tsang

寄件者： 

寄 件 曰 期 : 
收件者：

主 &: 
附 件 ：

從三星流勠裝 s 發 迖 •

mailto:tpbpd@pIand.gov.hk
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I k 'a r  Sirs,

Section 12 A  A p p lic a tio n  jNo. Y / I-D B / 2  

A re ;»  6f, L o t  3 85  R P  &  E x t  (P n rt )  in D .D . 352, D is c o ve iy  B n y

O b je c tio n  to the S u b m is s io n  by the A p p lic a n t  on 27.10.2016

1 refer to  the R esp on se  to C om m en ts subm itted by the consultant o f  H ong K ong  

R esort (“H K R ”) ， M asterplan L im ited , to address the departm ental co m m en ts  regarding the

cap tion ed  ap p lica tio n  on 2 7 .1 0 .2 0 1 6 .

鲁

K in d ly  p le a s e  note that I s tro n g ly  object to the su b m ission  regard ing the proposed  

d ev e lo p m en t o f  the Lot. M y  m ain reasons o f  ob jection  on  this particular su b m iss io n  are 

listed  a s  fo l lo w s : -

1. T h e  H K R  c la im  that th ey  are th e  so le  land ow n er  o f  A rea 10b is in d ou b t. T he lot is 

n o w  h e ld  under the P rincipal D eed  o f  M utual C oven an t (P D M C ) d a ted  2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 . 

A rea  10b  form s part o f  the " Serv ice  Area" as d efin ed  in the P D M C . A rea  10b also  

form s part o f  either th e  "City C om m on  Areas" or the "City R eta in ed  Areas" in the 

P D M C . P ursuant to C lau se  7 under S ection  I o f  the P D M C , every O w n er  (as defined  

in  the P D M C ) has the right and  liberty to go p ass and repass over  and  a lon g  and use  

A rea  1 0 b  for all purposes co n n ected  w ith  the proper u se  and en jo y m en t o f  the sam e  

su b jec t to  the C ity R u le s  (as d efin ed  in the P D M C ). T h is has e f fe c t iv e ly  granted over  

t im e  an ea sem en t that can n ot b e  extingu ished . T h e  A pplicant has fa iled  to consult or 

se e k  p rop er  con sen t from  the co -o w n ers  o f  the lo t prior to this un ilatera l application. 

T h e  p rop erty  rights o f  the e x is t in g  co -ow n ers, i.e . all property o w n ers  o f  the Lot, 

sh o u ld  b e  m ain ta ined , secured  and respected.

2. T h e  d isru p tion , p o llu tion  and n u isan ce  caused  b y  the construction to  the im m ediate

resid en ts  and property ow n ers nearby is  and w ill be substantial. T h is  the subm ission

as riot addressed；

3. T h e  P rop osa l is m ajor ch a n g e  to the d ev e lo p m en t concept o f  th e  Lot and a

panned b y  C a m S c a n n e r

1 of 2
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fuiuiamvMit^l v lo v ia l io n  o f  tin.* lam l uso  h o r n  t h e  o n u i n a l  a p p r o v e d  M a s t c i  l a y o u t  |>lan；i 

a iu l  th e  a p p u n e d  O u t l i n e  Z o n i n g  IMan in th e  a j i p l i c a t i o n ,  i .c .  a c l u m g e  l r o m  s c i v i r c  

i n t o  r e s id o n t i a l  a r e a .  A p p r o v a l  o f  it w o u l d  b e  an  u n d e s i r a b l e  p r e c c d e n l  c a s e  f i o m  

c i w i i o n i u c n l i i l  p e r s p e c t i v e  Jind a g a in s t  th e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  nil r e s id e n t  i in d  o w n e r s  o t  the  

d i s t r i c t .

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 submission. All DB property owners and occupiers would 

have to sulTer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading ot intrastructure 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.

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 surroundings, especially to those existing towers in the 
vicinity.

U nless 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 : 爲 . Date: 06 DEC 2016

Nam e o f  Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _  TSANG FUNG NUI

Address
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Dear Sirs,

Section 12A A pplicntion  jN o . Y /I-D B/2  

A r 〇：j 6f. l̂ ,〇 (. 3S5 RP & lixt (Pjirr) in D..D. 352, D'iscovery B^y

O bjccrion to the Subm ission by the Appliennt. on 27 .10 .20  i 6

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong Kong 

Resort (“HKR”) ， M asterplan Limited, to address the departmental com m ents 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10 .2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 

proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. M y main reasons o f  objection on this particular 

subm ission are listed as follow s:-

1. The HKR claim  that they are tlie sole land owner o f  Area 1 Ob is in doubt. The lot 

is now  held under the Principal D eed  o f  Mutual C ovenant (PDM C) dated 

20 .9 .1982. Area 10b forms part o f  the."Service Area" as defined in the PDM C. 

Area 】0b also form s part o f  either the "City Com m on A reas” or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDM C. Pui'suant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  the 

PDM C, every O wner (as defined in the PDNJC) has the right and jiberty to go  

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes cormected v»-i"Lh 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the sam e subject to the C ity Rules (as defined in 

tlie PDiVfC). ITiis has efrectively granted over time an easem ent that cannot be 

extinguished. Tlie Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-ow ners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f  ibe 

existing co-ow ners, i.e. all propeny owners o f  tlie L o t should be maintained, 

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and p r o p e r  owners nearby is and w ill be substantial. Tliis 

tl'A? subm ission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change tq^the development concept o f  theJLot and a
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( 'u iu la iiK -n ta l t a i i u u  o l  ih i '  l ;uul u s e  I 'n u u  th e  o r i ^ i i m l  apprt»vc*<l M usu .- r  1 . a y o u t  
(M ana  .irnl (hi.* M ppm vt* t i t ^ u l l m c  Z o n i n g  IMan in  t h e  u p i i l i c L i i io n .  i .c .  a  c h a n g e  
t u 、 m  s c m i c c  ⑴ t o  : t r c i i . 八p p r o v a l  o l ， it w o u l d  b e  a n  im d e s i u i l > l e

p u ' t ' o d c i U  c ; i s c  (Voin c n v i i o n m e n t a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  a n d  a g a i n s t  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o t  a l l  

»x\s k K m u  inn !  o w  n e r s  o J ' l h e  il i;; tric l.

t he oiigitKil stipulated DB population 〇r2 5 :000 should be fully respected as Ihe 
underlying ijiJra.snuctxire cannot si^nd up under such a substantial Increase in 

出山.on iniplied by the subrnission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
\n ould have io suJ'ler and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of 
uifrastructure to provide adequate supply or support lo the proposed development. 
For one example the I'equired road networks and related utilities capacity works 

arising out o f  this submission. The proponent should consull and liaise with all 
p ro p e r^  owners being affected. Al m inim um  undertake the cost and expense of 
all infrastructure o f  any modified developm ent subsequently agreed to. 
D isruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly m itigated and 
addressed in the subm ission.

5. T he proposed  felling  o f  118 matujre trees in A rea is an eco log ical d isaster, and 
p o se s  a substantia] environm ental im pact to the im m ediate natural se tting . T he 
p ro p o sa l is un accep tab le  and the p roposed  tree p rese rva tion  p lan  or. the tree

co m p en sa to ry  p ro p o sa l are  unsatisfactory .

6 . T h e  r e v is io n  o f  d e v e lo p m e n t as in d ica ted  in  the R e v ise d  C o n cep t P la n  o f  A n n ex  

A  is  s t ili u n sa tisfa c tcu y  in term  o f  its p ro p o sed  h e ig h t， m a ss in g  and d isp o s it io n  in  

tin s  r e v is io n . T h e  tw o  to w e r s  are s t ill s itt in g  too  c lo s e  to e a c h  other w h ic h  m ay  

c r e a te  a  w a l l - e f f e c t  to th e  ex is t in g  rural natural se ttin g , an d  w o u ld  p o se  an  

u n d e s ir a b ie  v is u a l im p a c t  to  the im m e d ia te  su rro u n d in g s , e s p e c ia l ly  to  th o s e  

e x is t in g  to w e r s  in  th e  v ic in ity .

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

for further review and comment；, the application for Ai'ea 10b should be withdrawTi.

Signature :

>^ame o f  D iscovery Bay Property Resident;

H O  Woon Pjk Bessie L M S .  

Address:

Date: 5th December 2016
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t he Secietai ial
Town Planning Boaid
15/F, North l：J)oint G o ve rn m e n t Offices

3 3 3  Ja va  R o a d . North Point
(V ia  email: _ p d @ p l a n d .g o v .h k )

, J L L i

D e a r Sir,

Section 1 2 A  Application No. Y/l-D B/2
A re a  6f, L o t 3 8 5  R P & Ext (P a rt) in D .D . 352, D isco ve ry  Bay

O bjection to  the Subm ission b y  the Applicant on 2 7 .1 0 .2 0 1 6

I refer to th e  R e sp o n se  to C o m m e n ts  submitted by the consultant of H o n g K o n g  Resort ('*HKR"), M asterplan Lim ited, to 
a d d re ss th e  departm ental c o m m e n ts  regarding the captioned application on 2 7 .1 0  2016.

^'y p le a s e  note that I stro ngly  object to the subm ission  regarding the p ro p o se d  developm ent of the Lot. M y m ain 
reasc \ _ ...............................  ........................3sons o f objection on this particular subm ission are  listed as follows:-

1. H K R  c la im s  that they are  the sole land ow ner of A re a  6f is in doubt, a s  the lot is now  held u n d e r the Principal 
D e e d  of M u tu a l C o ve n a n t ( " P D M C ')  dated 2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 . A re a  6f form s part of either the uCity C o m m o n  A reas" or the "C ity  
Retained A r e a s "  as defined in the P D M C . P u rsu a n t to C la u se  7 under Sectio n  I of the P D M C , e v e ry  O w n e r (as defin ed 
in the P D M C )  has the right a n d  liberty to go  pass a n d  repass over and a lo n g and use A re a  6f for all purposes 
co n n e cte d  w ith  the proper u se  a n d  enjoym ent of the  sa m e  subject to the C ity  R u le s  (as defined in the P D M C ). T h e  
applicant h a s  failed to consult or seek proper co n se n t from the co -o w n e rs  of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. 
T h e  p ro p e rty  rights of the existing co -o w n e rs, i.e. all property ow ners of the Lot, should be co n sid e re d , secured and 
respected.

H K R  has ig n o re d  all co n ce rn e d  co m m ents from residents that w ere  subm itted to the T P B ; H K R  h a ve  stated that th e y 
h a v e  only a d d re sse d  g o ve rn m e n t dept concerns in their 3rd subm ission. H o w  could a responsible  developer ignores 
th e  c o m m e n ts  and co ncerns fro m  its residents, if the  go vernm ent allows for that, that can create  problem s to the 
g o v e rn m e n t later on.

2. T h e  disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the imm ediate residents and property o w n e rs  
n e a rb y  a re  substantial, and the  subm ission 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).

C rystal a n d  Coral C ourts will h a v e  a sew age treatm ent plant behind their building which is m ost undesirable to them .

3. T h e re  is  major change to the developm ent co n ce p t of the Lot and a fundam ental deviation to the land use of the 
original a p p ro v e d  M aster P la n s or the approved O utline  Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from  staff quarters into 
residential a re a , and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent ca se  from environm ental perspective and 
against th e  interest of all property ow ners of the district.

4 . It is c le a r  from the latest subm ission and n e w  m aster plan that the population will breech 2 5 ,0 0 0  residents. T h e  
original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity could no 
afford su c h  substantial increase in population by the subm ission, and all D B  property ow ners w o u ld  have to suffer and 
p a y  for th e  co st out of this subm ission  in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to p rovide  adequate supply oi 
support to t h e  proposed developm ent, e.g. all required road network and related utilities im pro vem en t works arised oi 
of this su b m issio n  etc. T h e  p ro p o n en t should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake 
th e  cost a n d  expense of all infrastructure out of this developm ent. Its disruption during construction to other property 
o w n e rs  in th e  vicinity should be  properly mitigated and addressed in the subm ission.

mailto:_pd@pland.gov.hk


HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of Dr3 residents, possible traffic blockages to Midvale and P; ale 
Villages, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency acc^s^ip  Jtiese areas.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
environment⑷ mp、K t to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the ^ 
preseivation 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 m^y create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the 
immedicUe surrounding, especially to {hose 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.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner & Resident: Li Ho Ching Carmen

A d d r e s s :

Date: 6th December 2016

5.
Would appreciate the government t 
Resort’s Submission for Area 6F.

o consider the above comments and to take appropriate action towards Hong Kong

Many thanks 

Camen Li
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： a t a 7i year old man snd have been a HK Citizen since 1 0 .J-iaving ^e® '^ rU 2-bedroom9
ement wtth mv wife in Discovery Bay. Since our resources are imi e , rtf the damn the trees & the

,r  C t a l  Court. Th.s ,s our paradise. Every morning we j he
G -  f c ：ib  wn：ch we once were members but now beyong our reach. We often climb the ^ * f

^ i .n .n g  t. om the back of Crystal Court to the Pavilion is our playground and a lot of other people s too. tf 
^  oposed pl^n goes ahead, a lot of these will be gone. I know land is in limited supply in HK but I think the 

< ； 3 ： on ^ 0 :scovery Bay is less severe. I think this site is picked because it takes less cost to develope. I hope 
3 vs〜 e* 〇u:!dngs in Discovery Bay do not have to be this close.
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Set-ucn 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pan) in 
Applicant on 27.10.2016 D.D. 352, Discov^y Bay Objection to f e  S«bm,wi〇n by

The Secveiariat
Town Flarni.iig Boai'd
I5/F. Nertb Point Government Offices
33? Java Road. Nortii Point
(Via email: tabEd@pIand.g〇v.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

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

Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext TPart̂ ) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bav 

Objection to the Submission bv the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to  the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (ctHKR,,); 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 o f  objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R claims that they are the sole land ovmer of Area 6f  is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the 
#  Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ('TDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the c<City 

Common Areas55 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 o f  tiie 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 〇wn.ers 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 d^viataon 〒 an 5

of the originaj. approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the apphc^ion, i.e. . om s 
quarters mto residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case . om environmen 
perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.



4. I'ho original stipulated 1)B population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the u rlying 
infrastructure capacity could not alTord such substantial ina^ease in population by the submission, and all DÎ  
propci h owners would have to sulTcr and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 
initastrucunc 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 
intrastructiire 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 sittin! 
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 the 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 ofj
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Town Board

15/1\ iNoith l^oiut u o v em in e iu  OHlccy

,>；V̂  Java l\v)ad> North Point

(Via email: i]^bpd^7)pl:<int.^ov.lik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

S ection  12 A A p p lica tion  N o. Y /l-D B /2  

A rea 6f, L o t 385  R P &  Ext ^Part) in D .P , 352, D isco v ery  B a y

O b iec tio n  to  the S u b m ission  by the A p p lican t on 2 7 .1 0 .2 0 1 6

I refer to the R esponse to C om m ents submitted by the consultant o f  H o n g  K ong R eso il
(“HKR”) ， M asterplan L im ited， to address the departmental com m ents regarding the captioned

application on 2 7 .10 .2016 .

K indly p lease note that I strongly object to the subm ission  regarding the proposed

developm ent o f  the Lot. M y m ain reasons o f  objection on  this particular su bm ission  are listed  as

follow s

1. H K R  claim s that they are the so le  land ow ner o f  A rea 6 f  is in  doubt, as the lot is  now  held  

under the Principal D eed  o f  M utual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 2 0 .9 .1 9 8 2 . Area 6 f  form s 

part o f  either the “C ity C om m on A reas” or the "City R etained A reas1’ as defined in  the 

PD M C . Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I o f  the PD M C , every  O w ner (as defined in  the 

PD M C ) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and u se  A rea 6 f  for all 

purposes connected  w ith  the proper use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to the C ity R ules

鲁  (as defined in the P D M C ). T he applicant has failed to consult or seek  proper consent from

the co-ow ners o f  the L ot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f  the 

ex istin g  co-ow ners, i,e . all property owners o f  the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

2. T he disruption, po llu tion  and nuisance caused b y  the construction to  the im m ediate 

residents and property ow ners nearby are substantial, and the su b m ission  has not b een  

addressed.

3. There is major change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental deviation  

to the land use o f  the original a p p r o v e d - P l a n s  or the approved O utline Zoning Plan  

in the application, i.e. from  sta ff quarters into residential ai-ea, and approval o f  it w ould  be 

an undesirable precedent case from  environmental perspective and against the interest o f  all
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piopuvty owners ot'llie district.

4. Tlic original stipulated DB population o f  25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying 

intrastructiirc capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the 

submission, and all DB property ovrners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out o f  

tliis submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate 

supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related 

utilities improvement works arised out o f  tliis submission etc. The proponent should consult 

and liaise with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property 

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

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

a substantial environmental impact to tlie immediate natural setting. The proposal is 

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

unsatisfactory.

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

unsatisfactory in  term o f its proposed height, massing and disposition in  this revision. The 

two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a w all-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.

7. I would like to see a full study of the sustainability o f  the slope and surrounding area o f 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, o f  landslides and risk to lives o f  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 6 f should be withdrawn.

Signature.. Date; December 6th. 2016

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Leam Murphy

Address:
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' ' o w n  Planning Board
15/F' Noi*山 Point Government Offices
3 3 3  .la、 a Roa山 North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.tiov.hk or (ax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Section 12A Application No. YAI-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 (ttHKR,,)5 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 T； 

main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:- i

] . 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 ("PDMC1) dated'=20.9*T98,?. Area 6f "forms 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. 丁he 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. T here 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. trom staff 
quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from enviroiui-iental 
perspective and against the interest of all property owners of ihe district.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.tiov.hk


*4. Ihc  original stipulated DM in^puhilion o f 25,000 shoukl he fully respected as tlie underlying infrastructure 
capacity coukl not afford such subslanlial increase in population by the subm ission, and all I3H property 
v>wnocs would have to suffer and pay for (he cost out o f  this subm ission in upgrading the surrounding 
intVaslructuro so as to (provide adequate supply or support to the proposed developm ent, c.g. all required road 
network auJ ivlatcnl utilities improvement works arised out o f  this subm ission etc. Ihe proponent should 
consult and liaise with ail property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  ail 
intVastructurc out o f  this development. Its disruption during construclion to other properly owners in the 
\ic in ity  should bo properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

5. Fhc 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.

in
The revision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f Annex A is still unsatisl 

term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting
close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose 
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

an

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 :____________________________________ D ate:_______

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner / R esident:____ Stefanie Gebauer



The Secretariat
Town 'iPIamiiiag Board
15/F, Noixli Point Government Offices
333 java Road, Nonh Point
(Via email: tobpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 S426) 

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Applicatioa No. Y /l-D B /2  
Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & E xt (Tart  ̂ in D .D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the A pplicant on  27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (̂ KKR'5), Masteiplan 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 
rq>ass 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, poHution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate
resjdeijts/and propel, o^ ers r^arby are subst^tial, and' the submission has not
been addressed.

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

l 〇f2
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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 infiastructiire capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 
population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer 
and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 
development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 
works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other 
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the 
submission.

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

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

4G8<

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 o f Hong Kong Reson ("HKR,,)J Masterplan 
Limixed, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

I ： '

i ：1
HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area l 〇b js. in doubt. The. lot is now held under?the Principal 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area T0b 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 o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PD^vlC). This has effectively granted over time 
an easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the z o -  
owners o f the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property 
owrxers of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

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



I ho original stipulated DM population o f 25,000 sliould he fully rcspecled as ihc underlying ini'raslructurc cannot 
stand up luulcr such a subsiantial increase in population implied by the submission. All Dii property owners and 
occupiers would ha\ c to sulfcr and pay (he cost o f the necessary upgrading o f  infrastructure to provide adequate 
supply or support to the proposed developnicnl. l;or one example the required road networks and related utilities 
capacity works arising oul o f  this submission. J'he proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners 
being affected. At minimum undcilakc the cost and expense o f  all infrastructure o f any modified development 
subsequently agreed to. Disruplion to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the

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.

Date: 06/12/2016

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Linda Barnes, Tony Webster

Sent from Outlook
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Capt. J D T i d m a r s h 4 H H H H | | H H ^  
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DB objection
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Capt. J D Tidm arsh  
Mail Box 18
Flight O perations  Dept. 
Cathay Pacific Airw ays 
CX  City
8 Scenic  R o ad  
Lantau 
Hong Kong

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


TIk1 >\vicum iai 
Town Planning Bv^nrd 
I.VF, Narili I Vint Govcmmcm Ol'lTccs 

Jav;« RouJ, Noi ih I'omi
(Via cinciil. or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs，

Section I2A Application No. V/l-OB/2 
A i ch 6f,  Lot 385 KP & lixt (Fart) in O.l). 352? Discovery Bay

Ol)jectitm the Sul>imWon by UieA|>|>lic；iiil uii 27.10 .2016

】 refer to the Response (o Conimenis jiubniiUed by (he consultant of Hong K_ong 
Resort (ltHKR"), Masteiplan Limited, to address the depamnental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

KmdJy please note that J strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 
proposed deveiopm ent o f  the Lot. My main reasons o f  objection on this particular 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. The H K R  claim that they are the sole land owner o f  Area l Oh is in doubt The lot 
is now  held under the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant (PDM C) dated 
20 9 1982. Area 】 Ob forms part o f  the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part o f  either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas" in tiie PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f the 
PDM C, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right arid liberty to go 
pasis and repass over and along and U5e-4，r(?ji 10b for all purpy^es.corinected with 
(he proper use and enjoymen t- o f  the same subjig^tp the Cir>7 Rules (as defined in 
the PE)MC). 丁his has effectively grantfcf'over tim e、3n easem ent that cannot be 
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 
co-ow ners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights o f  the 
existing co-ow ners, i.e. a]J property owners o f  the Lot, should be maintained, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has nor 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 OutHne Zoning P丨an in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval o f  it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests 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



4 G 8 9
IH>pulalion implied by Ihe submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
nvouIU have to sufl'er and pay the cost o f the necessary upgrading of 
infrastructure lo provide adequate supply or support to ihe 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 aiTected. At minimum undertake the cost 
and expense o f all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently 
agreed lo. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated 
and addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed fcllmg 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.

6. The revision o f  development as indicated ui the Revised Concept Plan of Aunex 
A is still unsatisfactor>7 in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 
tliis revision. The two lowers are still sitting too dose 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.

Signatur Date: (O

Name o f  Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:^?〇̂ K ^ ^ y  ^JcjL/&vS  <LyKr/-Ĉ
~7' / 殳 又 / i

Address:



i.h- Oiyecuon 10 app,ic*iuon V/I-DB>2

The Seaetariai
Town Planning Board
15/F, Nonh Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: robpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 R49^ 

Dear Sirs,

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

^jpetion to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer io 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 objeetto 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 l6b is in doubt. The lotis now îfeld tSiHerlke 
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as denned 
in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in ihe 
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as denned 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 
■ x^sement 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 
ihe 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 fondamental deviation of the land 
use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a 
change from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 
perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.

4, The 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 capgc^y works arising out of this submission.The proponent should consult and liaise with all property

mailto:robpd@pland.gov.hk


owners Ivin^ aftoctal. At ininummi undertake Ihe cosl and expense ol all inliastruclurc ol any 
suhsaiu ⑶ Uy a g rc a h o .  l)isnu)lK)n to all 沉

and addressed in the submission. "

s. The p leased  telling oi 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial environmental 
impact to the immediate natural setting. Tlie proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan 
or ihe U-ee compensatory proposal are unsatisl'aclory.

〇. The revision ot 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 loo close to each other 
which may crcate a wall-cffcct to the existing rural natural selling, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to 
the immediate suiroundings, 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 cominent, the
application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Regards , Ben Wilson ..

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Ben Wilson
Address 
Dare: 4/12/16.

Sen i from my iPad



寄件者： 

寄件曰期: 

收件者： 

主旨： 

附件：

Dear Sirs

vivienne bourke
07日12月2016年星期三8:56
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 4  G 9  X
Planning Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6/F Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352 Discovery Bay ^
To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application.pdf

Please find attached letter registering an objection with regard to the subject of Planning Application 
No. Y/1/DB2: Area 6/F, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352 Discover/ Bay.

VA/ith Kind regards,

Christopher Bourke

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


To : Secretary, T o w n  Plannin g B o ^ r d  

(Via  email:  t p b p d @ p l a n d . g o v . h k ) 

Applicotion N o .： TP B / Y /l -D B / 2

Dear Sirs,

C o m m e n t s  on A p p lic a tio n  N o .  Y / l -D B / 2 :  A r e a  6f. 

Lot 385 RP &  Ext /Part) in D .D .  352, 

D isco very  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, I 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.

development is directly in front of this area.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Steps leading down to flat area that are used by hikers, dog walkers, keep fitters, children 

& families alike.

No prior f.onsultation was done by the HKR with the residents of Parkvale Village 

tho^p who will be most affected). The proposed development does not



dppea‘- to 'cake into dccGurrc theam ourn  of land works that wcula  nave ；;〇 be carried cut 

and noise and dust pollution th is  would cause to residents many of v</hom nave 

oabias 3nd young rarnilies.

lx s h o u id  b e  n c i e o  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  s till p le n t y  o f  e m p t y  p r o p e r t ie s  a v a ila b le  in  D is c o v e n /  

Bay, a . i d  t h e r e  is a lw a y s  a c o n s t a n t  s u p p ly  o f  a p a r t m e n t s  a v a ila b le  f o r  s a le  /  r e m .  

S a s ic2 t；y  t h is  d e v e lo p m e n t  is n o t  r e q u i r e d  o r  w a n t e d  b y  D B  O w n e r s / R e s id e n t s .

丁h e  w h o l e  r e a s o n  p e o p le  m o v e d  t o  D is c o v e r y  B a y  w a s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  g r e e n e r y ,  o p e n  

v ie w s , lif e s t y le  ic o ffe rs  f o r  t h o s e  w h o  lik e  t o  w a lk / h ik e y a n d  a le s s  d e n s e ly  p o p u l a t e d  a re a  

th a n  Kowloon  or  H o n g  K o n g  Is la n d .

i t r u s t  t h a t  t h e  T o w n  P la n n in g  B o a r d  w i l l  t a k e  in t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  c o m m e n t s  a n d  c o n c e r n s  

o f  t h e  O w n e r s  /  R e s id e n ts  o f  P a rk v a le  V il la g e  a n d  D is c o v e r y  B a y  as a w h o l e .

U n le s s  a n d  u n t i l  H K R  a n d  its  c o n s u l t a n t  a r e  a b le  t o  p r o v i d e  d e t a i le d  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  

p u b l i c  c o m m e n t s  t o  e n a b le  f u r t h e r  r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  t h e  a p p l ic a t io n s  f o r  A r e a  6 f  a n d  

1 0 b  s h o u ld  b e  w i t h d r a w n .

P R E V I O U S L Y  S U B M I T T E D  D O C U M E N T S :

Area 6 f  #15 Queries the rationale provided for the development

Area 6 f  #34 Inadequate infrasrrucaire to support increase in population

Area 6 f  #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of poable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f  #493
Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on ihe 

lot

Area 6f ̂ 1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f



八_ 0 碰 Detailed review of the TI A and the Passageway

Comprehensive review of issues allectmg Area 6f from a senior engineer

A抑 魁 LLU Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

t o _ 6 f N 〇.
Nuinbcr (after 

#1S92)

Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, including detailed analysis 

of drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Multiple
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between 

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 of25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple

Multiple

HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements .

DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

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 
increasing traffic and golf carts



Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed 4631

M ultiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: M r . C h r i s t o p h e r  B o u r k e


