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To:

6 f Area Discovery Bay 
07/12/2016 12:30

Paula Lepore Burrough 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

5218

D earTPB
It is really frustrating that H KR have resubmitted a 3rd application  for the change o f land 6F 
use without addressing the objections that were submitted in  the  first 2 rounds by the 
residents. They count on wearing down the residents and then  w inning by persistence rather 
that the facts o f how  this will affect all o f  Discovery Bay. I do hope that the TPB will do their 
diligence by reviewing all previous submissions, concerns and  note  that H K R  have not 
actually considered any o f  the objections.
The road that they are planning to  use will be a  hazard to all w ho  live in  the  village. It w ould  
be advisable that some one from the TPB come to visit the s ite  to  see w hat th e  situation 
w ould be. We want to protect the residents and children jfrom fu ture  accidents. A t the m om ent 
the  transport to this area is not sufficient and w ill be made ev en  m ore d ifficu lt i f  m ore 
residents are bussed up to this area.
I  sincerely and genuinely hope that the TPB are in a  position to  consider all th e  concerns and 
m ake HKR responsible for addressing them  before any change o f  use is granted. It is  no t 
fathomable that they say they w ill address it w ithout being c lear and fo rth righ t about it p r i o r . .

Paula Burrough

6f (Behind Parkvale) - Objection Letter to TPB (2).docx

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F， N orth  Point .Governm ent Offices

333 Java Road, N orth Point

(Via em ail: tpbpd@ r)Iand .g〇v .hk  o r fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

D ear Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (“HK^l”)， 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 o f 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 ctCity Common Areas55 or the "City 
Retained Areas" as deJ5ned in the PDMC. Pursuant to Claiise 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 6 f 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 jfrom the 
co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of 
the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f the Lot, should be considered, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruDtion. pollution and nuisance caused bv the construction to 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 ia the application, i.e. Irom staff quarters into residential
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area, and approval o f  it would be an undesirable p receden t case irom  

environm ental perspective and against the interest o f  all property  ow ners o f  the 

district.

4. The orig inal stipulated DB population  o f  25,000 should  be fu lly  respec ted  as the  

underly ing  infrastructure capacity could  not afford such substan tia l increase in  

population  by tlie subm ission, and all DB property  ow ners w ould  have to  su ffer 

and pay  for the cost out o f  th is  subm ission in  upgrad ing  th e  su rrounding  

infrastructure  so as to  provide adequate  supply  o r support to  the  p roposed  

developm ent, e.g. all required  road  netw ork and  re la ted  u tilities  im provem en t 

w orks arised out o f  th is subm ission  etc. The p ro p o n en t should  co n su lt and  lia ise  

w ith  a ll property ow ners being a ffec ted  and undertake  the co st and  expense  o f  a ll 

infrastructu re  out o f  th is  developm ent. Its d isrup tion  during  co n stru c tio n  to  o th e r 

p roperty  ow ners in  the vic in ity  shou ld  be  p roperly  m itiga ted  and ad d ressed  in  th e  

subm ission .

5. The p roposed  fe lling o f  118 nos. m a tu re  trees in  A rea  6 f  is an  eco lo g ica l d isaster, 

and p o ses  a  substantial env ironm ental im pact to  th e  im m edia te  na tu ra l setting . 

The p roposa l is unacceptable  and th e  p roposed tree  p reservation  p la n  o r the  tre e  

com pensa to ry  p roposal are  unsatisfacto ry .

6 . The rev is io n  o f  developm ent as in d ica ted  in the  R ev ised  C o n cep t P la n  o f  A n n ex  

A  is s till unsatisfacto ry  in  term  o f  its  p roposed  h e ig h t, m assing  an d  d isp o sitio n  in  

th is rev is ion . The tw o tow ers are s till s itting to o  c lo se  to  each  o th e r  w h ich  m ay  

create  a  w all-effect to  the ex istin g  rural na tu ra l setting , and  w o u ld  pose  a n  

u ndesirab le  visual im pac t to the  im m edia te  su rro u n d in g , e sp ec ia lly  to  th o se  

ex istin g  tow ers in  the  vicinity.

U n le ss  and  until the app lican t is ab le to  p rov ide  d e ta iled  re sponses  to  the  co m m en ts

fo r  fu rther rev iew  and com m ent, the  ap p lica tio n  fo r A re a  6 f  shou ld  be  w ithd raw n .

S ignatu re  :___ Paula L epore_____________________ __________ __D ate: — D ec 7,

2016____________

N am e  o f  D isco v ery  B ay O w n er /  R esiden t: — Paula  L ep o re  

A ddress:



This is Parkvalc
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The Secretariat 

Town Planning Board 

15/F, North Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sirs: *

Section 12A Application No. Y/l-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'O, Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

1 • The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 

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

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 

Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the

2.

PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area l 〇b for all purposes connected with 

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

the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 

extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

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

existing co-owners, i.c-raU-preperty ^wners o f the  Lot, should be maintained, 

secured and respcctedr {- • -1 ： 一 . i ____] _

The disi一 on, j 〇 llu|op…一 私 u is |^  :caysW. lly the construction to the 
immediate r e s id e n i^ n ^ ^ 故 史 - 砧 d will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.
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3. The Proposal is m ajor change to the developm ent concep t o f  the  Lot and a 

fundam ental deviation o f  the land use from  the orig inal approved M aste r Layout 

Plana and the approved O utline Zoning P lan  in the application, i；e. 'a change 

from serv ice  into residential area. A pproval o f  it w ould  be an  undesirab le  

precedent case from environm ental perspective  and against the in te res ts  o f  all 

resident and owners o f  the  district.

4. The o r ig in a l  stipulated D B p o p u la tio n  o f  25 ,000 shou ld  be fully re sp ec ted  as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand  up under such  a  substantial increase  in 

population im plied by the  subm ission. A ll DB p ro p erty  owners and occup iers  

w ould have to suffer and pay the  cost o f the necessary u p g rad in g  o f  

infrastructure to provide adequate supply  o r support to th e  proposed developm en t. 

For one exam ple the required  road  netw orks and re la ted  utilities c ap ac ity  w orks 

aiising out o f  this subm ission . The p roponen t shou ld  consu lt and lia ise  w ith  a ll 

property ow ners being affected. A t m in im um  undertake  the  cost and  expense  o f  

all infrastructure  o f  any m odified  d evelopm en t subsequen tly  ag reed  to. 

D isruption  to all residen ts in  the v ic in ity  should  be  properly  m itig a ted  and 

addressed in  the subm ission.

5. The p roposed  felling o f  118 m ature  trees in  A rea  6 f  is a n  ecological d isas te r, and 

poses a substantial env ironm enta l im pact to  the im m ed ia te  natural se ttin g . The 

proposal is unacceptable and  the p roposed  tree  p reservation  p lan  or the  tree  

com pensato ry  proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The rev is io n  o f  developm en t as indicated  in  the  R ev ised  Concept P lan  o f  A nnex  

A  is still unsatisfactory  in te rm  o f  its p roposed  height, m assing  and  d isp o sitio n  in  

this rev ision . The tw o tow ers arc still s itting  too c lo se  to  each o th e r w h ich  m ay 

create a  w all-effect to  th e  ex isting  ru ral na tu ra l se tting , and w o u ld  p o se  an  

undesirab le  visual im p ac t to  the  im m edia te  su rroundings, e spec ia lly  to  those 

existing  tow ers  in  the  vic in ity .

U nless and un til the app lican t is able to p rov ide  detailed  responses to the  com m en ts  

fo r further rev iew  and com m ent, th e  app lication  fo r A rea  10b should b e  w ith d raw n .

S ig n a tu re : D ate: ( 9 如 為 （ 〔

N am e o f  D iscovery  m y  O w ner /  'T A U

A ddress:
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Objection to HKR application for development Area 6F
07/12/2016 14:06

From:
To:

to: tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

Brendan Roscoe 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hkj Y / 卜 她

o

Area 6f Redident Objection template.docx
We object to the proposal as outlined in the attachment.

LD Expand groups
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fh is is Parkvale

The Secretariat

Tow n P lanning B oard

15/F, N orth P o in t G overnm ent O ffices

333 Java R oad, N o rth  P oin t

(V ia em ail: tnbnd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2 8 7 7  0245 /  2 5 2 2  8426) 

D ear Sirs,

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

O
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to  th e  R esp o n se  to  C om m en ts  su b m itte d  b y  th e  co n su ltan t o f  H o n g  K o n g  

R eso rt (“H K R ”) ， M aste rp lan  L im ited , to  ad d re ss  th e  d e p ar tm e n ta l c o m m e n ts  

regard ing  the  cap tio n ed  ap p lica tio n  on  2 7 .1 0 .2 0 1 6 .

K ind ly  p le a se  n o te  th a t I s tro n g ly  o b je c t to  th e  s u b m iss io n  re g a rd in g  th e  

p roposed  d ev e lo p m en t o f  th e  L ot. M y  m a in  re a so n s  o f  o b je c tio n  on  th is  p a r tic u la r  

subm iss ion  a re  lis ted  as fo llow s:-

1. The H K R  c la im  th a t they  are  th e  so le  la n d  o w n e r o f  A re a  10b is  in  d o u b t.  T h e  lo t 

is  a o w  h e ld  u n d e r  the  P rin c ip a l D e e d  o f  M u tu a l C o v e n a n t (P D M C ) d a te d  

^  2 0 .9 .1982 . A re a  10b fo rm s p a rt o f  th e  "S e rv ice  A rea"  a s  d e fin ed  in  th e  P D M C .

A rea  10b a lso  fo rm s p a r t  o f  e ith e r th e  "C ity  C o m m o n  A reas"  o r  th e  "C ity  

R eta in ed  A reas"  in  the  P D M C . P u r su a n t to  C lau se  7  u n d e r S e c tio n  I o f  th e  

P D M C , e v e ry  O w n er (as defin ed  in  th e  P D M C ) h a s  th e  rig h t a n d  lib e r ty  to  go  

pass  and  re p a ss  o v e r  and  a lo n g  and  u se  A re a  10b fo r  a ll  p u rp o se s  c o n n e c te d  w ith  

the  p ro p e r  u se  an d  en jo y m en t o f  th e  s a m e  su b jec t to  th e  C ity  R u le s  (a s  d e fin e d  in  

th e  P D M C ). T h is  h as  e ffec tiv e ly  g ra n te d  o v e r  tim e  a n  e a s e m e n t th a t  c a n n o t b e  

ex tin g u ish ed . T h e  A p p lican t has fa iled  to  co n su lt o r  s e e k  p ro p e r  c o n s e n t  fro m  th e  

co -o w n ers  o f  th e  lo t p rio r to  th is  u n ila te ra l a p p lic a tio n . T h e  p ro p e rty  r ig h ts  o f  th e  

ex istin g  c o -o w n e rs , i.e. a ll p ro p e rty  o w n e rs  o f  th e  L o t ,  sh o u ld  b e  m a in ta in e d , 

secu red  an d  re sp ec ted .

2 . T he d is ru p tio n , p o llu tio n  and n u is a n c e  cau sed  b y  th e  c o n s tru c t io n  to  th e

im m ed ia te  re s id en ts  and p roperty  o w n e rs  n ea rb y  is  a n d  w ill be  su b s ta n tia l. 丁h is

mailto:tnbnd@pland.gov.hk


the subm ission has not addressed. 5220

3. T he P roposa l is m a jo r  chan g e  to  the  d ev elopm en t co n cep t o f  the  L o t and a 

fu n d am en ta l d ev ia tio n  o f  tlie  land  u se  from  the o rig in a l ap p ro v ed  M aste r L ayout 

P lan a  an d  the ap p ro v ed  O u tlin e  Z on ing  P lan  in  the  ap p lica tio n , i.e . a  change 

fro m  serv ice  into re s id en tia l a rea . A pproval o f  it w o u ld  b e  an  undesirab le  

p re c ed e n t case from  e n v iro n m en ta l perspec tive  and  ag a in st th e  in te res ts  o f  all 

re s id en t and  ow ners o f  th e  d is tric 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 suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of 
infirastructure 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 tbis submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all 
property owners being affected. At nunimum 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 o f 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 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 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 fixrther review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature : _______________________ Date:

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:____________
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喊 。 W s a d s f ^ ，: : 心 -C  : 玲 气  V ; 、

6Uv The towu«  o f dcvdojpmcnl as mdksicd m Ibe Revised CokccI Pka of Amac
捧 读 擎  仏 • :々

齡 踩 謐 論 灣 說 碰 麟 響 k 屬

融 應  _ _



□  Urgent □  Return receipt □  Sign □  Encrypt □  Mark Subject Restricted □  Expand groups

Section 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.
352, Discovery Bay
07/12/201615:57

■ m m m m  to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hl< 

cheng
T 〇: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk, _______________  __________________________
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The Secretariat 
Town Planning Board 
15/F, North Point Government Offices 
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)
Dear Sirs,
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/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 
(^KKR55), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned 
application on 27.10.2016.
Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed 
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed 
as follows:-
The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held 
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part 
o f  the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part o f 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 ( eis 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 o f the lot prior to this unilateral 
application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, 
should be maintained, secured and respected.
The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents 
and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed. 
The Proposal is major change to the development concept o f the Lot and a fundamental 
deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved 
Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from service into residential area. 
Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and 
against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.

The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying 
infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the 
submission. All DB property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the 
proposed development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities 
capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with 
all property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all 
infrastructui-e of any modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all 
residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.
The proposed felling o f 118 m atoe  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. *
The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still 
unsatisfactory in term o f its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The 

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.
Name of Discovery Bay Owner /  Resident: _
Cheng hok lun
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Objection to Planning Application Y/l-DB/2 - Area 6f - Discovery Bay. 
07 /12/2016 17:43

to: tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk

From;
To: ”tpbpd@pland.gov.hk"<tpbpd@pland.gov_hk>,

D ear Sirs,
I w rite to  you concerning my objection to  Planning Application Y/l-DB/2 - Area 6f Discovery
Bay.

The principle of th e  developm ent is n o t satisfactory. The application is contradictory 
with th e  OZP stipulation for the  provision of Low rise s taff quarters. The visual and 
environm ental impact of the  proposal is not acceptable. The scale and intensity  of 
th e  proposed developm ent including th e  plot ratio , site coverage and building 
heights (128 m eters) are too large and  too  dense  for th e  site. The ongoing 
construction will prevent m em bers o f th e  public from fully enjoying th e  existing 
natural environm ent and hiking trail. The application p roposes to  change th e  usage 
of the  site  from staff quarters to  com m ercial ap a rtm en ts  w ithout explaining w here  
alternative staff quarters will be provided and /  o r why staff q uarte rs  are no longer 
required. The proposed developm ent is not in keeping w ith th e  overall ch arac te r of 
th e  surrounding villages or Discovery Bay as a w hole. W idth constrain ts of Parkvale 
Drive w hich limit th e  ability of larger vehicles such as construction , delivery and  bus 
services to  navigate the  drive safely w ould be am plified by th e  proposed  
developm ent which is unacceptable. The num erous issues and concerns con ta ined  
in the PVOC Comments on Application num ber: Y/卜DB/2' dated  12 July 2016 have 
no t been  addressed  by th e  applicant and th e re fo re  rem ain valid. The application 
would overstra in  current educational and com m unity facilities w ithin Discovery Bay.

Sincerely,
M r. S B an n e r-

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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寄件者： 
寄件曰期: 
收件者： 
主旨：

St*b Bi^anner 
[)7H12 月 201 5223ipbpd @ pland. gov. hk
O brction 10  Planning Apphcation Y/I-DB/2 - Area 6f - Discovery Bay.

D ear Sirs,

I w rite  to  you  concerning my ob jec tion  to  P lann ing  Application Y/I-DB/2 - A rea  6f D iscovery Bay.

T he p rincip le  of th e  d ev e lo p m en t is n o t sa tisfac to ry . The application  is c o n tra d ic to ry  with th e  OZP 
s tip u la tio n  fo r  the  provision o f Low rise s ta f f  qua rte rs . The visual and  e n v iro n m e n ta l im pact o f th e  
p ro p o sa l is no t accep tab le . The scale an d  in tensity  o f th e  p ro p o sed  d e v e lo p m e n t including th e  p lot ratio , 
s ite  co v erag e  and building heigh ts (128 m e te rs ) a r ^ to o  large and  to o  d e n se  fo r th e  site . The ongoing  
c o n s tru c tio n  will p rev en t m em bers  o f th e  public from  fully enjoying  th e  existing n a tu ra l en v iro n m en t and 
h ik ing  trail. The application  p ro p o ses  to  change  th e  u sage  o f th e  site  from  s ta f f  q u a r te rs  to  com m ercial 
a p a r tm e n ts  w ithou t explaining w h e re  a lte rn a tiv e  s ta f f  q u a rte rs  will b e  p rov ided  a n d / o r  w hy staff 
q u a r te r s  a re  no longer requ ired . The p ro p o se d  d e v e lo p m en t is n o t in keep ing  w ith  th e  overall ch a rac te r of 
t h e  su rround ing  villages o r Discovery Bay as a w hole . W idth c o n s tra in ts  of Parkvale  Drive w hich lim it th e  
ab ility  of larger vehicles such as c o n s tru c tio n , delivery and bus serv ices  to  n av ig a te  th e  drive safely w ould 
b e  am plified  by th e  p roposed  d e v e lo p m en t which is u n accep tab le . T he  n u m e ro u s  issues and co n ce rn s  
co n ta in ed  in the  PVOC C om m ents on A pplication n u m b er: Y/卜D B/2' d a te d  12 Ju ly  2016 have n o t b een  
a d d re sse d  by  the ap p lican t and th e re fo re  rem ain valid. The ap p lica tio n  w ould  o v e rs tra in  c u rre n t 
ed u ca tio n a l and com m unity  facilities w ith in  Discovery Bay.

S incerely,
Mr. S B a n n e r -
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This is Parkvale

The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tnbnd@ i)land.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  & Ext (Part) 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 o f  Hong Kong 

Resort (C<HKRV), 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. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f  A rea 10b is in doubt. The lot 

is now held under the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant (PDM C) dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area11 as defined in the PDMC. 

Area 10b also forms part o f either the "City Common Areas" o r the "City 

Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f the 

PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with 

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

the PDMC). This has effectively granted over tim e an easement that cannot be 

extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

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

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f the Lot, should be maintained, 

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.

l 〇f2
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3. Hie 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 tlie approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval o f it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests 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 o f the necessary upgrading o f
infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development.
For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works
arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all
property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of
all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to.
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and

〇
addressed in the submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 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 of 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 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 :_______ ( ______________Date: ()-/- f  t 2 - (  2 ^ > f

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / 'T A U  ^ / /V l

Address:





The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: ti)bi)d@i)lancl.2〇v.hk or fax; 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

Section 12A A pplication No. Y /I-D B/2 

A rea 6f. hot 385 R P & E xt (P art) in D.D. 352, D iscovery Bay

O bjection to the Subm ission by the A pp lican t on  27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  Hong Kong 

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

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 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner o f  A rea 6 f  is in doubt, as the lot is 

now held under the Principal Deed o f M utual C ovenant (MP D M C ) dated

20.9.1982. A rea 6 f forms part o f  either the “City Com m on A reas” or the "City 

Retained A reas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I o f  

the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the  right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f fo r all purposes connected with 

the proper use and enjoyment o f  the  same subject to  the C ity R ules (as defined in 

the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult o r seek proper consent from the 

co-owners o f  the  Lot prior to th is unilateral application. The property rights o f  

the existing co-owners, i.c. 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 m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundamental 

deviation to the land use o f the original approved M aster Plans o r the approved 

O utline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staft' quarters into residential



area, and  ap p ro v a l o f  it w ould  be an  u n d e sirab le  p reced en t c ase  from 

en v iro n m en ta l p e rsp ec tiv e  and ag a in st th e  in te res t o f  a ll p ro p e rty  o w n e rs  o f  the 

d is tric t.

4. T h e  o rig in a l s tip u la ted  D B  population  o f  2 5 ,0 0 0  sh o u ld  be fu lly  re sp ec ted  as the 

u n d e rly in g  in fras tru c tu re  capacity  co u ld  n o t a ffo rd  su ch  su b stan tia l increase  in 

p o p u la tio n  by  the  subm ission , and  all D B  p ro p e rly  o w n e rs  w o u ld  have to  suffer 

an d  pay  for th e  c o s t out o f  th is  s u b m iss io n  in u p g ra d in g  th e  su rround ing  

in fras tru c tu re  so  a s  to  provide a d e q u a te  su pp ly  o r  su p p o rt to  th e  proposed  

d ev elo p m en t, e .g . a ll required  road n e tw o rk  and  re la te d  u tilities  im provem en t 

w o rk s  a rised  o u t o f  th is  subm ission  e tc . T h e  p ro p o n e n t shou ld  c o n su lt an d  liaise 

w ith  a ll p ro p erty  o w n e rs  being a ffec ted  a n d  u n d e rtak e  th e  c o st an d  e x p en se  o f  a ll 

in fias tru c tu re  o u t o f  th is  developm ent. I ts  d is ru p tio n  d u rin g  c o n stru c tio n  to  o ther 

p ro p e rty  ow ners in th e  vicin ity  should  b e  p ro p e rly  m itig a te d  and  ad d re ssed  in the 

su b m iss io n .

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 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 fu rther rev iew  an d  com m ent, the ap p lic a tio n  fo r A rea  10b should be w ithdraw n.
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D ear Sir

P lease note my objection to the submission by the Applicant on 27/10/2016 in relation to the captioned.

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to my com m ents per the attached for 
fu rther review and comment, both these applications should be withdrawn.

Sincerely
B havna



Bhavna S. Shivpurl

7 ;h iX von 'ihor. 2 0 1 6

i iic  S e c re ta r ia l

Town PI aiming Beard
I 5 /F .  N o r th  P o im  G o v e rn m e n t O ff ic e s

333 Java R oad North Point
(Via email: rnbpci^/ niaiui.gnv.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir.

© Section 12A A pplication No. V/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lor 3S5 RP E xt (Parr) 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 rhe consultant o f  Hong Kong RebOst 
("HKR'*). Masterplan Limited；, to address tlie departmental comments regarding ihe capiioned 

application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to  the submission regarding ihe proposed devdopm em  

o f  the  Lot. My main reasons o f  objection on this paiticular submission are listed as follows:-

HKR claims ihai they are ihe sole land owner o f Area 6 f  is in doubt, as liie loi is now  held under 

the Principal Deed o f M utual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6 f forms pan o f  

either ilie v'City Common Areas** or the "City Retained Areas" as defm ed in the PDMC. 

Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  the PDiVIC, every O wner (as defined in the PDM C) has 

the riglit and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use A rea 6 f for all pui-poses 

connected with the proper Lise and enjoyment o f  the same subject to  the City Rules (as defined 

in the PDMC). 丁he applicant has failefHo consult or seek proper consent from ihe co-owners o f 

ihe Lot prior io this unilateral application. H ie property rights o f  ilic existing co-ow ners, 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 im m ediate residents 

and property owners nearby are substantia!, and ihe subm ission has no i been addressed.

3. T'here is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the Lot and a fundam em al deviation to ihe 

iand use o f  ihe original approved M aster Plans or the approved O utline Zoning Plan in

l 〇f 2
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application, i.c. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval o f  il would be an 

undesirable pa’cedeiit case from environmenlai perspective and against tlie interest o f  all 
properly ow ners o f  the disirict.

Bhavna S. Shivpuri

4. The original stipulated DB population o f 25.000 should be fully respecied as the underlying 

infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by ihe 

submission, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out o f  this 

submission in upgrading the surrotmding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or 

support lo the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities 

im provem entw orks 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 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 environmentaJ impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable 

and the proposed tree presentation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of developm ent as indicated in the Revised C oncept Plan o f  Aiuiex A is still 

unsatisfactory in term o f its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The tw o 

towers are still sitting too close lo each other w hich may create a w all-effect to the existing rural 

natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual im pact to the im m ediate 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 lor further 

review and comment, the application for Area 6 f should be w ithdrawn.

卜 - 厂  > ) 丨 2̂
Signature :________ _________l___________________ D ate :______ J ____________

Nume o f Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Bhavna Shivpuri 

Address:

2 of ^
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附件：

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached a scan of two signed objections to the Submission of the 
Applicant on 27.10.2016 for the following two applications:

Alcks Bobiowski 1|__
07 H 12 月 2016年 明 三  21:52 
lpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Objections to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 
Objections a.jb07122016.pdf
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Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3

Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

o
Section 12A Application N

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

B est regards

Aleks Bobrowski

mailto:lpbpd@pland.gov.hk


This is Parkvaic

The Secretariat 

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices '

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: fpbpdfgjpland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

-
Dear Sirs,

Section 12A A pplica tion  No. Y /I-DB/2 

A rea 6f, L o t 385 R P  E x t (P art) in  D .D . 352, D isco v e ry  B ay

O bjection to  the  Subm ission  by th e  A p p lican t on 27 .10 .2016

I refer to the Response to C om m ents subm itted by th e  consultant o f  H ong K ong Resort 

CiHKR,〇, Masterplan Lim ited, to address the departm ental com m ents regard ing  th e  captioned 

application on 27.10.2016.

K indly please note that 1 strongly object to  the subm ission reg a rd in g  th e  proposed - 

developm ent o f  the Lx>t. M y main reasons o f  objection on this particu lar subm ission, a re  listed 

as follows:-

!. T he HK R claim that they are the  sole land ow ner o f  A rea 10b is in d o u b t  T he  lo t is now  

held  under the Principal D eed o f  M utual C ovenant (PDM C) d a ted  20 .9 .1982 . A rea  10b. 

form s part o f  the  "Service A rea" as defined in  the  PD M C. A rea  10 b  a lso  fo rm s part o f  

e ither the "City Com m on A reas" o r the  "C ity R e t^ n e d  A reas" in th e  P D M C； Pursuan t to 

C lause 7 under Section I o f  th e  PDM C, every O w n er (as defined  in  the  P D M C ) has the  

righ t and liberty to  go  pass and  repass oyer an d  a long  and u se  A re a  ] 〇b fo r a ll purposes 

connected  with the  proper u se  and enjoym ent o f  th e  sam e su b jec t to  the  C ity  R u les (as 

defined  in the PD M C ). This has effectively g ran ted  over tim e  an  e a sem en t th a t canno t b e . 

extinguished. T he  A pplicant has failed to  co n su lt or seek  p ro p e r  consen t from  the 

co-ow ncrs o f  the lot prior to th is  unilateral ap p lication . T he  p ro p e rty  rig h ts  o f  th e  existing 

co-ow rors, i.e. all properly ow ners o f  th e  Lot, should b e  m a in ta in ed , secu red  and 

respected.

2. The uisf-jption, poiiution and  nuisance cau sed  by the  co n s tru c tio n  to  the  im m ediate  

property  ow ners nearby is and w ill be  substan tia l. T h is  the  subm ission  has 

rni£ <k〇d rc：,scd.
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3. The Proposal is m ajor change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a  fundamental 

. deviation o f  the land use- from the original approved M aster L ayout Plana and the 

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

residential area. A pproval o f  it would be •' an undesirable precedent case from 

environm ental perspective and against the  interests o f  all resident and  owners o f  the 

district.

4 . The orig inal stipulated D B population o f  25,000 shou ld  be fully  respected as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a  substantial increase  in population 

im plied by the subm ission. All DB property  owners and  occupiers w o u ld  have to  suffer 

and pay  the  cost o f  the  necessary upgrading o f  infrastructure to  prov ide adequate supply 

o r support to  the proposed developm ent. F o r one exam ple the required  road  netw orks and 

related utilities capacity  w orks arising  ou t o f  th is subm ission . T h e  proponen t should 

consu lt and liaise w ith a ll property ow ners being  affected . A t m inim um  undertake the  cost 

and expense  o f  all infrastructure o f  any  m odified d evelopm en t subsequen tly  agreed to. 

D isrup tion  to  all residents in the vic in ity  should be p roperly  m itiga ted  an d  addressed in 

the subm ission .

5 . T he p roposed  fe lling  o f  118 m ature trees in A rea 6 f  is an  ecological d isaster, and poses a  

substan tia l env ironm ental im pact to  th e  im m ediate natural setting . T h e  proposal is 

u n accep tab le  an d  the  p roposed  tree p reservation  p lan  o r  the  tree  com pensa to ry  proposal 

are  unsatisfacto ry .

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 dose to each cither which may create a Avail-effect to the 〇

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 Date: 7  j ( ^

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Mr. Aleks Bobrowski 

Address:
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寄件曰期: 
收件者：
主S:

tpbpd @ pland.gov. hk 
Application N a Y/1-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

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

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

5228

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

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

1. HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. 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  ree disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners 
nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

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

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot stand 
up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support 
to the proposed development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works arising out 
of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected. At minimum 
undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. Dismption to 
all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.



5. The proposed fell^g o fl 18 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial environmental • 
impact r.o the urjnediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree 
comjeasatory proposaJ 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, and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which
n?av create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the 
LTjncdate surroundings, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

L'okss •mil ix  applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the 
fer Area I Ob should be withdrawn. _

Na_-rr-Jchr. 3rsnn2T.

G



寄件者： 

寄件曰期 : 
收件者： 

主旨： 

附件：

pul
07日 12月201卜 二  J0.28 e  ^
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 5 2 2 9
Objection - Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352 
Area 6f Redident Objection SP.pdf

Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed my objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 regarding Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 
6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay.

Kind regards

Stephen Pill

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


T h e  S ec re ta ria t 
T ow n P la n n in g  B o ard  

15/F. N orth  P o in t G o v e rn m e n t O ffices 
3 33  Jav a  R o ad . N o rth  P o in t
(V ia  em ail: t n h n d @ n ta n d .g o v .h k  o r  fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  /  2 5 2 2  8426) 

D e a r  Sirs.

Section 12 A 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 
Resort CCHKR!,), 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. 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 o f 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 o f 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 pxirposes connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment o f the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the 
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept o f the Lot and a 
fundamental deviation o f  the land use from the original approved M aster Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval of it w ould be an undesirable 
precedent case jfrom environmental, perspective and against the interests o f all 
resident and owners o f the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected as the

l o f 2
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underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population im plied by ihe subm ission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
w ould have to suffer and pay the cost o f  the necessary upgrading of 
in frastructu re  to provide adequate supply  or support to the proposed 
developm ent. For one example the required road netw orks and related utilities 
capacity  w orks arising out o f this subm ission. The proponent should consu lt and 
liaise with all property owners being affected. A t m inim um  undertake the cost 
and expense o f  all infrastructure o f any m odified developm ent subsequently 
agreed to. D isruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated 
and addressed in the submission.

5. T he proposed felling o f 118 mature trees in A rea 6 f is an ecological disaster, and 
poses a substantial environmental 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  development as indicated in the R evised Concept Plan o f  Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height, m assing and disposition in 
th is revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other w hich may 
create a w all-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those 
existing 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 A rea 10b should be w ithdrawn.

Signature : Date: 7 December 2016

Name o f  D iscovery Bay Owner / Resident: _Stephen Pill_

Address:
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夺件日期： 07日12月201阵&期三21:19
收件者： ipbpd @plajid.g〇v.hk
主g : Objection!!

Dear Sirs,

5230

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

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

Objection to the Submission by tiie Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( "I 
to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

) , Masterplan Limited,

please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the L o t My main 
? of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

I. HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt 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 
I(fe also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Qause 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 2nd 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 caimot be extinguished. The 
Applicant; has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application, 

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

2  Tne dismption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners 
is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.

3. T x  Propose h  咖 jw  change to the development con鄉 t of &e Ix)t m d a fimd啦 ental deviation of the land use from 
the ori运 approved Master Layout Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application，i.e. a change from
sermt residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and
ag2inst the interests of a]J resident and owners of the district.



4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure can. stand 
up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support 
to the proposed development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works arising out 
of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners being affected. At minimum 
undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to 
all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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.

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

Regards,

Yasmin Jiwa

5230



寄件者：

1  寄件日期: 
, 收件者：

1 主旨： 

附件：

c ' v f l B H H H H H H H H I
07日12H 2016年星期三21:24 
tpbpd@pland.gov,hk
Objection to applicant submission rcearding Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f,

5 ^ 3 1

Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Aî ca 6f Rcdidenl Objection CW.pdf

Dear Sirs,

Please find enclosed my objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 regarding Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 
6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay.

K ind regards

Wong Ka Yun Anita



The Secretariat 
Town Planning Board 
15/F， North Point Government Offices 
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tnbpd@ pland.p〇Af.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sirs.

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

Objection to th e  Submission by the A pplicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong Kong 
Resort ( ttHKR,,)J Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner o f Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 
is now held uftder the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part o f the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  the 
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go 
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all p'urposes 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 o f the lot prior to this xinilateral application. The property rights o f  the 
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners o f the Lot, should be maintained, 
secured and respected.

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.

3. The Proposal is major change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a 
fundamental deviation o f the land use from the original approved M aster Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval o f  it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests o f all 
resident and owners o f the district.

4‘ The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the

l 〇f2
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underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of 
infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 
development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities 
capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and 
liaise with all property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost 
and expense of all infrastructure o f 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 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 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.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: 一Wong Ka Yun Anita

Address:



tpbpc'

寄件者： 

寄件曰期: 
收件者： 

主旨：

附件：

Please see attached voice of opposition.

Siuic Nuiull |
{m nym ^T Y w m i s.i9
t^>pd@pland iiov.hk 
Fwd: Office Copirr 
SKM.C36^161208()8220.pdf

Best regards,

5232

Suzie Nuttall

Director of Advancement

p .4 Community Learning for Tornonvw

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-m ail (including any attachments) may contain information that is privileged or confidential. The sending of this e mail to 
any person o th er than the intended recipient is not a waiver of the privilege or confidentiality that attaches to  it If you are 
not th e  intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately, delete the email and do not copy, distribute or disclose its 

contents.

O
------------Forwarded m essa g e-------------

From:
Date: 2 0 1 6 -1 2 -0 8  8:22 G M T+08:00  

Subject: O ffice  Copier 

To： ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■



The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/T, North Poim Governmem Offices
333 Java Road, Nonh Point
(Via email: tpbpd@ nland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

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

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

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of 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 6f forms part of either the wCity Common Areas55 or the "City 
Retained Areas" as defined in ihe 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 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 tlie 

submission has not been addressed.

3. 丁here 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 M aster 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, 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 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 owners would have to suffer 
and pay for the cost* out o f this submission in upgrading the surrounding 
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 
development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 
works arised out o f this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f all 
infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption 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 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 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 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 6 f should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: Q,d) (̂ >

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Su7Anru>

<D

A ddress:
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ipbpd p]and. to  v. hk
O B JECTIO N  TO  A PPL IC A T IO N  NO. Y/l-DB/2 SECTIO N  12A, A R E A  6F, LO T  385 RP & E X T (PA R T ) IN DD 352 DISCOVERY BAY

Dear

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

m
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. 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 o f the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

1. 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.

1. 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 o f all resident and owners of the district.

1. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a 
substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of 
the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. For one example the required 
road networks and related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property 
owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

1. 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.

1. 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.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:____ELIZABETH RAW SON

Address:
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Rc .̂irt rJIKJT), Nisstcrpljui t.MFii^ 6〇« *ldfrs* the ikpaulnwsU^' 
nrRainJLng tlw? Af>|.，l‘iu*jl̂ pci im 27-1 CI.2Q_t<i.，

K ickllj p J ea x  ivuic ihai 1 *.«nicigty objeci l o  iJk  m lw slxak^i re g a in in g  ib<

pftkptn̂ cdi ilcVi?l<>pracn« of lhc L « i. %  rA»ilS Itaaom. «^sik»n <m Ihss pa«jcul«
jtybfwbMvwv ore as fdSowizr

::、观

■ *J

IIK« cymi. 0wt t3icy art ihc sofcr bftti; of Arai 6f k  Sn doubly lbe kx iit 
oavi hcW under Jhc N w ^ I  E>«J of Myrturf Covrauii ^PD M O  d*iej 
24) 9.19*2. Area U  !bmi of ciibw 'X'iiy CCKfinraotn ix ih# "Ckiy 
Rctiiiiic4 M*tum Its ■jcfiricd m the WDMC， INffAianf 1o Cliaaai 7 laftifef f oF
I4ic PDMC* cvxr>̂  O^ikt («  dtn»«xl ift iSt PD^iC) baa &k  nigfel; ind ISbcrt)' to go 
pass aral ^  fw" ftlt tttfUSCOodl with
the pf^per «uw « kS ct̂ >)T?w)>< of ilw swiae wbjoci ii> Ubc Ct*y Rvk* <,«* 4dlo<«J iit 
ihc Ft>M〇 . ITw Bfpiicaw h〇« f»W  \9 c«n«4l w  «xi; pRjwr Ch»»
c<Hfmt>cri «T the E>rt prkw k> this unnlaldnil^ppIlaiiktfL I V  profterty rtfthbs' of ? 广 

nil-fllfl* co-PwtJ«», U. itil ownert »f l4w l^f

二  < 端 你  /
. J  * 5 * ■ < C  ^ V 'v ,

The ilitrvfuknu W  — MW* esuaed by die cdejrtructfcsnT 1)̂  t b f 二V r j J  .-

靡

Urtmedilulff KwWtm* mh! property iwncf* nftwfcy fcre whjaami^、》 ^  ，、' 、f V*
wfc«Tii»k)fli h» iwM b^m a^Attoed.

'•V

5, ',一 .導 _ 議 議 _ | | ^ ^ ^

■〇>
d . . . .

dcvUrtlon to 6e  U«S w« of lih« od|dniil »fpfivtdl } M A t  H«w' oif,i»

; . ::.顧 _ _ _ _ ! 麵 _ 1 1 * _ _ 藤?  ^  
< ,■二 u .

靡 網 P 靡 娜 嗎 鏹 纖 _ 繼 攀 顚



5234
/om icp. cfi i c. frw n  rc^xJt.'rrt^a]

A f d  a W  外1!9̂ ， 、 1̂  *•、「 h  、、*»syl<j S c  T iodc^fnW c c a v ?*

Cftvvtw^frtmtxl pc^fW tiv t nn̂ J !：h?; mt^TtsX cif n?J 〇< *Jx：
iii <tr>v̂

4  H h： ^K>i：u u iS  > i ip t jl , iJ o d  U li  p > p * j b i  itw i 2 5 iK X r  y}-^jhl be- fui?_v x ^ p o c ^  arv ?Jw 

u ^ k i J w r - K  in 'f r ^ s lr u c tv f jc  c o u -k l is->! ^

-,J> -1)  ^  ；« i j  iii?  j>n^pcr1>- c i-A n c r -  ? ia v c  t<v v j^ f e r

{Sxv* i l> r  ^ - i i  (» f  [ j i U  w h f l r i t ^ o f f )  ie5 O K：

55 ^  proviik rt^qtvi?c JUjppSy ^  bp prv^> ^i
(i^-vek^pn^enL c.g. all y t» ij r^dvi-ork f'daiiCtj \Ai*kWy
w » r k 、 A n ^ d  « M  W  出 i ， e i ic ,  fJ K * pfv»|3C9Kri>：； f J x M i i d  l：拥 ， a t k S F b u u *

f T t y r t y  c n v r x ^  b d 啤 ？ a r jd  u rK J c J b k e  t卜<  4

m：ra%tnictarc ^  o f ^lii，devek^fwnt. 3iv *5urtn̂ ; t^^truc^c^n 1o ĉ beTf
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‘) Pear Town Planning Board Representative,
i
f  l am a res ident o f Discovery Bay w h o  is very concerned about A pp lica tio n  Y /卜DB/2.

| O v e rc ro w d in g  in Discovery Bay is an issue, these fu r th e r  flats and th e  im p a c t th a t th is  w ill have on  the  fa c ilitie s
I such as w ater, gas, tra ffic  and env ironm enta l p o llu tio n  is s ign ificant.

1 note th a t "tre a te d  e fflu en t to  be discharged to  a g ra v ity  sewage p ipe, w h ich  w ill eventua lly  d ischarge  to  th e  
ne ighbouring  m arine waters w ith o u t the  need o f a m arine  o u tfa ll" . I am sure you aware o f all th e  m edical w aste 
on o u r  beach in Discovery Bay; n o w  th e  w a te r w ill have even m ore  p o llu tio n .

The deve lope r already struggles to  m a in ta in  DB roads and fac ilities, th is  is an op e ra tio n  to  m ake m oney and 
prov ide less and less as th ings fall a p a rt in DB (see re cen t gas exp los ion , trees  pu lled  up, dam aged roads).

R egards,

Joanna Reid
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T ow n P lan n in g  B oard  

! 5/7, Nonh Point Government OITices 
333 Java Road, Konh Point
(Via email: a nl；tnd.2〇\ .lUx or fax. 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

D e ar Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/l-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 ("HJCR''), Masterplan Limited, to address the depanmenta! 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. 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 ("PDM C) dated
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the llCity Common Areas'" or the "City 
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of 

the PDMC, eve^  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 o f 

the existing co-owncrs, 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 o f the original approved Vlaster Plans or the approved 

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

l o f  3
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area, and appi〇\a l 〇i' ii would be an undesirable precedent case Iron) 
cm nonmenral perspective and against the interest of all propeny owners of ihe 
distnet. _

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 ow ners 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. al! required road network and related utilities im provem ent 

works arised out o f this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 

with all propeny owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all 

infrastructure out o f this development. Its disruption during construction to other 

propeny owners in the vicinity should be properly m itigated and addressed in the 

submission.

5. The proposed felling o f  118 nos. mature trees in A rea 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 tree preservation plan or the tree 

compensatoiy proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision o f  developm ent as indicated in the R evised  C oncept P lan  o f A nnex 
' - • - - •

A is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height, m assing and disposition in 

this revision. The tw o towers are still sitting too  close to each o ther w hich may 

create a w all-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w ould pose an 

undesirable visual im pact to ,the im m ediate surrounding, especially  to  those  

existing tow ers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the  app lican t is ab le  to provide detailed responses to  the  com m ents

fo r further review  and com m ent, the application for A rea 1 Ob should b e  w ithdraw n.

Signature : D ate; D l l

Nam e o f  D isco v ery  R esident: ^ l A

Address:

2 of 3



T h e  Secretaria t 5 2 3 7
Tow n Plann ing  B oard 

1 5/F, N orth  Point G overnm ent O ffices 

333  Java R oad. N o n h  Point

(V ia  em ail: <f)hnd c n )ia m l.»〇\ .l)k  o r fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 426)

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Ad卩lication No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) 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 o f Hong Kong 
Reson ("HKR''), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

now held under the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant ("PDM C1) dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the llCity Common Areas'1 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 Iibeny 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 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.

There is major change to the development concept o f  the Lot and a fundam ental 

deviation ro the land use o f the original approved M aster Plans or the approved 

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

lo f  3
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area, and approval o f it would be an undesirable precedent case from

environmental perspective and against the imerest o f all property owners o f  the 
district.

4. 丁he original stipulated 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 w ould have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out o f this subm ission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequaie supply *or support to  the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities im provem ent 

works arised out o f  this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 

w ith all property ow ners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all 
infrastructure out o f  this development. Its disruption during construction  to o ther 

property owners in the vicinity should be properly m itigated and addressed in the 

submission.

5. The proposed felling o f  118 nos. mature trees in Area 6 f  is an eco lo g ica l disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental im pact to the im m ediate natural setting. 

T he proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preser\-ation 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 P lan o f  A n nex  

A  is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height, m assin g  and d isp o sitio n  in 

this revision. The tw o tow ers are still sitting too  c lo se  to  each other w h ich  m ay  

create a w a ll-effect to  the existing rural natural setting , and w o u ld  pose an  

undesirable visual im pact to the im m ed iate  surrounding, esp e c ia lly  to  th o se  

ex istin g  to w ers in the vicinity.

U n less and until the applicant is able to  provide detailed resp o n ses to  the co m m en ts

for foriher rev iew  and com m en t, the application  for A rea 10b sh ou ld  b e  w ithdraw n.

N am e o f  D isc o v e ry  Bay O w ner /  Resident:

A ddress:
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見Msk.irlg Comnieni: w PJamiuji, Appljcs-fion / 'Rs-Me-.v
參考編號 161206-152718-24122Reference Number:

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

提交日期及時間 06/12/2016 15:27:18Date and time of submission:

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: 先生 Mr. Franklin Wright

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

I submit the following comments which are as a result of me reading the Applicant5 s latest subm 
ission containing: Additional information on the 27.10.16.

A. Road Access.

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

2.The Passage wav does n o t have the space for additional designated pedestrian Davement nor is

3 .The impact of such heavy construction vehicles will seriously compromise the operation and s 
afety of the local shuttle bus and utility vehicles and importantly also endanger pedestrians.

4. Parkvale Drive as a vehicular road does not extend to the proposed site but terminates down fir 
om Woodbury Court near where it meets the junction with the Passageway. To proceed with dev 
elopment it would require this Passageway to be developed into a vehicular road with proper an 
d adequate pavements on each side.

5 .The legal Position.

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

6 . Discovery Bay Services Management Limited, the Manager under the DMC has treated tliis P 
assageway as de facto Village Common Area since the occupation of Parkvale Village, tlius for



aj-〇uiid 30 years it has been maintained at the expense of the owners of Parkvale Village. Tlie A 
pplicant has no right to resume control of this Passageway.

B. Sewage Treatment.

1 .The Applicant has provided no details about exact location of the onsite local sewage txeatmen 
t plant other than it will be within Area 6f. That the area is of sufficient size and geographical sta 
ble enough to be suitable for such is doubtful. Its construction would probably involve earth mo 
ving and vegetation destruction that would affect considerably slope stability .
2.It is understood that the Applicant proposes to allow 'treated5 sewage to be discharged into a 
marine outlet next to tlie ferry pier. The depth of the water affected is such that sewage discharg 
e would be likely to cause red tides and affect the batliing beach adjacent to it.
3.It must be that such a sewage treatment works would involve unpleasant and unhealthy odors, 
especially during high summer. Its geographical position in relation to Discovery Bay Valley Ro 
ad with its surrounding liills on both sides will ensure for at least for the greater part of the year 
strong winds will blow such odors into the neighbourhood causing offense and affecting public 
health.

C. Conclusion.

The Applicant5 s proposal to constnict the two multi storey blocks at 6(f) and the building of the 
new sewage workst̂ nci ice'll去e of i'ft+er cortf讨Itibfi’Wbuld alter significantly the quality of 1
ife of Parkvale residents which they expected when purchasing their properties. And whilst one 
must be conscious of the ever increasing need for housing this should not be to the detriment of t 
he common right of quiet enjoyment enjoyed not only by the residents of the immediate area but 
also those in neighbouring villages as well.

Franklin Wright
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就規劃申請廢核提出意見Msikirig CGnmie:丨丨丨:Gn :卩'him丨ng A
参考編號 161206-161057-37603Reference Nuinbcr:

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

提交日期及時間 06/12/2016 16:10:57Date and time of submission:

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:
先生 Mr. Thomas Gebauer

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
Waste Management and related Environment
Current Waste-Collection-Sorting and Transfer -Point ( WCTP) for all of Discovery Bay is 
close to the current Kaito Ferry Pier. off the residential area , safe a nearby building used as staf 
f  quarters of the
applicant or their wholly owned subsidiaries. There is one Waste Management Building ( WM 
B ) but a large number of •
operations of the WCTP are taking place in open grounds around the WMB . The existing buildi 
ng is already much too
small， very much too smali， to accommodate all Waste Management Operations.
The size of the current building is about 10x20 m = 200 sqm which can only accommodate one 1 
arge

“FEHD type garbage truck” with little space at the sides used for certain rough -sorting of larg 
e pieces of waste; loading the truck is done or can only be done by also utilising space outside of 
the building. The current total area ( incl. the
building) used for waste management operations i.e. for waiting space for DB garbage trucks, p 
arking for DB garbage
trucks , waste-collection "wheeled green plastic containers for general garbage44 ( mostly origin 
ating from commercial
enterprises/restaurants and from the DB public rubbish bins ), large truck -size- containers : acco 
rding to “about
measurements” is about 36x3 0m = 1080 sqm.
The outside/open space, also used for temporary storage of certain separated waste ( like plastic 
s, glass , paper) is
quite large, sometimes additional space must be provided when the "waste -transfer -chain u is i 
nterrupted. Sometimes
holidays, adverse weather, problems at the receiving end of the waste-chain lead to a built -up of 
waste.
Always to keep in mind , in case of need some more open space is currently available, there is a 
flexibility, this is not the
case in the planned Podium of the application Y/I-DB/3 which must be considered when also inc
reasing the population
in DB through this application Y/I-DB/2



PHMS Comment Submission M r ' 3

Ĉ onsidcTing the now planned, CONFINED space in /underneath the Podium as per application 
V/l-DB/3
according to measurements on the drawings it is calculated about 20x 40 meters for the ĉbox̂ , de 
scribed as

“Refbse Collection Chamber” .
There is not enough space for waiting veliicles and tliere must be congestion because of turning 
vehicles, lack of space
for temporary storage of large pieces of waste or sorted "recycling -waste55.
Vehicles might have to wait on the public road before the entrance to the Podium.
Where can an "overflow" of rubbish , municipal waste , buses and tlie vehicles for maintenance 
have an "escape -area,'>? no more as all at the Nirn Shue Wan area will be built -up, it will be res 

idential development.
The increase of population in DB, tlie influx of many visitors/ local tourists plus expected tourist 
s coming via sightseeing
coaches , tlie corresponding larger quantities of rubbish , municipal waste 
ask for the need for larger refuse collection-, temporary -storage- and initial sorting- facilities . 
The current, semi-open- air- facilities with a certain temporary -space -flexibility for storage 
especially drning holiday-seasons, typhoon -seasons and the like are already stretched !
The demand for space , the burden on ventilation of a Podium- Underground facility, the subseq 
uent exhausts to
nearby residential areas must be re-considered seriously in the application.
Even the applicant’s claim for allocation of “about 1000 sqm” cannot be considered to be enoug 
h as consideration to the “inflexible location” must be given .
As the Podium is either right underneath or very close, within the residential development the ai 
r pollution from the various activities ( Waste-Handling , Bus Station , Bus- and other Vehicle- 
Maintenance- and Repair- Shops ) must be dealt with by high powered ( noisy) ventilators and 
VERY high chimneys .
The applicant often used phrase “ to minimise” must be read as : there will be additional pollutio 
n!
How much should people in DB bear as "having chosen originally a place in HK which is pollut 
ion-free” why should 心  DB owners and residents have to accept a worse environment because 
of developer’s aims ?
In Hongkong in the 21st century it must go the other way around: when a new development is pi 
armed the aim must be for simultaneous improvement of environment not the impairment of env 
ironment.
Conclusion :
> The projected space for facilities serving the whole of DB "under a Podium " is not sufficient, 
already not for the
present, definitely not for the future as this must also be considered by the TPB; last not least to 
keep in mind the
increase in DB permanent population, influx of visitors , also annual capacity of the hotel. Town 
Planning is a forward
looking endeavour not just considering the present situation or needs. So TPB MUST also take a 
HOLISTIC VIEW as far
as developments in DB are concerned , this also concerns therefore the other application Y/I-D 
B/3 , as also that
application cannot be dealt with just on its own merits!!
rHie projected size of DB population? Details should be with the Lands Department, but they do 
not release the figure to
the Df3 owners!! Maximum permitted number of housing units in DB , proposed in Master Plan
7.0E(dd.28/12/2015),
are ??
On above grounds I object to the given application.
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Thomas Gebauer ( owner and resident) 
Discovery Bay__________________
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就規劃申請覆核提出意見  丨.4 Cc‘nirnei.U. on P丨s丨.1 n丨ng Ap丨
參考編號
RefereLtce N um ber: 161206-170247-01929

提交限期

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 17:02:47

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

瘳

■〇

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment: 先生 Mr. Thomas Gebauer

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

Discovery Bay applications Y/I-DB/2 and Y/I-DB/3
I draw the attention of the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the fact that the entire lot of Discover 
y Bay, including the
areas covered by the applications Y/I-DB/2 and Y/I-DB/3, is held under a Deed of Mutual Cove 
aant (DMC). Many
o f the other owners of the lot have grave concerns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack ther 
eof) by
Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Manage 
ment Limited (DBSML), 
a wholly-owned subsidiary of HKR.
HKR is bound by the DMC and is not the sole owner of the land; it is a co-owner of the land tog 
ether with thousands
o f other owners, who are legal stake-holders as owners of undivided shares in the lot 
There are on-going, unresolved disputes between HKR and the other owners on a number of iss 
ues, in particular
irregularities in the calculation of Management Expenses. HKR is the owner/operator of all the c 
ommercial
properties in Discovery Bay and, with the assistance of its directly controlled subsidiary DBSM 
L, is not paying
Management Fees on the commercial properties in accordance with the clear language of the D 
MC.
The DMC requires that Management Expenses must be shared according to GBA, as defined in 
the DMC. HKR and
the Manager calculate Management Fees for the commercial properties according to Gross Floor 
Area (GF A), which
allows HKR to underpay its due share of Management Expenses.
Lands Department and the District Councillor of Discovery Bay are well aware of these unresol 
ved disputes.
No recourse can be taken by small owners through the City Owners5 Committee (COC), recogni 
sed as the
owners' committee under the Building Management Ordinance (Cap. 344), as HKR controls the 
majority of undivided

file:/A\pld-egis2\Online_Comment\l 61206-170247-01929_Comment__Y_I-DB_2.htmJ 07/12/2016 I



PEM S C om m en t Submission

shares in the lot and is able to cast its shares at any time to control the ouicome of my vote. For t 
he same reason,
the owners of Discovery Bay are unable to form an Owners' Corporation as HKR can always bl
ock any resolution to
incorporate.
Further development of Discovery- Bay should be deferred until the unfair treatrrcnt of the small 
owners has been
addressed. Any new development will only subject more owners !〇 the unfair charguig of M；ma 
gement Expenses by HKR and their wholly owned suhsidiar\. DBNiSL
On above grounds I ask the TPB to reject the applications until government dcpannier.ts can sho 
w that HKR agrees
to abide in full to the tenns of the Nt-w C m ant anil the l)MC 
On above grounds I object to the ;ipplK；ition.
Thomas Gebauer
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參

就規剡甲請虚核提出S M  Cc
| 參 考 編 號  一

Rcforcuco Number:

提 交 限 期

D ead lin e  fo r subm ission:

提交日期及時間
D a ie  and  tim e of subm ission:

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

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

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

, ；i .Pi-.ih.-nag A | ip !icsr ；cn /

16] 208-154617-64170

09/12/2016

08/12/2016 15:46:17

7I-DB//

先生 Mr. Thomas Gebauer

Discovery Bay applications(M-DB/^/and Y/I-DB/3

I draw the attention of the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the fact that
the applicant, HongKong Resort Company Ltd. uses in their submission ^Development Schedul 
e 4‘
the : <cSite Area55 the term GFA = Gross Floor Area while in the DMC with thousands of co-own 
ers of
Discovery Bay the term GBA is used when sharing of expenses in Discovery Bay is prescribed. 
The applications cannot be approved until this large difference has been adiessed.
The entire lot of Discovery Bay, including the areas covered by the applications Y/I-DB/2 and 
Y/I-DB/3, is held under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Many of the other owners of the lot 
have grave concerns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack thereof) by Hong Kong Resort Co 
mpany Limited (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery B.ay Services Management Limited (DBSM 
L), awholly-ownedsubsidiaiyofHKR.
HKR is bound by the DMC and is not the sole owner of the land; it is a co-owner of the land tog 
ether with thousands of other owners, who are legal stake-holders as owners of undivided shares 
in the lot
There are on_going, unresolved disputes between HKR and the other owners on a number of iss 
ues, in particular irregularities in the calculation of Management Expenses. HKR is the owner/o 
perator of all the commercial properties in Discovery Bay and, with the assistance of its directly 
controlled subsidiary DBSML， is not paying Management Fees on the commercial properties in 
accordance with the clear language of tiie DMC.
The DMC requires that Management Expenses must be shared according to GBA, as defined in 
the DMC. HKR and the Manager calculate Management Fees for the commercial properties acc 
ording to Gross Floor Area (GFA), which allows HKR to underpay its due share of Management 
Expenses.

Departmem and the District Councillor of Discovery Bay are well aware of these unresol 
vcd deputes.
S o  rturarsc can be taken by small owners through the City Owners' Committee (COC), recogni 
sed the owrcts* 1 cx/mmittee under the Building Management Ordinance (Cap. 344), as HKR 
omri/is me majority of undivided shai'es in the lot and is able to cast its shares at any time to con 

1 the outcome of any vote. For the same reason, the owners of Discovery Bay are unable to fo

■nl' 1 61^08-1  ^.461 7 64  1 70 V  " h im l A f v n n m A



PEMS Com m ent Submission H  2 i  2

rm an Owners1 Corporation as HKR can always block any resolution to incoiporate.
Funher development of Discovery Bay should be defeixed until the unfair treatment of the small 
owners has been addressed. Any new development will only subject more owners to the unfair c 
hargmg of Management Expenses by HKR and their wholly owned subsidiary, DBMSL 
On above grounds I ask the TPB to reject the applications until government departments can sho 
w that HKR agrees to abide in full to the tenns of the New Grant and the DN4C.

On above grounds I object to the application.
Thomas Gebauer



Hlizabclh Rawson 〇
0 8曰丨2月2016年星⑴泗 _ 1  524 0
tpbixl@ pland.gov.hk

O B JECTIO N  TO A PPL IC A TIO N  NO. Y /I-DB/2 SECTIO N  I2A , AREA 6F, LOT 385 RP & E X T (P A R T ) IN DD 352 DISCO V ERY  BAY

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

1 refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental *
comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant 
(PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City

G 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. 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.

1. 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.

1. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be flilly respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a 
substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost of 
the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. For one example the required 
road networks and related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property 
owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

1. 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.

1. 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.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:____ELIZABETH RAW SON___________________—_______
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規K 申請 /覆该提出意見 M 'k卜 ，c n 以 ppUcs人'u / ^
參咢編號

Reference Number: 161206-172701-76489

提交限期

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission： 06/12/2016 17:27:01

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  先 生 Mr. Yau Wing
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
From the presented perspectives and photo montage, the impact of the new development to the s 
urrounding area is minimal, if not none. The development can bring more residential units to Ho 
ng Kon  ̂people and it is desirable. I support the development definitely.

©

■L r r ^ F i F r  …二
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5242
K 規劃申謂 /覆核提出* 見 Ccmn 
參考編號

F êfcrence Numbei*:

提交限期

Deadline for submission;

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申謂編號

rI'lie 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:

A;：r； { , 

161206-18C653-00891

09/12/2016

06/12/2016 18:06:53

Y /I-DB/2

小姐  Miss Amanda CHAN

I'd like to show my objection about Discovery Bay 6F district project, the construction work in 6 
F district would affect the existing residents of surrounding buildings like Woodland court area, 
Coral court & Crystal court and Parvale drive.......

Noise pollution, air pollution would appear because of the construction work in 6F district. Asc 
urrent residents living in Dbay around 17 years, I don't want any noise and air pollution om 
district project.

My OBJECTION to Discovery Bay 6F district project is CLEAR and STRONG.

Thanks a lot! ___________________ —------—
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Cor.xa*.eut ox). yiskixa'-.Tig Applkauoi / Revje>v
參考缉號

i Reference Number； 161206-195512-86290

I>e3dUae for submissioTi： 09/12/2016

! 数 3 期及時藺 
| Date aad time of submission:

i 翅 § ?^申 請 織

| T h e  application no. to whidbi the  comment relates:
i
| r 黯 秘 名 稱

； N am e o f person maMng this comment:

06/12/2016 19:55:12 

Y/I-DB/2

先牛Mr. Lau

Details o f the  C om m ent:

116卜直已規劃為居住3 途 ，證明土地適宜建屋。規劃中的地稹比亦很低，基建及@g套足 
| 咚容吳新増的入a ，可善用土地資源，臟香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋

Se^Abld.egis2NOrifioe C〇Mnwnf\l5l206-195552-S6290 Comm«rt^Y_I-D0_2.html 07/12/2016
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就 規 M 申請/歷核提出意見  C o n in 〕 en 卜 c』) A p 丨:山 ' :sr:Gr，/ .+

辜，編號.v  , 161206-195525-30372Reference Number;

提交限期

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 19:55:25

有關的規剴申請編號  Y/I-De/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人 j 姓名 /名稱  先生 Mr. Huub van Roosmal
Name of person making this comment: en

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:
Ajrea 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
we strongly object against building 476 additional apartments on this precious green pan of disc 
overy bay. We have a fabulous green view from our apartment in Coral court and we just don't 
want to have that spoilt by new apartment towers in our backyard, we strongly object aga^is： ha 
ving all that extra traffic in future, polluting the air. It is for the fresh air and green view's wfav w 
e moved to Discovery bay!!



5245
甲 課 孩 提 出 意 見  〇r ‘ /  g .ev;y.v

參考编玆

R eference N u m b er: 161206-201021-S6090

歡 麵

Deadim e fo r  subm ission: 09/12/2016

数 曰 期 及 時 間

D ate and tim e  o f submission.: 06/1272016 20:10:21

有 腿 的 _申 請 编 號

T h e  app lication  no. to w hich  th e  com m ent re la tes: Yyi-DB/2

「提 意 見 人 j 姓名，名稱  

N am e of p e rs o n  m aking this com m ent:

D etails o f  th e  C o m m en t:

小组  Miss M ay

新 計 舰 翅 開 辦 獨 立 的 巴 士 _ ，令 便 腿 。■ 展 ■ 造 更 多 就 雜 會  

為 市 民 及 社 會 棘 好 處 及 經 。 - -  _____________________



524&
就規劃申請/薇核提出意見 P丨:a ，.山 & Appi;:*d〇:iW x t G  '：

參考編號 161206-201509-89865 1
Reference Number:

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

提交日期及時間 06/12/2016 20:15:09
Date and time of submission:

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

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生Mr. Ku
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

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 

樂設施 *新發展會美化環境及引入新的休憩設施。



5247
|敗規劃申請/覆该提出意見Making C g丨丨vmeiU Fiaardog A.ppt.ica

1參考編號 
j Refereuce Number:

161206-222335-14903

丨丨提文限期
j Deadline for submission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

06/12/2016 22:23:35

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

Y/I-DB/2

「提意_ ! A j 姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Kwan

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

[The plan optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in H K  and provides more ho 
fusing choices.
|The area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff headquarters whic 
p  are no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low that the infrastructure and facilities w  
fell be sufficient to accommodate the extra population.

■ ^/-u.1. , .  r - ^ ^ , « t \ ) / ；i?^ .97?->^S.140fn  f ：mnmfnt Y l-DB 3 hlml_ _ 〇 7/)2/1'
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就規 ffi申請/運核提出意見M Si如 g C :.r,•，听 M % App/ ；v ：

參考編號

Reference Num ber: 161207-09291S-34355

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請编號

The application no. to which the comment relates：

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

09/12/2016

07/12^016 09:29:18

YA-DB/2

小姐 Miss Lisa Lee

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

For further development of Discovery Bay, I support keep on building more housing units so tiiaj 
t more people can invest and live here._________*______________________________________ ；

0

IUc:/A\pkl egiR2\〇nhne <.'onu*n̂ v(i > ' ' ' _ ■ __

- . … — — i M w i n w f f
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就 規 W 申請 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 Ce.wucut C_,1 I'lM 

參 考 編 號
Uelcrcnce Number:

tnvu；* A »» :> 1

161207-103736-94779

提 交 限 期
Deiulline for submission: 09/12/2016

提 交 日 期 及 時 間
Date and time of submission: 07/12/2016 10:37:36

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

「提 意 見 人 」 姓 名 /名稱  

Name of person making this comment:
女士  Ms. Yvonne N g

意 見 詳 情

Details of the Com m ent:

I support the proposal for the new development in Discovery Bay (DB) as it not only w ill enhan 
ce the living condition in DB, but also creates more job opportunities which w ill bring in many s 
ocial and economic benefits to the society.. With the increasing demand of housing in Hong Kon 
B, residential development in Discovery Bay surely will provide more choices for the Hong Kon 
g people. The increasing population in the area also can support more shops and restaurants and 
giving momentum for (he community.



魷規劃申請/ n 核提出意見M  *■kJ 11 co 'n Kl W Plrmning AmMXic Rev;u， \

參考as號
Reference Number:

161207-103301-80977 \

提交限期
Deadliiie for submission：

09/12/2016 1

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

07/12/2016 10:33:01

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

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

先生 Mr. Frank丨in Ip

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I support the proposal for the new development in Discovery Bay (DB) as it 
ce the living condition in DB, but also creates more job
ocial and eS)nomic benefits to the society.. With the mcreasmg dOT^ d.0J rh；X ? h e  Hong 
g, residential development in Discovery Bay surely will provide more cJ01̂ es 
g people. Hie increasing population in the area also can support more shops and restaurants and
leivine momentum for the community. -------------- --------------------------------- - -J

■ ’ ■ 雷  i n 離 r w p f U
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载規® 申設/叛 核 後 出 意 見 CcjTi/r^.tha h . v 邱 

釣 鑷 號   ̂ ^
Relerexice Number: 161207-102633-49226

槪 顏
Deadline for subnussioiiL： 09/12/2016

^ 日期及時間
Date and cixue of submission:

07/12/2016 10:26:33

有關的規« 申說编號 Y/l-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

厂提意見人」姓名，名稱 
Name of person xoaking diis comment:

女士 Ms. Jennifer Ng

意 雖 情
Details of che Cotmnent:

I suppon the proposal for the new development in Discovery Bay (DB) as it not only will enhan 
ce lie living condition in DB, but also creates more job opportunities which-will bring in many s 
odal and economic benefits to the society.. With the increasing demand of housing in Hong Kon 
g, reademial development in Discovery Bay surely will provide more choices for the Hong Kon 
g people. The increasing populanon in the area also can support more shops and restaurants and 
giving momentum for the community.____________________________________________

⑩
me^A\pld^gis2\〇 j^ac^C〇OTmc«l''16!207-102633-49226 Coimuent Y 1-D13 2.hlinl 07/12/2016



5252

冗規的宇說/S核提出意見 M u .'"。 〇r. Fisr丄hg’A#iieatiGu / Riv’tw

參考缢號
Reference Nujnbe**:

161207-132150-18948

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

07/12/2016 13:21:50

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

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」■ 名 稱  

Name of person making this comment:
小组 Miss Ivy Wong

意 雖 情
Details of the Comment:

_ 面王通資源，減輕香港土地不足砑問i ，运i 不同類型的房屋達舊

file:/A\pld-egis2\OnHnc_Cotnmcnt\l61207-132150't^CoauacAi； V  1-OB ̂ .html 07/12/2016
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提父卿丨  WI2/2CI6
l>trul!in< fur subffiistion.

拢 交 _ 及 _  07/1W 0.6 I .V-3V25
Date nn̂ l time of Muhiniifsion.

有關的規劃中辅罐猇   ̂ y /l,DB/2
The applIciUion no. to which the conimeni rtlates. "

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 小姐Miss Wong
Nttine of persun making this comm<n(:

意見Sf情
Details of the Comment:

|肋拽肢禽釗迪更多就莱t幾t .為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益

歉规劃申出*見 

參
J<cfer«rice Number :

d / A \ ” l<4



525A
中績環汽？T1;:霓， 「 ’• u  ̂Apv'V̂ fct'̂ iv / R*.v»«w

♦ ，鏞K
Kffrrrncc Number. I6l207-I34t49-04R61

» 文》期
D^idlinc for «ubmkt*oti 09/，2/201$

提交曰期及_
Dsfc 蠢11/1 "me of votivnisttoflT 07/12/2016 13:41:49

有W的規R 中0MBK Y/l-DB/2The application no. to which th« cotument relate

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

夫人Mn. Chu

意 辦 情  
Details of the Coihe Comment: 

，欠缺进聚投灰 :I• 獅  ± a ： 新初r 酋辦⑵块及引人新的休想設16



__________ ___________________________ __________ 5255
就規劃申請/S该提出意見 C.onuntLU on Haantng A.卯 li.caticm / Review

161207-135537-08741Reference Nujnber:

Deadlire foi*subnussion： 09/12/2016

l . . 07/12/2016 13:55:37
D ate  and time o f submission:

有關的規劃申讀編號 y/IDB/2
The application no. to >vhich the comment relates:

「提意M A 」姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. Ronald
Nam« of person jnakiiig (his comment:

意見詳请
Details of (he Comment:

•現時上址欠缺遊樂設施|新發展會美化環境及引人新的休趙股施 

•設計《則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離•祺敗不會受阻

a



•‘ m  . . . H i —i M E m ，赛 ■ 龙 以 蒙 p

5256
就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 MsVJng Cornrnerit: 〇_:，l?】sn_n;丨ig AppUcstiCMt. / Review 
參考編號
Reference Number: 161207-184442-98045

提交限期

Deadline for submission; 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date aad time of submission: 07/12/2016 18:44:42

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

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 女士 Ms. Sophia Uu^Ducten
Name of person making this comment: g

意見《情

D ru ili  of the C om m ent:
The Proposed Sewage treatment plant in area 6f which is behind Park\ralc will discharge into tfad 
»lrc»iiy rather polluted marine waters which will^ffcct restaurants in the vicinity, beach goers, 7 1 

and alt water sport activities.
The existing road m the WckkIs area is very narrow and will disturb all residents and hikers dun | 
ng coewtruttion periods. 1
I'hae  1* no atiditiunal space for bulldozers, trucks for loading and unloading. Morto^'er, lias «  a]

■ private rowi ot Ihc rcsulcnta of the Woods : Woodbury, Woodgrecn and WoodlaDd. ^  e aeed ^
! »p*c< for ciTicrgcnuc* fire cnnincs, ambulances, in addition to the village buses, htrecarSs
1 v
I p je  pvopnMKl cutting down o f l  18 mature trees in Area 6f is a disaster ecologsc«C>.

llic  prop*，》 cil 2 tower, *rc too mawivc in terms of height and closeness which rw es » e办
L.-t to the CAisMng rural natural setting.
I iuoogly object 10 the submission of the development of 6f and it |
vhouM be withdrawn j



5257

就規祕申誤f/孩孩 提 出 意 見 以 加 如 乂 ， 

參 考 通

Reference Ntonbcr:

敬 顯

Deadline for submission:

敬 曰 期 及 時 間

Date and time of submission:

有 關 申 議 編 號 .
The application no. to which the comment relates:

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

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

i Piâ uiT.̂  ApplicAC；〇ii /

161207-202347^283i

09/12/2016

07/12/2016 20:23:47

Y/I-DB/2

r. Tat

The area is suitable for residential building as it lias beea desigaated for staff headquarters whic 
fci are no longer required The planned plot ratio is still low that the infrastructure and fecilities w  
01 be sufficient to accoromodate tiie extra population. .

lanon of land use has given due consideraiion to various aspects, suich as infrastru 
I, traffic and c^paoty of the community. The design is sensitive to the adjacent devel 
natural setting. It has given due regard for the mouatain backdrop and the relationsh

ip wiih the existing residents.
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SK規劃申請核提出意見 MW.rvg Cwmieni on PVtir»tVmg ApptK丨?r, /
參考ffl躭
Reference Number: 161207-210533-U873 I

提交限期
Deadline for submission: 09/12^016

提交日期及時間
Date and tune of submission: 07/12^016 21:05:33

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

Y/I-DB/2

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

先生 Mr. Kelvin Pan

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

本人支持在愉景湾第6f®丈量約份第352约地段第385號餘段及增批部分增加建造新的住 
宅 •原因：1香港住宅潘求大，應盡S 利用現有的土地提供更多住宅，滿足居住裔要• 2 
許 多 反 對 康 因 并 解 決 ，應務實針對問題所在，稹極面對和解決，以便建造更多房 
屋滿足市場箱求，耐 卜 •律 賭 • 3保護環境非常重要，但聽美麗的環麟更多人享 

用 ，耐肖變成小部分人專享• 4发展项目除提供居住^卜也会带来更多的绿化环獅设施予 

居民使用，提高居民生活质素，

癲
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f>£規劃申諝/S核提出意見 C o _ 、eî  o:r.P卜ui.ii丨丨丨pVppl丨catbiW

參考編號
Reference Number; 161208-010556-28357

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

提交曰期及時間

Date and time of submission: 08/12/2016 01:05:56

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

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱 M  K  K： AV
Name of person making this comment: ’ 〇ng

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:

pt is to the interest of the public to have the new development commenced as soon as possible.

o
S ic : / ^ ^ p ld c p 0 2 ^ r J t f ) €  0556-2^337 Commenf Y J-DH 2.html 08/12/2016
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毅 規 申 說 /范 咳 提 出 意 見 M邮 巧 亡 CAweot Gi〕 丨: 丨ics的 a / fcY;ev.， i
参 考 铤 號

Reference Number: 161208^092334^3251 |

提 交 限 期  . 
Deadline for submission:

1

W i i m i l

酿 日 掳 友 時 間

Date and time of submission: G 8/m 〇16 0 9 ^5 4

^ ■ 關 的 規 劃 申 請 编 號

The application ho. to which the comment relates: m -m /2

^提 意 見 人 j 绝 s /夸 辑  

Name of person miaklng tins comment:
夫 人  Mr§. Angela 色

魅 詳 情

Details of the Comment:
Obj ecnoh for building an 6n-sewage tre^tme^t plant in iffea 6f wi&out solving the problm 6? th 
e effluent as which will affect the Discovery Bay rs environment Please make sore rht eSueht i
s the crystal clear water otherwise you have to 
ban thK prnfv>̂ fli ThanV̂

file:/A\pld-egis2\Online Con\mcnt\161：〇S-〇°"'?-i-4 ' ；' ： Coav.-Ka'. V V-.. .
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見M欢 Lng Com riieov cn l'J：« :〇ib»g AppU〇'- / Revle'^
參考溢號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

161208-130413-13818

09/12 /2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

08 /12 /2016  13:04:13

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

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

先生 Mr. Sit Christopher

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

新發展用地應該考慮更多可持嬪發展的方向，而且要保留原有山脊線景觀。我關注新發 

展用地能融人周邊的環境
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就規割申請 /覆核提出意見M<ikj.ng C cw丨】eni: cn Pliuvnj/ig Ap〗:•丨丨cWori / B.evie>v
參考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

161208-133346-63755

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 08/12/2016 13:33:46

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

「提;t 見 人 小 姐 麻 Liu 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
引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，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善，業主可 
減省维修保餐及相關開支。


