
'致 城 貝 會 秘 窖 ：

爯 人 送 遞 或 郵 遞 ：香港北角渣華道 33 3號 北 角 政 府 合 署 15樓 

傳 真 ：2 S7*7 〇245 或 乃 22 8426 

電 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.lik

To: Secretary, T o w n  Planning Board

By hand or post: 15/FS Nortli Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 
By Fax: 2S77 0245 or 2522 8426 
By e-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

有關的規劃申請編號  T h e  application no. to w h i c h  the c o m m e丨it relates VI  i - D ^
意 見 詳 情 （如 有 需 要 ，請另頁說明）

Details of the C o m m e n t  (use separate sheet if necessary)

X 孓 ( V .________________

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 / 名稱 (\Name o f person/company making this comment 

簽署  Signature 1\ . 曰期 Date

/Ma k m  YJyy\
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mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


致拔rf瑞fil委舁洽秘再： 5299
專人送遞或郵遞：杏港北角渣華道 3 33號 北 角 政 府 合 署 1 5楼 

傳 离 ：2S77 0245 或 2522 S426 

電 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

To: Secretary, T o w n  Planning Board

By hand or post: 15/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, Worth Point, H on g Kong 

By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 

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

有關的規劃申請編號 The application no- to which the comment relates y / i - p ^ / 2

意見詳情（如有需要，請另頁說明）

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

「提思見人」姓 名 / 名稱  Nan^ofperscm/company making this comment Cj^vTV \̂

簽署Signature __________ y f j 一 _______________________日期 D a t e  ^
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5300致统市規刹姿貝B 秘 筲 ：

專 入 送 遞 或 郵 遞 ：香 港 北 角 渣 華 道 3 3 3號 北 角 政 府 合 署 15樓 

傳 真 ：2S77 02‘彳5 或  2522 8426 

電 郵 ：tpbpd@p]and.gov.hk

To: Secretary, Tow n  Planning Board 

B y  hand or post: 15/F? North Point Government Offices, 333 Java R o ad 5 North Point, Hong K o n g  

B y  Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 

B y  e-mail; tpbpd@pIand.gov.hk

有關的規劃申請編號 T h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  】】〇• to w h i c h  ( h e  c o m m e n t  relates - 於 卜 -

意 見 詳 情 （如 有 需 要 ，請另頁說明）

D e t a i l s  o f  t h e  C o m m e n t  (u s e  separate sheet  if n e c e s s a r y )

广提意見人 j姓名 / 名稱 Na^ie of person/company making this comment CJa/Q'^D

簽署 Signature ________________ ________________________ .____________  日期 Date 笑—

- 2  -
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n q -n ；

致 城 市 委 R 贫 防 洩 ： 5 301

專人送遞或邨遞：苍港北角渣華道3幻號北角政府合署 15樓 

傳 真 ：2S77 0245 或 2522 8426 

電 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

To: Secret:nr\r, Town )?];uiniTig Board

B y  h a n d  or post; 15/F, North Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices, 3 33  Java Road, North Poijit, H o n g  K o n g  

B y  Fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  or 2 5 2 2  S 426  

Bye-mail: tpbpd@p]and.gov.hk

有 關 申 號  T h e  application uo. to w h i c h  the c o r a n m U .  reiates Y 1

意見詳情（如有需要 *請另頁說明）

Details of t h e  C o m m e n t  (use separate sheet if necessary)

_______ Vne. Sumxit^lnAj. C\T€a ^ C 〇̂ £Q(\

u j r f i  M  hew I f  ccivp ^  r r j l f i^ x

「提 意 見 人  j姓 名 / 名稱  Name of pqrson/company making this comment 

簽 署  Signature __________________ ^ 日 期  Date

- 2 -
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傳 真 ：2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  或  2 5 2 2  S42 6  

電 郵 ：tpbpd@pla n d . g o v . h k

To: S e c r etary，T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d

B y  h a n d  or post: 15/F, North Point G o v e r n m e n t  O ffices, 333 Java R o a d ,  NorthPoint, H o n g  K o n g  

B y  Fax: 2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5  or 2 5 2 2  8426 

B y  e-m ail: t p b p d @ p l a n d . g o v . h k

甸關的規劃申請編號 T h e  application no. to w h i c h  the c o m m e n t  relates -  之

意 見 詳 情 c 如 有 需 要 ，請另頁說明）

D e l a i L  parate s h e e t  if necessary)

「提意見人」姓名/ 名稱 N a m e  of p e r s o n / c o m p a n y  rnakins this c o m m e n t  . l e e  \\A〇i2.

簽署 Signature

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


5 30 3
獅 .卜? 貝 角 鑛 : (t.

決 诚 或 郵 遞 ：擁 北 触 泰 逍 333號 北 角 政 府 合 备 丨 5
僧 真 ：2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5  或  2 5 2 2  S 4 2 6  

; rpbpd@ p la nd .g ov.hk

Xo： S c c rc i^ ry y To^'-n P lann ing  BoJjrd

By h a n d  o r post: 15/F, N o iih  P o in t G o ve rn m e n t O ffice s , 333 Java R oad, N o rth  P o in t, ) - Io n g K o n g  

Bv F a x : 2S77 0245 o r 2522 S426 

Bv e -m a il:  tpb pd @ p la n d .g o v .h k

有關的規割申請編號 T h e  application no. to w.jbich the cc’m m e n t  relates ^/ / 1  ~ ^

意見詳情（如有需要，請另頁說明）

Details o f the Comment (use separate sheet i f  necessary)

制达免兔 u ___________ ________ _________________________

「提S 見 人  J姓名 / 名稱  Name of person/company making this comment •
簽署 Signature 日期  D.ate 化 ‘诚

• 2>

mailto:rpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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The Secretariat

Towm Planning  Board 5 304
15/F, Norl.h Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, N orth Point

(V ia em ail: tnbnd@ r)Iand.t>(w .hk or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (ICH K R ,,)> Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

now  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. 

Area 6f forms part of either the 41City C o m m o n  Areas15 or the "City Retained 

Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  

every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass and 

repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper 

use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). 

The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of 

the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co- 

owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

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

residents and properly owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not 

been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

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

iof2
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unci appiovai of 'i w o u l d  a n  undesirable prccedeni; case Prou*. envlronn-eata! 

perspective and against the iriierest of all properly o w n e r s  o f  the disrrici.

4. The original stipulated l)B popuUtiion o「25，G00 sh.ould be fully respected as ihc; 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase iri 

population by the submission, and all D B  property owners would have w  suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the siin-ounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consuJt and liaise 

with all propeity owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure oui of this development. Its disruption during construction, to other 

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

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. T h e  

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 A n n e x  

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. T he two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w o u l d  pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate sunounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  for

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Q

Signature: .Date: ^ 2 〇  f  A

Address:



5305致 痴 转 :趨 溪 A 台 秘 咨 ：

錄 人 送 遞 或 郵 遞 ：香港北角渣華道 333號 政 府 合 署 丨 5 樓 

傳 真 ：2S77 0245 或  2522 8426 

靈 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

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

By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 
By e-mail: tpbpd@p]and.gov.hk

有 關 的 規 割 申 請 _號  The applicaitiom no. to which the comment relates

意 見 詳 情 （如 有 需 要 ，請另頁說明）

Details of tbe Comment (use separate sheet if  necessary)

「提意見人」姓名 / 名稱 

簽署  S i g n a t u r e
laine-ofperson/company making this comment 

K f ) _____________________  曰期 Date

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


5 3 0 6致 城 泣 诌 秘 杏 ：

荨人送遞戎郵敢：香港北角渣華道说號北角政府合署1 5樓 

傳总：2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5  成 2 5 2 2  S 4 2 6  

電郵：ipbpd@pla丨itl.gov.lik

I'o: Sceretnry，rr〇、n 、Plaruling Boa ml

By hand or post: ! 5/F， North Poim Government Offices， 333 Java Road, North Point Hon。 Kong
By Fax; 2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5  or 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  ： =

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

applicatfon no. t〇、vhich the corm nen( reitites y ~  i - p g >

意見詳情（如有需要，請另頁說明）

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

J L _ U > K ^  U y t K ^ V K ,

〇 )a 〇\_ _ V_ _ _ \ p n ( \ P  \jy^n w ^  fl〇t9(rp •________ ___

厂提意見人 J 姓名  ̂ ^ 稱  N a i ]Je  o f  P e r s o n / c o m p a n y  m a k i n g  this c ⑽  [CV"'

簽署 S i g n a t u r e  ___________________  日期 D a t e  J  七 一 爪  一

mailto:cpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board 5 3 0 7

.15/F, North Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, Noith Point

(Via email: lnbpd@plaiid.gov.hk or fax; 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext CPart^ 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 (“H K R ’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 Lol. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. H1CR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

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

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the 4,City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in tlie P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  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-own.crs of the Lot prior to this unilateral application, The property rights of 

the existing co-owners, i.e, all property owners of tho 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 Lol and a fundamental 

deviation to the land U6e of the original approved Master Plans or the approved 

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

mailto:lnbpd@plaiid.gov.hk
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environmemal pcrspeaive and agoiiul; rhe interest o f all propeny ov/ncrE of the 

disi'ri.ct.

4 . The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected es the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could noi afford such substantial increase in. 

population by the submission, and all D B  propeny owners would have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development^ e.g. all required road nerwork and related utilities impro v e m e m  

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

with all property owners heivig affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construclioTi to other 

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

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. ^rhe 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 suiTounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

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

\.\
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T h e  Secretannl

T o w n  H a n n i n e  H o a r d  5 3 0 8

15/F, N o r t h  Poinl G o v e r n m e n t  Ofllces 

3 3 3  Ja v a  R o a d ,  N o r t h  Point

(Via email: ( n b n d @ n l « n d . e o v . h k  or fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

D e a r  Sir,

Sect i o n  1 2 A A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  Y / I - D B / 2  

A r e a  6f. L o t  3 8 5  R P  &  E x t  ( P a r O  in P . D .  352. D i s c o v e r y  B a y

O b j e c t i o n  to the S u b m i s s i o n  b y  the A n p H c a n t  o n  2 7 . 10.2016

I refer to the R e s p o n s e  to C o m m e n t s  s u bmitted  b y  the consultant o f  H o n g  K o n g  

Resort (*4H K R ,,)> M a s t e r p l a n  Limited, to address the departmental c o m m e n t s  

regarding the captioned application o n  27.10,2016.

K i n d l y  please note that I strongly object to the s u b m i s s i o n  regarding the 

p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  the Lot. M y  m a i n  reasons o f  objection o n  this particular 

s u b m i s s i o n  are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land o w n e r  o f  A r e a  6f  is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held u n d e r  the Principal D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( " P D M C ' )  d a t e d

20.9.1982. A r e a  6f  f o m i s  part o f  either the tsCity C o m m o n  Areas** or the "City 

R e tained  A r e a s "  as defined in the P D M C .  P u r s u a n t  to C l a u s e  7 u n d e r  Section I o f  

the P D M C ,  e v e r y  O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right a n d  liberty to g o  

pass a n d  repass over a n d  along a n d  u s e  A r e a  6f for all p u rposes  c o n n e c t e d  wi t h  

the proper  u s e  a n d  e n j o y m e n t  of  the s a m e  subject lo the City Rules (as defined in 

the P D M C ) .  T h e  applicant has failed to consult or seek  proper c o n sent  f r o m  the 

c o - o w n e r s  o f  the L ot  prior to this unilatera】 application. T h e  property rights o f  

the existing co-owners, i.e. all property o w n e r s  o f  the Lot, should b e  considered, 

secured and respected.

2. T h e  disruption, pollution and nui s a n c e  c a u s e d  b y  the construction to the 

i m m e d i a t e  residents a n d  property o w n e r s  ne a r b y  are substantia), a n d  the 

subm i s s i o n  h a s  not b e e n  addressed.

3. T h e r e  is m a j o r  chajige to the d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n cept  o f  the Lot a n d  a  f u n d a m e n t a l  

deviation to the land u s e  of  the original a p p r o v e d  M a s t e r  Plans or the a p p r o v e d  

Outline Z o n i n g  Plan in the application, i.e, f r o m  staff quarters into residential
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area, a n d  iipprova! o f  ii w o u l d  be, an undesirable precedent ca.se r'rcrn 

o ^ v i v o m  aciusl pevspeutivc； a n d  against the interest of f.ll propeity o w n e r s  of the 

disidcr..

4. T h e  original stipulated D D  populaiion of 2 5 , 0 0 0  should b e  fully respected as ihe 

underlying imrastruclure capacity could n o t  afford s u c h  substantial increase in 

population b y  the submission, a n d  all D D  property ov/ners would, h a v e  io sul'ler 

a n d  p a y  for the cost out of  this s u b m i s s i o n  in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to p r ovide  adequate su p p l y  or support lo the proposed 

d e v e l o p m e n t ,  e.g. all required road n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out of  this subrniasion etc. T h e  p r oponent  should consult and liaise 

with all property o w n e r s  b e i n g  affected and undertake the cost and e x pense  of  all '

infrastructure out o f  this de v e l o p m e n t .  Its disruption during construction to other
l

properly o w n e r s  in the vicinity should be  properly mitigated and addressed in the

submission. ' j

5. T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  11 8  nos. m a t u r e  trees in A r e a  6f is an ecological disaster ： |

a n d  p o s e s  a substantial environmental impa c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  natural setting. - ::

T h e  proposal is unacceptable a n d  the p r o p o s e d  tree preservation plan or the tree i

c o m p e n s a t o r y  proposal are unsatisfactory. 1
;l

6. Tlie revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as indicated in the Revised C o n c e p t  Plan of  A n n e x  l
t *.

A  is still -unsatisfactory in t e r m  of its pr o p o s e d  height, m a s s i n g  a n d  disposition in !

tliis revision. T h e  t w o  t o w e r s  are still sitting too close to each other w h i c h  m a y
i丨

create a  wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w o u l d  pose an 

undesirable visual i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the applicant ts able to provide detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  ; ”
• ! ! 
for farther r e v i e w  and c o m m e n t ,  the application for A r e a  10b should be withdrawn. ;

2ofl.



T h e  Sea-eiuriai

'low!) Planning Board 5 3 0 3

15/F, N 011I1 Point Government Offices

33 3  Java Road, North Poini ^
( V i a  e m a i i： t p b r > d @ » l a n ( U〇v_iik or fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

.Dear Sir,

Section 12A Anpiication No. Y/l-DB/2 

Area 6 L  Lot 385 R P  &  Ext ("ParO in D.D. 352. Discovery B a y

Objection to the Submiaaion by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong KLong 

Resort (t'HKR,,)> Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding tlie captioned application on 27,10.2016.

Kindly please note tliat -I strongly object to the submission regarding the 

proposed development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this pai-ticular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. I1KR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

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

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City 

Retained 八reas1' as defined inthe PDMC. Piirsuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

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

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

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

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

co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. Tlie property rights of 

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

secured and respected.

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

immediale residents and property owners nearby arc substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline Zoning Plon in the application, i.e. from staif quavt&rs into residential

lofX



H\ 15： 0 ? S L *1 ；i i cj 】n •，L 二 l:

a c a , :'md :ij-'p!.o.、，al c.f i i  ‘.:.，以 !1d bt £:n L'rc:c.si:T‘b!‘... crt.de! 

eivh-o.imental ptrsped^e and ng?.insL ulu in id s t  〇 ra!i p a p 。 ,';/ 

disii'ici:.

CiS-

The onojp.ai 9tipul2 icd D B  population, of 25.CC0 should be fuily i-csp̂ cicd v：s i.ns 

undeilying infresiructure ccip?city could noi a.fford su;h subsiantial incrcasf, u\ 

population by ihe subrnission, and all D B  propei'ty owners would havt i〇 suficr

and p a y  for the g o M  out 〇「Ihis s u b m i s s i c m  in u.pgrtidiiig the s u n - o u n d i n g

'mfrastructure so as to provide adequate supply cr support to the proposed

d e v e l o p m e n t ,  e.g. all required road n e m ^ r l c  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n '：

with  all property o w n e r s  b e i n g  affected a n d  u n d e r t a k e  the cost and e x p & n s e  ot aii 

infrastructure out o f  this d e v e l o p m e n t .  I ts disruption during construction to other 

. property o w n e r s  in the vicinity should b e  properly mitigiUcd and ad d r e s s e d  in the

submission.

5, T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  1 1 8  nos. m a t u r e  trees in A r e a  6f is a n  ecological disaster,

a n d  p o s e s  a substantial env i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  natural setting. 

T h e  p r o posal  is unacceptable a n d  the p r o p o s e d  tree preservation p l a n  or the tree 

c o m p e n s a t o r y  proposal are unsatisfactory. ‘

6. T h e  revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as indicated in t h e  R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  P l a n  o f  A n n e x  

A  is still unsatisfactory in t e r m  o f  its p r o p o s e d  height, m a s s i n g  o n d  disposition in 

this revision, T h e  t w o  t o w e r s  are still sitting too close to e a c h  other w h i c h  m a y  

create a wall-effect to tho existing rural natural setting, and w o u l d  p o s e  a n  

undesirable visual i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  

for further r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  the application for A r e a  1 O b  s hould  b e  w i t h d r a w n

w o r k s  arised out o f  this s u b m i s s i o n  etc, T h e  p r o p o n e n t  should consult a n d  liaise

Signature :________________________________________________

N a m e  o f  D i s c o v e r y  B a y j 0 w n & ' r 7  Resident; ^  I i-^\ L  [i\/p q ̂
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The Secretarial 

T o w n  Planning Board 

! Noril-c Poini G o v e r n m e n t  O u i c e s  

3 3 3  Java R o a d ,  North J^oint

(Vut email: tphiul ^ p h n i d ^ o v . h k  or fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  84 2 6 )

D e a r  Sirs,

a

o

Scctiou 1 2 A  Application No. Y/l-DB/2 

A r e a  6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y

Oujeciioii to the Suurnission by ilie Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the R e s p o n s e  io C o m m e n t s  submiited b y  the consuiiant o f  H o n g  K o n g  

Resort (UH K R ,,)J Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental c o m m e n t s  

regarding the captioned application o n  27.10.2016.

Kind l y  please note that I strongly object to the subm i s s i o n  regarding the
n 〇>•»-»+ /-vr +1̂ cs T 广vf "K4"， r n -»-so r»n t 〇■»*V \JX tUV JOWL. XViJ li.JLO.AXi AV/CI.〇Wll̂  WJL V/VtlV/lX \Ji.k tliJLO ĴCtJL CilU-1

s u b m i s s i o n  are listed as follows:- …- --

1. T h e  H K R  claim that they are the sole land o w n e r  o f  A r e a  10 b  is in doubt. T h e  lot 

is n o w  held u n d e r  the Principal D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C )  dated

20.9.1982, A r e a  1 0 b  for m s  part o f  the "Service A r e a "  as defined in the- P D M C .  

A r e a  1 0 b  also f o n n s  part o f  either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City 

R e t a i n e d  Areas" in the P D M C .  P u r s u a n t  to C l a u s e  7  u n d e r  Section I o f  the 

P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  h a s  the right a n d  liberty to g o  

pass a n d  repass over a n d  along a n d  use A r e a  1 0 b  for all p u r poses  c o n n e c t e d  v*dth 

the p r o p e r  use a n d  e n j o y m e n t  o f  tlie s a m e  subject to the City R u l e s  (as defi n e d  in 

tlie P D J M C ) .  This has effectively granted o v e r  t i m e  a n  e a s e m e n t  that c a i m o t  b e  

extinguished. T h e  Applicant ha s  failed to consult or s e e k  proper cons e n t  f r o m  the 

c o - o w n e r s  of  the l ot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  property rights o f  the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property o w n e r s  o f  the Lot, should b e  mainta i n e d ,  

secured a n d  respected.

2. T h e  disruption, pollution a n d  n u i s a n c e  c a u s e d  b y  the construction to the 

i m m e d i a t e  residents a n d  property o w n e r s  n e a r b y  is a n d  will b e  substantial. T h i s  

the s u b m i s s i o n  has not addressed.

3. T h e  Proposal is m a j o r  c h a n g e  to the d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  tiie L o t  a n d  a  

f u n d a m e n t a l  deviation of  the land u s e  f r o m  the original a p p r o v e d  M a s t e r  L a y o u t  

Plana a n d  the a p p r o v e d  Outline Z o n i n g  P l a n  in the application, i.e. a  c h a n g e  

frojr, service into residential area. A p p r o v a l  o f  it w o u l d  b e  a n  undesirable 

precedent case f r o m  e n v i ronmental  perspective a n d  against the interests o f  all 

resiejent a n d  o  w n e r s  o f  the district. 4

4. The original s<jpukik'.d D B  population of 25,0⑽ slmild be ful!y respectetUis

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under sucli a substantial increase in
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iiiiplioa iiy i!i〇 subraission. A i l  l")li pi-〇pen.y i：n^; ' ^ c v o - t ：̂

h^xo to si.iilci' :tnd pay the cosl oT i.he necessary n . w 丄 ng ()r 
iiitrasiruciure lo provide ydec[imle supply or support io iiic  proposed 
iH：u.'!opmeni. I;or one excmiplc the requires! road networks and reuifecl utilities 
ciipaciiy works :insing ou(: o fih is  submission, proponenl should consult and 
'iaisc wii'n <ill property owners being aiTecieci. A t minimum undenDKe the ccsi 
and expense 〇 「 nil infhisti.ucture of any modified developmenl. subsequently 
agreed to. Disrupiion to ail residents in Liie vicinity should be pi-〇 perIy mitigated 
and addressed in (he submission.

5. T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  1 1 8  iTiaturc trees ir. A r e a  6f  is a n  e c o l o g i c a l  disaster, a n d  

p o s e s  a  substantial e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  n a t u r a l  setting. T h e  

p r o p o s a l  is u n a c c e p t a b l e  a n d  t h e  p r o p o s e d  tree p r e s e r v a t i o n  p l a n  or  t h e  tree 

c o m p e n s a t o r y  p r o p o s a l  a r e  unsatisfactory.

6. T h e  r e v i s i o n  o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as i n d i c a t e d  in t h e  R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  P ' a n  o f  A n n e x  

A  is still unsatisfactory in t e r m  o f  its p r o p o s e d  heig h t ,  m a s s i n g  a n d  dis p o s i t i o n  in 

this revision. T h e  t w o  t o w e r s  a re  stil! sitting t o o  c l o s e  to e a c h  o t h e r  w h i c h  m a y  

create a  wall-effect to t h e  existing m r a l  natural setting, a n d  w o u l d  p o s e  a n  

u n d e s i r a b l e  visual i m p a c t  to t h e  i m m e d i a t e  s u r r o i m d i n g s ， esp e c i a l l y  to t h o s e  

existing t o w e r s  in t h e  vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the a p p l i c a n t  is a b l e  to p r o v i d e  d e t a i l e d  r e s p o n s e s  t o  the  c o m m e n t s  

for further r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  the a p p l i c a t i o n  for A r e a  1 0 b  s h o u l d  b e  w i t hdrawal.

Date: C, â -C 2^>l fc?

N a m e  o f  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  O w n e r  / Re s i d e n t :

A d d r e s s :
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T.he Secretarial

"fown Planning Board
I 5 /F, N oilh  Point Government Offices

333 Java R o a d ，N o r t h  Point

(Via email:他 ? 叫屯毋)):■.胁 or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Subm ission by the AppJicarxt on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (t4H K R J,), 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. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. The H K R  claim that they are the sole land owTier 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 MCIty Common Areas" or the MCity 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

secured and respected.

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

i m m e d i a t e  residents a n d  property o w n e r s  n e a r b y  is a n d  will b e  substantial. T h i s

i
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t a # n

9 6 >；
M

0 9 -D EC -2 0 1 & 1 7 : 3 8
P . 0 0 5



5311
the submission lias not addressed.

3. T h e  P r u pusal  is n m j o r  c h a n g e  to I'he d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  the L o t  沈c! a 

fundantcnlal dcviaiion o f  tlie land u s e  f r o m  th e  original a p p r o v e d  M a s t e r  Layout. 

P l a n a  a n d  the a p p r o v e d  O u t l i n e  Z o n i n g  P l a n  in the application, i.e. a  c h a n g e  

f r o m  sei-vicc into residential area. A p p r o v a l  o f  it w o u l d  b e  a n  u n d e s i r a b l e  

p r e c e d e n t  case f r o m  environmental, p e r s p e c t i v e  a n d  against tiie interests o f  all 

resident a n d  o w n e r s  o f  the district.

4. T h e  original stipulated D B  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  s h o u l d  b e  fully r e s p e c t e d  as the 

u n d e r l y i n g  infrastructure c a n n o t  s t a n d  u p  u n d e r  s u c h  a  substantial increase in 

p o p u l a t i o n  i m p l i e d  b y  the s u b m i s s i o n .  All D B  p r o p e r t y  ov/ners a n d  o c c u p i e r s  

w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer a n d  p a y  the cost o f  the n e c e s s a r y  u p g r a d i n g  o f  

infrastructure to p r o v i d e  a d e q u a t e  s u p p l y  or s u p p o r t  to the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  

F o r  o n e  e x a m p l e  the re q u i r e d  road, n e t w o r k s  a n d  related utilities c a p a c i t y  w o r k s  

arising out o f  this s u b m i s s i o n .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u l d  consult a n d  liaise w i t h  all 

p r o p e r t y  o w n e r s  b e i n g  affected. A t  m i n i m u m  u n d e r t a k e  the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  

all infrastructure o f  a n y  m o d i f i e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  s u b s e q u e n t l y  a g r e e d  to. 

D i s r u p t i o n  to ail residents in the vicinjjy s h o u l d  b e  prope r l y  m i t i g a t e d  a n d  

a d d r e s s e d  in the s u b m i s s i o n .

5. T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  1 1 8  m a t u r e  trees in A r e a  6 f  is a n  ecological disaster, a n d  

p o s e s  a  substantial e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  to t h e  i m m e d i a t e  natural setting. T h e  

p r o p o s a l  is u n a c c e p t a b l e  a n d  the p r o p o s e d  tree preservation p l a n  o r  the tree 

c o m p e n s a t o r y  pr o p o s a l  are unsatisfactory.

6 . T h e  revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as indicated in t h e  R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  P l a n  o f  A n n e x  

A  is still unsatisfactory in t e n n  o f  its p r o p o s e d  height, m a s s i n g  a n d  disposition in 

this revision. T h e  t w o  t o w e r s  are still sitting too close to e a c h  o t h e r  w h i c h  m a y  

create a  wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, a n d  w o u l d  p o s e  a n  

undesirable visual i m p a c t  to the iiTiinediate surroundings, especially to t h o s e  

existing to w e r s  in the vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the applicant is able to p r o v i d e  detailed re s p o n s e s  to the c o m m e n t s  

for further review a n d  c o r n m e n t ,  the application f o r  A r e a  1 0 b  s h o u l d  b e  withdrawal.

Signa t u r e  : Date: ^  f C--------------------
N a m e  o f  D i s c o v e r  B a y  O w n e r  /Jiesrdent: 。 '/ - M / ' V  f'O
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The Secretariat

T ow-b  Planning Board

15/F，North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

( V i a  email: tpbDd@Dland.gov.hk or fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8426) 

D e a r  Sirs,

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

A r e a  6f, Lot 385 R P  &  E x t  (Part) in D.D. 352, Discover^1 Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on  27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to C o m m e n t s  submitted by the consultant of H o n g  K o n g  

Resort (llH K R ,!), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental c o m m e n t s  

regarding, the captioned-application o n 2 7 J：il2〇"l6. • . . .

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

proposed development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection o n  this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. T h e  H K R  cLaim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. TTie lot 

is n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ( P D M C )  dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the P D M C .  

Ar e a  10b also forms part of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City- 

Retained Areas" in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the 

P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go 

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

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

the P D M C ) .  This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 

extinguished. T he Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent & o m  the 

co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  property rights of the 

existing co-owners, i.c. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, 

secured and respected.

2 . T h e  disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 

immediate residents anti property owners ncajby is and will be substantial. This

mailto:tpbDd@Dland.gov.hk


3. 丁Vic Proposal is major change f.o [be d e v e l o p m e n t  concept of 化e* uot a 

fund^unenixii deviation o f  ihe !and use from Uie original approved ivlssler L a y o u t  

Plana a nd  the approved OutJine Zon i n g  Pl2ii in the application i.e. ：-. c h a n g e  

ixorn service into residential area. A p p r o v a l  of it w o u l d  be a n  ujideslrable 

precedent case from  environmental perspective mid against the Interests o f  all 

resident a n d  o w n e r s  of the district.

4. T h e  original stipulated D B  population of 2 5 , 0 0 0  should b e  fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand u p  u n d e r  s u c h  a  substantial increase m 
population implied b y  the submission. All D B '  property owners a n d  occupiers 

w o u l d  have  to suffer a n d  p a y  the cost of  the necessary upgrading o f  

infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed de v e l o p m e n t .  

F o r  o n e  e x a m p l e  the required r o a d  n e t w o r k s  a n d  related utilities capacity v>/〇rks 

arising out o f  this submission. T h e  p r o p o n e n t  should consult a n d  liaise w i t h  all 

property o w n e r s  being affected. A t  m i n i m u m  undertake the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  

all infrastructure o f  a n y  m o d i f i e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  subsequently agreed to. 

Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should b e  properly mitigated a n d  

a d d r e s s e d  in the submission.

5. T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  1 1 8  m a t u r e  trees ia A r e a  6 f  is a n  ecological disaster, a n d  

p o s e s  a substantial e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  natural setting. T h e  

p r o p o s s J  is unacceptable a n d  the p r o p o s e d  tree preservation plan or the tree 

c o m p e n s a t o r y  proposal are unsatisfactory.

6- T h e  revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as Indicated in the R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  Plan o f  A n n e x  

A  is still unsatisfactory in t e r m  o f  its p r o p o s e d  height, m a s s i n g  a n d  disposition in 

this revision. T h e  t w o  t owers  are still sitting too close to each other w h i c h  m a y  

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, a n d  w o u l d  p o s e  a n  

undesirable visual i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  surrouiidingSj especially to t h o s e  

existing t o w e r s  in the vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the applicant is able to p r o \ d d e  detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  

for further r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  the application for A r e a  1 O b  should b e  withdrawal.
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T h e  Sccrcianai 

T o w n  P I n m n n g  l^c^ani 

1 5/F, N o a h  Poini ( l o v c r n m c u l  O i H c c s  

3 3 3  Java Ron d ,  N o r t h  Poinl

( V i a  email: t"l〕" (秘 ⑽ _hl< or fax: 2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  S4:?())

D e a r  Sirs,

Section I2A Ap(»lic;Uion No. W I  -hH/2 

Area 6f，Lot  3N5 m • & ⑸ (l\ Jr〇 m  i)

O hjcdiori (o ihc Suhmission by (lie ApplicnrW on 27.10.2 0 i 6

I refer lo the Response to C o m m e n t s  submitted by ihc consulUml oi' Horif； K tmg  

Resort (“H K R ”)， Masterplan Limited, to address ihc dcpailmcntal comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the sul)inission regarding the 

proposed development of the Lot. M y  m a i n  reasons of objection on this parliculnr 

submission iire listed as follows:-

L  丁he H K R  claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 1 ()b is in doubl Tlie lot

is n o w  held under the Principal I^ccd of Mutual Covcnanl ( P D M C )  dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b fonns part of ihc "Service Area" as defined in ihc P D M C .  

Area 10b also forms pari of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "Cily 

Retained Areas" in the P D M C .  Pursuant t() Clause 7 under Section 1 of the 

P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the lM)M(') has the right arul liberty lo go 

pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all p\irposcs connected with 

the proper use and enjoyment of the s a m e  subject to the Cily Rules (as defined in 

the P D M C ) .  This has cficctivcly granted over time an easement that cannot he 

extinguished. T h e  Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-owncrs of the lot prior lo this unilateral application. 了he property’ rights of 

existing co-owners, i.c. all property owners of the l.ol% should be mainlaincd, 

secured and respected.

2. 7’he 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 nol addressed.
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3. ’1’he Proposal is major change k) the development concept of the Lot and b

fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Ivfaster Layout 

Plana a.nd the approved Outline Zoning Piaii in. the application, i.e. a change 

from service into residential area. Approval of it would, be aji undesirable 

precedent case from enviroamental perspective and againsl the interesis of all 

resident and owners of the district.

4. T h e  originai stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be  fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure carmol; stand u p  u n der  such a substantial increase in 

population implied b y  the submission. All D B  property ovvTiers a n d  occupiers 

w o u l d  have to suffer a n d  pay the cost o f  the necessary up g r a d i n g  of 

infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. 

For o n e  e x a m p l e  the required road networks arid relaLed utilities capacity w o r k s  

arising out of this submission. T h e  proponent s h o u l d  consult and liaise wit h  all 

property o w n e r s  being affected. A t  m i n i m u m  undertake the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  of 

ail infrastructure o f  a ny  modified d e v e l o p m e n t  subsequently agr e e d  to. 

Disruption to all residents in the vicinity s h o u l d  be properly mitigated and 

addressed in the submission.

5. T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  118 matu r e  trees in A r e a  6 f  is an  ecological disaster, and 

poses a  substantial environmental impact  to the i m m e d i a t e  natural setting. T h e  

proposal is unacceptable a n d  the prop o s e d  tree preservation plan or the tree 

c o m p e n s a t o r y  proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. T h e  revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as indicated in the R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  Pla n  o f  A n n e x  

A  is still unsatisfactory in t e r m  of its p roposed  height, m a s s i n g  and disposition in 

this revision. T h e  t w o  towers are still sitting too close to eac h  other w h i c h  m a y  

create a  wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, a n d  w o u l d  p o s e  an 

undesirable visual imp a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  surroundings, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s

for further r e v i e w  a nd  c o m m e n t ,  the application for A r e a  1 0 b  should be w i t h d r a w n .

N a m e  of D i s c o v e r y  B a y  O w n e r  / Resident: M  L C r f D n  C A v \

Address:
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雜 綱 暖 U，麵 •：

捭 人 丨 虎 ：姑 U 丨;你 % 丨丨,妁政府+rr署丨5 抄 

1̂ 1*1 •■ 2S77 02-lS >>,ll2i?.2 S426 

tl^ |5  ： ipbpil(ri)plaml.^ov.lik

To: Sccroiary,Tow n  IManniiij； I5u-u*(.l

Hy hand or post: lS/F.'Norlh Poinl Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, I long K ong  

By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 

By e-mail: tpbpdQpland.^ov.hk

有關的怒测申說編號rHie applicWitm "〇• to which the commenl: rdnks 、〆 ! >

意見詳愔（如有霭要，諮另頁說明）

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

辑 i U ) 蟲 : 次 条 店 ______ _______________________________

「提意見人」姓名/ 名與 Name of persou/company making this comment 轉 中

9S W Signature _____________ 日期 Date g? _

-2 •
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傳 真 ：2 S 7 7  0 2 4 5  或  2 5 2 2  S 4 2 6  

電 郵 ：t p h p d @ p ! a n d ，g〇v.hk

To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
By hand or post: 15/1^ N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices, 3 3 3  Java R o a d ,  North Point, H o n g  K o n g

B y  Fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  or 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6  

B y  e-mail: t p b p d @ p l a n d . g o v . h k

有 關的規劃申請編號 The application no. to w h i c h  t h e  c o m m e n t  relates Y / 卜 浓 / J l

意見詳情（如有需要，請另頁說明）

Details o f  t h e  C o m m e n t  (use separate sheet if necessary)

「提意見人」姓名/ 名稱 N a m e  o f  p e r s o n / c o m p a n y  m a k i n g  this c o m m e n t  

簽署 S i g n a t u r e  日期 D a t e期 D'ate

f X

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


致城•吊截剌纹貝会秘甚： 5  3 1 6

專人送遞或郵遞：香港北角渣華道333號北角政府合署15搜 

馆真：2S77 0245 或 2522 S426 

電郵：tpbp(i@piaiid.g〇v.hk

To: Secretary,，l 〇\>,n Pl3nning Boai*cl

By hand or post: J 5/F5 North Point Govemment Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 

By Fax: 2S77 0245 or 2522 8426 

Bye-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

申 X b c  3ppi)C2.ci〇u no. to "vvliich the corrunent relates ^

意 見 詳 情 （如有需要 > 請另頁說明）

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

j & r [ t u u / j i s U  , (Ayilu^i

An 灿 , ________________________________________

fe似- ^ A _」姓名/ 名f  N a m e  cifperson/conipany making this comment 

簽署 sign她 re c M i ^ L u ^  —  曰期 Date — 7 M 9 - x 9 〇lb

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


■ i t纖 额 舖 脔 : 5 3 1 7

S 人迖这或郵这：杏港北角済華迠出號北角政府含署15樓 

i^)X : 2S77 0：4 5 ^ 2 S：2 S426 
： tpbpd^pland.gov,hk

SocretarN1, Town Vlunning Board

By haî d or post: 15/F, Noiili Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, "Noiih Toinl, Hong Kong 

By Fax: 2S77 0245 or 2522 S426 

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

有關的領劇申詰編號The application no. to whidi the cominent reUtes \//| •

V

意見詳情（如有需要，請另頁說明）

Devils of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

兗 I t韌 句 新 % 终 ,究 追 的 Sn屯 行 、 _________________________ .

「提意見人」姓名/ 名稱 Name of person/company making th丨s comment 

簽署 Signature _____________  日期 Date _

爲

-2-

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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致 城 ti挪 觀 古 網 ' :
淳入送遞或郵遞：咨港北角渣萆道 3 3 3 號北角政府合署15樓 

傳 真 ：2877 0245 或 2522 S426 

' ipbpd@ptand.gov.hk

To: Secreiary^ T o w n  Planning Board

B y  h a n d  or post: 15/F, North Point Govemnient Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, H o n g  K o n g  

B y  Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 S426 

B y  e-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.tik

applic a t i o n  ao. to w h i c h  t h e  c o m m e n t  relates 〜卜芭一 ^

意見詳情（如有需要 • 請另頁說明）

Details o f the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

「fee思見人」姓名/ 名稱 N a m e  o f  p e r s o u / c o m p a n y  m a k i n g  this c o m m e n t  

簽署 S i g n a t u r e  %  __________________________ 日期 D a t e

- 2 -

mailto:ipbpd@ptand.gov.hk
mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.tik
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Kindly find our c o m m e n t s  attached. Please let us k n o w  if anything is unclear. 

Regards,

Lingyi Zou Berthou 

O w n e r  &  resident of

Q



I'he Secrelariat

T o w n  Phioning B o a r d

15/F, N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices

3 3 3  J a v a  R o a d ,  N o r t h  Point

(Via email: tnbiKl@i3]：»ncl.g,ov.hk or fex: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sia-,

Section 12A Applicaciou No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in P.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 (tcHKR,5), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 
the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

1. HKR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 
now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC1) dated 20.9.1982. 
Area 6 f forms part o f either the uCity Common Areas" or the "City Retained 
Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I o f  the PDMC, 
every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and 
repass over and along and use Area 6 f for all purposes connected with the proper 
use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). 
The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of 
the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co 
owners, i.e. all property owners o f the Lot, should be considered, secured and 
respected.

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

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

l 〇f2
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m t i ：

寄件丨丨趴 

附件：

Dear Sirs,

I.IM \ J!l J；'!l l*S'

tpb̂ lĈ pIanJ c〇\-l̂
1-AV: Application No Y/I-DB.G Alfa 6f 
PVCXl" *llmd Coiua'.enî  on iJie Section 12A Apphcati; ruhcr :i;fornu； ixii

Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2 Area of Discovery Bay;

I have read the attached submission from the PARKVALE OWNERS COMMITTEE 
register my objection with the TPB accordingly.

Yours Sincerely,

Lisa van den Esschert - Owner

Hong Kong

d I wish to
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P V O C  Comments on Application number： Y/l-DB/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee
Com m ents on the  Second Further In fo rm a tion  S ubm itted  in Support o f 
Section 12A A p p lica tio n  N um ber Y /l-D B /2  to  am end D iscovery Bay O utline 
Zoning Plan fo r  rezoning th e  perm issib le use fro m  s ta ff quarte rs to  fia ts  at 
Area 6f, D iscovery Bay.

In tro d u c tio n

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner's Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 

Limited's (HKR) Section 12A Application "To Am e n d  Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan for 

rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery BayM. Our 

comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the T o w n  Planning Board 

(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments ma d e  by 

government departments.

Further Information
The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HK R’s response to departmental comments m a d e  available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

B. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex 0  - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 

Covenant (extract).

Annex 6 - Revised Study on Drainage, Sev/age and Water Supply.

N o  substantive change has been m a d e  to the Further Information submitted in June.

in its covering letter. Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only 

to departmental comments. It is clear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed In our 

comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

in HKR's responses to the departmental comments, nor in the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 

comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, w e  have drav/n attention to m a n y  traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

1
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PVOC Comments on Applic^lion number. Y/I-OB/^

Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact even/thing v/e have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, 3nd, if 
consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, HKR and the TP8 are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. BOB 

"Guidelines - for submission of comments on various applications under the Town 

Planning Ordinance''. Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: ''Public comments should 

be related to the planning context of the application and submitted in accordance vjith the 

relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 

on o cose-by-cose basis and only plarming-related considerations will be taken into account 

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the follov/ing planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (o) the nature (e.g. viev/s in support, 

ogoinst or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intention, 

land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 

infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc.); (c) comments specific tc the 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate."

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that nThis set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amendment 

of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any way to restrict the contents of any 

application or comment made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 

information.”

The P V O C  considers that this third submission from the P V O C  has again properly complied 

with TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further Information from HKR 

does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

resolved. However, the Inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant"s 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  GFA cn a platform 

created to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E.g. H<R has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding hav.p.g to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant government departments and bureaux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

0. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR's responses to government department comments have been inadequate and 

Evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone

2
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PVOCCcriuiuuits on 八ppiicj.Cion number. Y/l-PB/2

to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon. 

A!! information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 

public can comment on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

r. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information statmg in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the ^access roadw, there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential 

lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and 

H K R ^  lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact Assessment on 

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 

the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from H K R ^  comments that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, HKT tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

sewage into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the sewage proposal ''is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy11.

H. HKR is misleading the TPB by saying there are two options re water supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho 

W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and 

using water from the DB reservoir.

L N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f and h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no 

reference to the DB  LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

J. Slope safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 

ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. HKR continues to ignore CEDD's request for HKR to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

K. Ownership issues - HKR's right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and

Outline Zone Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of 

undivided shares and mana g e m e n t  units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

Furthermore, H K R  has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiarv, DB  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.

⑯
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M. Oiagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality

Annex:

1, Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE A N D  UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

Area 6f since April - June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e.g. 

over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation means 

that only residents w h o  can read English will be able to read the application and subsrit 

comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request hKR to prov.ds 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to m5'<£ 

sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided sines HKR firs: 

submitted its application which, in view of the many public and government comments. 

Is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having tc 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultant’s reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a puD:;c 

' consultation exercise. This is because the key consultant, Ove Arup, has stated in

respect of its reports the following: uThis report takes into account the particular 
instructions a n d  requirements of our client. It is not intended for, and should not, be 

relied upon b y  a n y  third party a n d  no responsibility is undertaken fo any third partyM.

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transoarent anci 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full picture by bnnging

4
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together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone. Including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The TP8 is requested to obtain from H K R  its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

12 A  application and to confirm one w a y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC C O N S U L T A T I O N

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states that 4,on the 27/10/2016, the 

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

departmental c o m m e n t s ...w This mea n s  that H K R  has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public com m e n t s  

submitted to the TP B / including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the D 5  community.

b. H K R  is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is ''commercially sensitive information''. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Ho n g  Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. 丁here is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of c o m m e n t s  

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to 

w h y  the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the o u t c o m e  of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND BUREAUX

1. H K R  and m a n y  government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by m e m b e r s  of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of H K R  (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the 丁PB  apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  T o w n s  

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related c o m m e n t s  do not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB, for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Distribution by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on all the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly nave all the necessary expertise to properly consider c o m m e n t s  on every 

sufcjert: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial interests; and legal ownership.

0, RISK ASSESSMENT

1. A  Risk Assessment has not been d o n e  as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and ha^ riot

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in cur tw〇 previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed ma n y  concerns about traf^：c; 

slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and H K R  should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner uniess X're e**Sjr®3 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their 三:户
application and the comments submitted by the public, inducing those by tr-= 2V 0 C

E. HKfVs R ESPONSE T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in HKR's Further Information 4,ApplicantJs response to the depanmerrtal
comments made available by District Planning Office (DPO} on 25 end 28 Jufy 2C16_ 
cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the OPO's two letters arc net 

attached. Consequently/ it is not possible to check whether H K R  has resDonded to aii 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the 二::厂一兮勹〕

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore. cort-*-e tc 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the P V C C s

on H K R’s responses.

3. A F C D  c o m m e n t s  - as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, a-^ - -".-e?：

to this submission, H K R’s comments regarding the revised Lar.ds:3De 二己：s:g*■.二-Dpcsa 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory ;rees w  ^^ =2 S* a*= 

not practicable.

A. D S D  c o m m e n t s  -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements foe

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorre-二 3S —iCfVs C

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only ''most of the pollution concentrct：〇r's 
with relevant criteria". W h a t  about the ones v;hich do not7

5. EP D  c o m m e n t s  -  H K R  confirms that it will construct a sufc-opt s：3^-3 r--e 

within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated t^a: the v»ater ^ - 2  t> as£ess*^c*t

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet Eve.'

such comments, H K R  has only submitted a Mpreliminary wore" c - j r.

which concludes that the proposed S T W  "ccu!d .^eer" re；ev3'； c j s:a"'ca^> 

for sewage discharge. So H K R  has still not carried cut -ecessa-\- tv*'

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - H K R  continues to ignore the c o m m e . n :

in ES reports stating that the vanous a s s e s s ^ e ^  c r r v

subsequent sforutory EiA a n d  to r e m o v e  sucf' c " rK*-

reports. As on alternative pfease 〇se a re a - r: s、 5 a :

implications of the propo^fd {■ A*ej r1'

c. Specific 3 • H K R  is still refusing to give s ' ' - t *■：.

S T W  design standards neces^»v-> to ^ L ：v- ■ 阶 . -f' '、’卜 5’二

technical standards for both the S T W  and o ^ c ^ . rge
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d. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not aN pollution concentrates would comply with 

reievant criteria but only ̂ most'*. What about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 - again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing maintenance and management.

f Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR dearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

method n o w  proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario {especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box culvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state n o w  which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste Management -  HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality - Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as wo local 

roacf' and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is m a d e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodbury Court.

10. Lands Department's comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HKR to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 - HKR recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.0E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c. Specific 6 -  HKR refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be "commercially sensitive” information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (PDMC). This was dealt with in a letter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

DLO. This is not acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if HKR continues to insist on its position, 

the Lands Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a d e  by 

HKR. This subject is covered also in Sections B, above, and L, below.

d. Specific 7 - this is in respect of ownership and is covered in the HKR letter mentioned 

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial information

7
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HKR is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HKR's claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 

lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers* claim at face value since, e.g., the Lands 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission's 

recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Land: 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored ail the points about breaching the population ceihr-g 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, safety 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvaie 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do sc. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable means of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-completion 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the soie 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed ncr 

construaed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for targe vehicles to pass and lacn.s the iegai 

bare m inimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive, in fact, the 

application states that ''Area 6f is readily accessible, with on extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive,>. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, a!i 

traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear from Annex 

A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.

8
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6. W e  are very surprised a n d  concerned that n o  g o v e r n m e n t  de p a r t m e n t  has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only m o a n s  of access to Area 6f and that 

H K R  has not addressed our concerns in its Further Information.

7. State of Repair * As the photographs above show, the state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

already poor. Furthermore, n o  section of Parkvale Drive w a s  constructed to support 

heavv1 usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  under B D  

regulations, a n d  therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20 tonne FS and 

operational loading. There is significant concern over the existing and visible d a m a g e  

and settlement that has resulted from the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

Drive, especially of Section 3, the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  section. T h e  surface w a s  not 

built to be able to sustain usage by heavy construction traffic, nor the Increase in 

operations! traffic, especially the increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, which would result 

from the n u m b e r  of proposed flats, being almost twice that of the existing W o o d b u r y  

Court, Wcoa'green Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

； Section 3 o f 
| Parkvale 
J Drive.

I Settlem ent 
I evident to 20 
I tenne rated 
I paving 
j resu lting  fron i 
1 cu rre n t tra ffici
j loading at s ta rt 
! o f proposed 
i extension of  
! Parkvale D.^ve 

i to A re^ 6f.

S. Although this «s kr.cwn by HKR, n o  me n t i o n  of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. Th e  costs of ma;rnaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the o w n e r s  

〇f Parkvaie Village, but they d o  b^ar a share of these costs a n d  the costs of maintaining 

aH other sud-i reads Discovery Bay. H o w e v e r ,  all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

anrt 3 of Parkva嘈 O i v e  are born by the o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

^erve Parkvale Village. W e  are e*tremely c o n c e r n e d  that the additional construction 

a n d  operational traffic will c^use serious d a m a g e  a n d  ongoing m a i n t e n a n c e  costs to 

tb« o w n e r s  m  P^rVvalc Vilfafft

10 W i d t h  Crtnstratnfi - As weil the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

traffic, ifs width support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential

产 Dws产s negotiate or» Pifkval芒 Drive, other small varu or delivery

v#»hirle^ need !〇 gtve w ^ y  to

12
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

11 W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian 一t S e二二- 3  e

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, e s p e o s 1 v 一―. e 二-二•/-一5

in the cul-de-sac.

12 Th e  corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph c.e!ew; e r g  :•

the Ptiss.igeway. it s e e m s  unlikely that large equipiTert, a三 e s —，一 g

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, cou;d safely 汽.s.t 二r.nr- r e c

are<i. If at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pejesT's-s 二- - 53.’.

e q u i p m e n t  or construction vefiicles passing.

! Section J of 

；Pirkvjk* Dnve.

! V ；c w  of the 

! m r  ofi
I Wooiibury 

; Court,

; illustrating the 

j narrowness of 

! the pcJcitrun 

J pavement, its 

I lack of a 

! carriageway to 

! separate 

；vehicles from 

j pedestrians 

i a n d  the 

| inability of 

! vehicles to pass 

j o n e  another.

13. The c〇nsidfrabt« construe Io n
e jp^ctjlty  when j  cc>nvtruU ?on t  * V  a ^  r •
tr«v«N»ng tn o p p o ^ if r  » .-v'^ k. ^  ?

❹
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Emergency Access - in the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

tw o  or m o r e  large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 

whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 

construction site, the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. Th e  question of adequate e m e r g e n c y  access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

j 14,Birds-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 
i the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings,
I illustracing that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 
j access co the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles,
： local bus services and delivery vehicles which may traverse at low speeds to park in one 
! of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 
：to aiicw for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 
； sand underlay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 
I heavy rainfall. .

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

W o o a b u r /  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball ga m e s  

and general recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, which would result from the n u m b e r  of proposed flats 

being almost twice that of the existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and 

Wood l a n d  Court residential buildings.

13
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity follov/ing the opening of the O B  Tunnel Link. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, it is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise WoodburY Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, v;hose main front doors open direaly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

pedestrian 

pavement 

leading to the 

start of the 

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f, 

illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6£ was ^ace 
known, a member of the Parkvale Village VOC proposed an alternative 3ccess tc Area 6̂  
from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale ViiUge in
2016 an employee of DB Services Management Limited, a wholly ewnee 5'«fc5：C'3r') cf 
HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the 
sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that:

1 9 . tfW e  a re  a w a re  o f  th e  p o te n t ia l  t r a f f ic  im p a c t  to  th e  n e ig h b o u rh e o a . As ..s
fa v o u r a b ly  c o n s id e r in g  to  b u ild  e i t h e r  a  te m p o ra ry  c r  p e rm a n e n t  r o c c  vc"： 
D is c o v e ry  V o lle y  R o a d 11.

20. However, despite HKR's comment in the email, it has net monVonec! the
traffic impact or the possibility of 3n nlternative access from D^sccvory \  ,ii：ey in 
either its Application or its Further information. In fact, in those states

14



•-a； r e -e  a^e z-  t-'.e rg areas s -^  t^at t:^ey w ：；i ^se the ^arova^
： * '.^ 3：ctss. '.ve c； ".s th i  as *.cta: / j n ：at.»#3：tc^/.

： ： -c  G c；e ^ .^e n : ^e^ar.r-ent ras "eqjes：e^ h <R to p'cpose an a：:em at：ve 

:esp :5 H  c y : e ” s -egarc rg  u s rg  Pa，</a:e 3r,ve as :t"e on.y means of access
： c A-?3 a"C t Ke a 'te^.av.e  access wnich v;e noted >n our corr.,rents on rhe original 

：3： r r. a-c 〇- r csT.^.erts t^e H<P/s f rs： ：'jDrr.iss；or» of ra th e r  iriform aton.

22. *^e a ve access fr〇 T, 0：s:〇 ve；7  /a 'ey Road v； 〇  j'C r.ot require the use of any part 
cf Ps^. ae Or；/e. V^e believe that the TPB should require HKR to adopt this 
alternative access or to demonstrate why it cannot be used.

i

A /.e rra t.ve  
access Area 

' 6 f f r - m  
; 二very 
; Va: ；ey Rosd.

\

G. SEWAGE TREATMENT

*- ^  tr ：e concerns and ccr.rr.ents submitted to the TPB in respea of sev;age treatment 
^ r -:e ::'r.g  cr.-i c icharge continue to be ignored.

，rJy.h t*，as oecicled to cui'd a separate s^v/age treatment works (STW) ir. Area 6f. This 
that people "ving in Parkvaie Village will have a SP/y adjacent to them. HKR is 

^r-* s^cviC.r.g ista iis of the design, its exact location and hov/ it v îll be managed and 
^ 2：'*.〇 re i.  As will v^ant to minimize costs, v^e are concerned how adequate such a 

，t /  /,,；! ts  ar.'i the r；： n of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 
^  o 3t r,〇 stager ha/e been consulted by HKR, v/il! be forced by HKR to live next door to a 
V  W y/r.h a!l :u  negative aspectn, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 
W .  W . .

t  s to  d ixh a rg e  trea ted  sf!v/3ge from  Area 6f through a gravity sewage
h ：r.*o rhe rr.arir.e //arers adjacent to  the  fe r r /  p ier w ith o u t the  need o f a marine

：c/.ated Than *iCO m etres from  the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 
了' .s  二；r .  made beach frorU ing the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The

丨？d ' e  trea tm en t c / w "a g e  and the discharge of e ffluent in to  a shallow 
>,v> th^n  V /jrx \ from  a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

15
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environmentally unacceptab;e and v/lt encourage toxic red tioes as we；： a： 
concentrations of £. coli.

it is noted that HKR is still saying, as it M  in its second subnriissicn, tha*
Directly the treated sev/age into an open nullah is still an opt-on to be co^.s.cered a: 
design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road ana p^oceec: 
in front of Hiligrove Village. Tnere^ore, ever/ day ^40 cu ms per day of w：：! be
fiov/mg alongside approximately 200 metres of foctpath/rosd and directly t-.e 
balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This ootion v/oulti ：〇

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR w:;: s d c d : :  
option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. thet it v/iil build a gravity ^：pe, 
which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding i^e ：r var.cu： 
calculations, r.or a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, da：:/ cperat;cr：s and 
emergeno/ arrangements of a STV/. In addition, there is no mention of the ass'jrrot.cns 
and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation e/ercise tr ere 
should be a laymar/s guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability oe the>:r 
approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the pub卜:： are
to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sev；age treairr.ent and discharge has not been explained by HKR 
to the v;ider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-opti.T：um aoproach (= 
similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b v;ith sewage to be directly discnargen 
into the sea at Nim Snue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public cors-jitav-cr. 
process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatmert anc 
discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by gcwerr— ar：. 

namely EPD, WSD and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further information of June and October HKR's consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that ^alternative on-sit? sewage 
treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is no: 
preferred, having numerous 5TW in the area is considered to be ineffect'\/e -n 
achieving economies for scale fo r the infrastructure and land oreQn. Furthe^ore, 
paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR's Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Sjpp.'y Systems 
for Area 6f notes that uThis STW will treat sewage only from 2 single resident al 
towers fo r 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not on efficient sswags panning 
strateg/'. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local SPvV may cause ""an offers；^  
smell and is health hazard".

b. "This additional effluent would hove impacts on both water quality 〇r.^ n-jrine 
ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality mode! rc te  es:aD'-'5^ed 
fo r assessment as port o f the subsequent EIA". (June Revised Enviro--rr.er.iai 5：uay, 
6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there :s no reference to a 
subsequent EIA, which likely means that the subject of an EiA has teer; droprec. 
Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a STW in Area 6f is sttll sub-optimum in its October submission. Since the
consultant has again in the Further Information Annex G 11 Revved Study Droircge,
Sewage and Water Supply'*, paragraph 5.6.1.4, stated that "^5 new O&STW wi,'
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units ot Area 6f so this 

decentralized scheme is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy11.

S. Duo to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in Area 6i, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  mention was m a d e  in HKR*s first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include： dual feed power 

supply for the STW; "suitable backup" of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable), and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system {i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  STW), and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu H o  W a n  STW. The former is dearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action would be m a n a g e d  (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing D 8  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both m a n a g e m e n t  and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a mo d e r n  city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government^ efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu H o  W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvafe village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ''Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H K R  tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  TINs and TPs which will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In response to the D S D  request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that "The Option 

2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be mointoined by City 

Management ot the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f, and Area 10b proposed 

developments^. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. H K R  continues to m a k e  no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 

sewage pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be m e t  by either H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. H K R  should be required to confirm 

that all capita! and operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE D B  RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( 5 H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FV^P). As the S H W V . T W  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the p rogramme of the potential Areas cf 

and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. H K R  has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw v/ater stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment wori^s 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub- o p t i m u m  approach. There is no 

information in the Further Information as to management, engineering, environmental 

and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either H K R  or the undivided shareholders of 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of Parkva!e 

Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Bay which have their water 

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  Water Treatment W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh W a ter Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that alt other utilities have been overlcokec, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for 

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LPG supply, telephone. TV anc 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrow and congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woo d g r e e n  Court and 

Wood l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the consultants appear to be unaware 

that H K R  and the D B  c ommunity are awaiting the E M S D  and FSD reports into a major 

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 September 2016. There are serious concerns 

about the LPG system in 06. The reliability of expanding the use of the LPG system tc 

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be considered and included in a submission cf Further 

Information.

8
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3. HK R  should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and h o w  HK R  will mitigate their Impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY A N D  BUILDING C O N C E P T

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last P V O C  submission that "H(GEO, 

CEDD) hod requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (CPRRj in support of the 

application to be submitted by HKR N O W  and has osked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibility of the proposed development. HKR has refused to do so and will only submit o 

GP/?/? p/Vor fo /mp/emenfof/on." W e  said that HKR's position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HK R  continues to ignore C E D D’s requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope d o w n  from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GP R R  for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight d o w n  to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvaie Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,300m2 on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. W h a t  is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading d o w n  towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 170巾2 G F A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level 55 m P D ,  and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvs'e 

Village properties.

7. H K R  should be required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. O W N E R S H I P  A N D  H K R ;s RIGHT T O  USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS T O  AR E A  6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sertions 2 and 3 {as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a "Passageway'4.

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that ''the ownership of ths 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Righ： of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area Gf\

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-DeeG of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this ̂ Possogeway1* for the past 28 years, 

w e  believe that HK R  should present counseis, independent legal opinions supporting t：s 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKEVs request to leave its detaued 

views on this subject within the Mc〇/7ime厂c/o"y sensk/ve /n/o厂 contained in HKfVs

letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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L. P U N N I N G  C O N T R O L S

1. Planning controls include the M a s t e r  Plan, population ceiling of D B  a n d  the allocation of 

undivided shares u n d e r  the D 8  D e e d  of M u t u a l  Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it w as pointed out in c o m m e n t  4402 submitted last 

JuJy th3t, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline 2〇ning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 
to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  and O Z P  are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to a m e n d  the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

m u c h  risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both H K R  and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 

planned developments, HK R  is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of

25,000, which is the m a x i m u m  as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 

considered our c o m m e n t s  as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

and that the current approved OZ P  limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the

_ current population was a m e n d e d  19,585 (as per the records of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  

Limited, the property m a n a g e m e n t  c o m p a n y  of D B  and a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 

collection, m a n a g e m e n t  of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

by it̂  wholly o w n e d  subsidiary. The T P B  is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

6. 丁he difference between the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 and the s u m  of the current population 

and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery Bay which H K R  is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include that desecitjed in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing H K R’s application to develop an additional 

124,000 m 2  under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed n u m b e r  of flats in 

Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, m a y  be 

built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. W h a t  this m e a n s  is that H K R  is knowingly acting in such a w a y  as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total n u m b e r  of flats and population. 

Furthermore, it would appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is Ignoring what 

H K R  is doing.
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8. Before the change in use is considered, H K R  must be required by Government to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments \n Areas 

6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 

developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP m a x i m u m  population of

i 25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing popuiatior, using 〇n 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for whict". 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respea Areas 6f and 

10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 
using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projsas, 
especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, tc 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is sn urgent need by 

government to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be ar, 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue was not addressed r'.O'M cy 
the TPB and w h y  HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling cf 25,000.
In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments will again be sent to both the 
Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action, in 3Sd!t»on 

this submission will also be sent to the O m b u d s m a n ,  as it is clear ths administrative 

processes of Che TPB and the Lands Department are either incapabfe of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and m a n a g e m e n t  units is an issue which HKR is well

aware of from the efforts of a DB  owner over the last two years. This issue has beer, the 

subject of m u c h  correspondence between the owner, HK R  and Lands D e p a m n t  三nd 

presentations to VO C s  and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this soz-er: 

is covered in c o m m e n t  number 4402 submitted last Ju!y to t卜.e TPB a「.d 

Department has asked H K R  to prove that there are sufficient undivided -£ra 二

by th e m  for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to the 

Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commercialiy 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Let (under

Grant and Master Plan) is the n umber of undivided shares remaining for 3 <locati〇r, tc 
any n e w  development on the Lot. The Principal Oeed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) 

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is nctionally 加亡 e:i

undivided shares. These undivided shares were immeciiate'Y aliocatec tc l；5£5：

56,500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial 150 tc 二 j c s

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 were a5

^Reserve Undivided Shares*".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development m-ay re sjC-3 :̂ cc3：eo tc 

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the deve ccer rr.ay craw fr〇t^ the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

•13. The problem is there is no record of h o w  m a n y  Reserve Unciivided Shares rerra n for

allocation to the future development of the Lot.

1 A  Unfortunately there appears to be no accountable and transparent centra: reg丨ste「a’d

m a n a g e m e n t  of the process of allocating the shares w>>ch m e a n s  that H K R  cannot

PVOC Corr.m-.'nti on
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assure the TP8 that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 

other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider 3ny application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. in order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of al! undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to a m e n d  the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB  owner 

that there has been misaNocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

-believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB  in 

accordance with the terms of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners' Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: "To 

propose o Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of Man agement Units (MU) that they have allocated to oil commercial 

units at Discovery Boy and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from HKR for any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)M.

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to k n o w  the 

e x a a  and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M.  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. 丁he latest Further Information provided by H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our c o m m e n t s  are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A n n e x  A  to the Further Information "Revised Concept Plan":

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas s h o w n  elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. 丁here is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan -  in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by The proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted In yellow are designated In 

the sub D M C  as Passageways, Note tfiat it Js not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which Is inadequate for
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 〇$ v̂ etl ac 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail pr〇rr〇r.ed 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere >r> 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l.

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is 3 requirenr.e*: :〇r 〇 
large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to oe 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would mean th!s would ce vsry 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the reta：nir.g wa'i? " - ,2  

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

,b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profi!® indicates fcT 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does rot ref：er. tht 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing grouna ccr.^:z.zr

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or fcr the s’_cpe :ns:

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  *;* 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows tre *r.5g,：s ； r ' erer. ：.*' 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted N/isuallmpact Assessrrar: re~a:-5 y  - 

This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the pr'ctcs io s":

impact or\ the people w h o  would be really affected by the prcpcsei 二三，》二二一三'"：. .2 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages v.：.' ： 5* A-es 6*

■ close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the PV G C  rr，c?.t3ge ai :c~：3rec 

in Annex 1 to this submission.

6. The U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments} a-e incijoed Ar.-ex ： to 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the arc-ica".: tc s-br*':
low quality photos as all of them are grainy 3nd poorly i t.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza - these poor qua'ity -：3ge< K3-z:v 'ef ec: ：- c：
views from the Plaza on a clear day as illjstratec n f'g ; CC  " A-,r，ex i

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout - these poor rv rx'tos vte*%

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy 3nd

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail svXth o? 0  ̂t^se d c o .
photos hardly reflect the views from the m s  fN o m  are g n 、 arwi
poorly Ht.



PVOC Comments on Application number； Y/l-DB/2

e. Figure 8.14 view from the D-Oeck - w h y  show this w h e n  there should be images 

from the mor e  populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure S.17 view from Middle Lane - w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. in order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  [the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As cleariy demonstrated in our submission the HKR application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject H K R #s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

50, rr.any of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Dat e:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth ). Bradley J.P.

ParkvaJ« V il la g e  O w n e rs  C o m m itte e  C h a irm a n
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PVOC Corr.iV.ents on Appiira^or. noi.-ber. '*. ；\ ]jk

Annex 1: Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.



i  i  ^  n  ：m . u  j : i i i n a i  i i  i ni

M 乎 中 讀 级 號 … 2 而 只 作 指 示 兩 述 的 擬 ® 發 展 計 K 的 槪 括 發 展 規 範  

B r o a d  D e v e lo p m e n t  P a r a m e te r s  o f  th e  in d i c a t i v e  
D  f \ c Io n m  c n t P r o p o s a l  in R e s p e c t  o f  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  W I - D R / 2

S S5 ?  2016年 10月 2 7日沒搀的進一步資料而修訂的槪话發展規砭 
Revised broad development parameicrs in view of 
the further information received on 27.10 2016

i ( a ) 申譆由號  
I A pplication no.

Y / I - D B /2

丨 ⑼ 位 s / 地址  
j Lcca iion/Address
j

愉 景 渴 第 6 f 區 丈 踅 約 份 第 3 5 2 约 地 段 第 3 8 5 訧 餘 段 及 增 批  

部 分 （部 分 ）
•A rea  6 f ,  L o t  385  RP &  E x t. (P a r t)  in  D D  35 2 , D is c o v e ry  B ay

|(c) 地 面 項  j 约 A b o u t 7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m 2 
i Site area
(d) 迓則  i 愉 费 濁 分 區 計 劃 大 網 核 准 圊 編 號 S / l- D B /4

Plan | A p p ro v e d  D is c o v e ry  B a y  O u t lin e  Z o n in g  P la n  N o . S / I - D B /4

⑷ 地 帶  

Zoning

「其 他 指 定 用 途 」 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5 )」

"O th e r  S p e c if ie d  U s e s " a n n o ta te d  " S ta f f  Q u a rte rs  (5 ) "

t o  M m m i
Proposed
Am cndm cnt(s)

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 」 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5 ) 」 地 帶 改 釗 為 「住 

宅 （丙 類 ）1 2 」 地 帶

T o  re z o n c  th e  a p p l ic a t io n  s ite  fro m  "O th e r  S p e c if ie d  U se s" 
a n n o ta te d  MS ta f f  Q u a rte rs  (5 ) "  to  "R e s id e n t ia l (G ro u p  C ) 12"

(g) 娉 樓 面 面 檟

及 / 或 地 損 比 率  
Total flo o r area 

j and/or p lo t ra tio
i

3 米
地 積 比 率  
Plot ratio

住 用  Dom estic 约  A b o u t 

2 1 ,6 0 0

约  A b o u t 

2 .8 3

非 住 用  Non-dom estic - -

j(丨i) 撞 數  
| No. o f  b lock

注用  Dom estic 2

非 住 用  N on-dom estic -

综 合 用 途 Com posite -

w 建 築 构 高 度 (以 最 高  

霣 甩 樓 面 空 間 計 算 ） 

/

層 數
B u ild in g  he ight 
(measured to  the 

- highest usable f lo o r  
space)/
No. o f  storeys

住 用  Dom estic 65 - 米  m
120  米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ） mPD 

18 層  storev(s)
非 住 用 . N on-dom estic - 米 m

- 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ） mPD

- 靥  storevfs)

综 合 用 途 Com posite - 米 m
- 张 〔主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ） m PD

- 層  storey(s)

( j) 上 蓋 面 積  
Site coverage

約  A b o u t  30  %

0 0 單 & 數目 
No. o f  units

4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Flats

< i ) 休 憩 闬 地  

Open Space
- 私 人  P rivate

不 少 於 N o t 丨ess th a n  1 , 1 9 0 平 

方 米 m 2

(m) 停車位及上落 

客貨車位數目 
iN 'o. o f  parking 
spaces and loadjn 
un loading spaces

• 有 鹪 資 料 張 為 方 便 i
市 規 S5吞 角 貧 《 不 角 實 • 若 有 a 何 MW • 應 申 誚 人 垅 又 旳 文 件 •

- I -  ❿

-r, if r• * t 9 m  " 1 - ^  7 -^ r ' «r



I : . i u i  . i m m m i m r u i c m
IT

W

The mt'ermatton >s provided for easy reference of the general public Under rn> circGm'urvcci the Town 
Board acccpi any IiabiliUcs fot the use ot the information nor any joaccuracics or discrcpar.c：«  of mfyrtr.aii-jr. 
provided In case of doubt, reference should always i>c made to the ^ubmiiiion of the applicant

U  ]



Y/l-DB/2
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Application No. : YA DB/2

( i f i ^  R c m n rU s

O n 27.10  2016, the applican t subm itted ififo rm a tio n  p ro v id in g  icsponscs to Resnonr.es

U> dcparin icn tn l com incm s in c lu d in g  revised M aster IMan, sectional plan, Latuiscape Proposal, 

E n v iro n i/ie n la ! Study, P lanning S talcm em , S tudy on Drainage, Sewerage and W ater Supply, 

Tcchnioal N ote on W ater Q ua lity , updated photom ontages and extract plans o f  Public 

R ecreation T a c ililie s  D em arcation P lan and Deed o f  K s s tric iivc  Covenam

PVOC;
Please confirm where 

the responses are to the

有關資料是為方兜市民大眾疠今而提供•灼於所猷貨科在使m 上的問JS及文tt上的炫钨‘碱市規ft要員 

贫概不負貴•若苻任何疑問•’嗯査閲申沭入墦文的文件•

Residents / PVOC 

concerns os they do not 

appear to have been 

reviewed or addressed.

PVOC;

Photo-montages are very poor quality, and ore not 

reflective of the view from the majority of the 

community.

Note that there ere over 523 /lots that view directly 

on this site, with an average of 3 per unit, thats 

potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 

reflected in the photo-montoges.

The ir\fom̂ ation is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumsiwcs will tlx Tcv^n 

Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the mfonnauon ncr any maccur»cics w  discrepmcici or the 

information provided In case of doubt, reference should al\say$ be n\aJc to :h« subimssion of the ipplKW^i



[

5m Buffer distance 
from driveway

Application Site—  
Boundary

_ V多x細 -

AREA 6f
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Plan

PVOC：

W hen o r t  the oreo d tv tlo pm e n t 
w ater /e o tu rc i tha t w e ff Indlcoted on 
o th tr  ports o j  the subm inlon  
subm lnlons? Clearly those Uees 
indicated conno( be p lo n ttd in  the 
areas shown th e w h t f t  os w oler 
feo tu rts . This is o mis-lendlng imoge.

1
y n n n f iAppliurion No ： ^

此〇« « 巾1)|人坩文的文丨1‘ •
It from Appliunl # »rtmirt«d docym«nU.
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PVOC;
^ o tt  thot ft wcuid not b t  p o s ^ tlt ro biriid 
o〇d pptrate  thi% d tv tio p m tn t without 
significontiy widefting the designated 
pouogewoy, whi<h is inodequott fo r  heavy 
troffic a t present. Any widenbQ works witl 
hovt o hugt impact on th t tetid tn ts o f the 
Woodt pQtticu^Ofty a  m ajor $o /tty  risk and 
cutUng eMisling ttansportoUon routes. See 
previous rtsponsfs /rom  PVOC.

\ .

i .. '• '■'
r _ 2 1  F l oor s  

' 4  Un i t s  -.

" 3  p a x  t  2 5 2  '
21 F/oors 
2  U n i t s '  l ' : r

N -  ' v  3  p a x  =  1 2 6  1 . \
»««-< '产 、 . '
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&  -------■： -，3 p a x ^ 9 r ^ Y

______________________ * —
21 Floors ■'■
2 Units,
3  p a x  =  1 2 6

•s.

Y / I - D B /2申 lA R K  A p p lkh o n  No :
I tlT B Q  卬a 人« S W X H -

X h * t  p« |t i t  < trr*cud  f io m  «pp lK«M  s fubtm aed  <to«unKnU

A R E A  6f
5 P R O P O S E D  RESIDENTIAL D E V E L O P M E N T  - Concept Plan

• P « 1m
音 :
4

PLAN



L E G E N D S ：

------u  4^

\PVQC 

Where ore ihn o^eo 
d e v ^ c p r r t ^ i  ^ c * ^ f  f t a i j r t%  
rhc? wt^e ̂ rdicsiej or oi.̂ er 
pjrti of ：r,t î crrusitcr, 
lubrriUi〇n\? OtQfly ： *rcse 

trets \ndkz\e〇 cannot ct 
pfjnted tn : n t  areas s.^awn 
e fie w h e re  c t  w a te r fe a tu re s  
Thti is 〇 rr，i i^ tn a * r ，z

A^pl^itbn SlU

AREA 6f
PROP〇SE|D RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Flan
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P VO C
Approximate Location 
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excovoUcn for 
construction wilt 
remove those 
b/ghlightcd trees.
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PVOC
This statement ts incorrect. These trees 
connct be maintained bosed on the 

current plan, as there is o requirement for 

o forge retaining structure and site 
for motion that woutd not allow these 
trees to be left in place. Also, simple 
construction logistics would mean this 

would be very improbable.
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PVOC；
This existing ground 
condition Is incorrect. It 
does not motch the HK 
Lands Department Survey 
Data for (his area. There 
is no account /or the road 
or for the slope that exists 
at the rear of Crystol Court

G iS G O V C R Y  BAY 〇 P T }M ：Z>T K>N  O f  L A N D  U S E  •  A R E A  6F

PVOC;
Existing does not match the profile 
indicated by the consultont.
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PVOC；

These poor quality 

Photomontages hordly

AoDlictlion Mo : Y/I-DO/2 

Dus is cWKkd from •pplic4f>r$ (vWined ̂x̂ nKfib.

.6 PHOTOMONTAGE - VP1 fVSR REC1) FROM DtSCOVERV BAY PLA2A

rtliA<T £>6C〇VE«Y BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAK〇 USE •REFjNEUCNT 〇f AREA ̂



3£r〇f：£ \/〇C comments on AFTER

HKRs Gf Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.1 B E F O R E  &  A F T E R  I M P R E S S I O N  F R O M  P L A Z A

f f  F i y r ’1 歉 T r T f ' f ^ i r n n r ^ W T r w w F r T r T r  —



T T T ： r r :；
All i  l l  i U l

1; ii

’ VOC comments on 

HKRs Gf Planning Proposal 

Fig. 1.1.1 AFTER 川 /IPRESSIOI、） FROM PLAZA
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■P-/OC;

,Th»：e OC'-T/ 

Pr-cta-mcrTsyti 
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PVOC;

'Wh y  n this Photo montage used - there ore very few 
i residents at this location who would be affected

Wh y  are there no images from (ht more populated areas 

where residents are impacted - 5ee page 7?

These poor quahty Photo montages hardly reflect the views 
from the Lookout. The Photos are gramly and poorly ht.

/y*̂  Vrr« »*>?»» cr̂2TZ3 Sk  m «j3c mif* Dercw;m〇Tl

>4<i : Y M  » D Q / 2
此* » 自串r i人丨t« i的;ir t* .

Tk t ~  蓼< it «tv 其 1 rJ fr 〇_i I i<«—’ I M b̂ra n _d tioc «im

『 厂
P H O T O M O N T A G E   ̂V P 1 5  (V S R  T 3 )  F R O M  M ID D L E  L A N E  

OrSCOVf « r  BAY 〇PT：M〇A n〇M o r  tA X O  U S E *« e n N e M € N T〇P AREA6F

MtKA
B .1 7



申 謂 編 號  Ap 丨)lica丨 ion N o .: Y7 I - _ 2

與 屮 請 地 點 * 相 同 地 帶 的 先 前 屮 骄

I V r v i o u s  A p p l i c a t i o n s  R e l a t i n g  t o  th t *  A p p l i c a t i o n  S i t e  w i t h  t l i c  S a m e  / o n i n g ( s )

擬逋f f l途/發展 城市規釗娄舄公的決忠( 日期> 丨

A p p l i c H l k o n  N o . P r o p o s e d  U s c / D c v c l u p m e n t D e c i s io n  u f  1

T o w n  P l n n n i n u  lioard ( D a t e ) ,

N i l  i

冇 關 》料 里 以 方 怏 市 民 人 眾 參 考 ifi.iatm •趵 於 所 舡 資 枓 仃 沈 m上 的 問 sa及 文 枝 上 的 歧 兴 •城 市 垠 刮 杳 a 宙 松 不  

角 寅 ■ 若 冇 任 何 疑 問 ■ 應 査 兒 中 U5人 提 又 的 文 件 •
The information is provided for easy reference of liie general public. Under no circumstances will ihc Tov.-n Planmrig 
Board accept any liabilities for the uic of the information nor any inaccuracies or dtscrcpancici of the infurma*.iCin 
provided. In ease of doubt, reference should always be made to ihc submission ot the applicant

，1  r f ， ， \ t
' i • *

 ̂ m F — T ' n  
1 :* «

f
f1p r  i -T f f * -  ? T f  ^  f  ■ 1



申 請 编 號  A pp丨 丨 No. : Y /l-D B /2

申請人提交的圖則、繪圖及報告書

Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文  英 文  

Chinese English

蒼  1+!号给憂 Plans and Drawings
邊 淨 發 要 M U / 布 尾 設 I十图 Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) 

樓 宇 亡 置 冤 Block plan(s)

樓 芋 平 Floor plan(s)

截 視 E  Sectional plan (s)

立 視 IS Elevation(s)

額3 髮盞登畏的合成照片 Photomontage(s) showing the proposed

□ 0

□ □ M I S S I N G

□ □ M I S S I N G

□ 0

□ □ M I S S I N G

□ 0

development 

S 袁設1^适3 園 境 設 計 圖  Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plains)

\PVQC; ify)
j ̂ here ore many concerns here, that ha\/e 
£?een previously rc s e d  to the Soard, over 
1 5 ^ 6 ^  to pecestnans and the inadequate 
/ô gre.rm solution fo r  traffic - these 

\ auestons have not been eddressed.

;摘 錄 圖 則  Extract Plans of Public 

an-apd Deed of Restrictive Covenant

□
□

0
0

Planning studies 

頊 境 彭 響 F 住 （噪 音 、空 氙 及 / 或水 | 

Environmenial irnpa.ct̂ assessment _(noid

]污 染 ） 

air and/or water i

□
□

0
0

:就 里 每 通 影 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles)

景玆釤与
PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 
do not make fo r  a true visual impact 
assessment, why has this not been

梗 大 溪 查 Tree Survey 

土 力影 5 說 £ Geotechnical impact as;

成 水 影 SS罕住 Drainage impact assess! prov/c/ed/or the sens/f/ve rece/Ve«?

> Risk Assessment

ff/SS//VG 

Hi s s i n g  

■*-w 3/s s //v g  

" ^ v i i s s i n g

□ M I S S I N G

□ M I S S I N G

□ M I S S I N G  

M I S S I N G

琪水■，染 污 及 洪 水 班 究  Stucty on Drainage. Sewerage and Water Supply；
水 貢 技 龙 報 告  T e c h n ic a l  &  认  fo  f / ie  p u b " o s  〇

•1

囡 壤 茳 門 意 見 Responsemojor concern for this development 

and hos not been oedressed in any 

form - please refer to the previous 

P V O C  submissions that attached.

□
廿

"□^f/ss/A/G

有關資释是為方{f 5 民大眾參，而SI供 •麫於所 0 霣料在使用上的Klft及文轅上的歧興 *城市攻1?委具會抵不 

負資 •若有任何疑問 * *董閱申講人燙夂的文忭*
The inf<xm»U〇n is provided for fasy re/errnc« of the g«nerd public. Und« no circunutances will Jl« Town PUnnlng 
Board accept any Uibililies for tlic us« of (1m* infornulion not any intrcuf»c)e& or discrrpsitciei of Uie Infornution 
provkM. In cas« of doubr referucr should 瀘Iways be oi«4c lo the Kibnilstkm of die 瀵ppUcinL
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Tc、： Sccrewv the 丫own Pk，nnfr\g ftocwci

Gv iicnnd or p〇sl: 15/F. Worth Pent Govern,r,eni Offices, 333 Java Road, Worm Peru, Hong Kcng 

b'y F ix : ：2S77 0245 or 2522 8^26 

8y 3-meil: tpb.ad^pland.^ov-hk

致 ：城 市 規 剡 委 員 會 秘 啓

專人送遞或郵遞：香港北角道華道333號北角政府合署IS: 

傳 真 ：2S77 〇2<5或2522 342S 

電 郵 ：tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

The application n a  to which the c o m m e n t  relates {有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號 )： y/i_-Q8/2 

For optimising the land uses in the d e v e l o p m e n t  proposal of Area 6f, Discovery Bay 

Public c o m m e n t -  in support of the application 

支持愉景灣第 Sf區的發展計劃以善用珍貴土地資源

I a m  writing in support of the application for Area 6f in Discovery Bay , for the following reasons:

本人來函就愉景灣第 6f區的發展計劃表示支持，原 因 如 下 ：

計劃可舒缓香港緊張的房屋供應，並可提供不同類型的房屋選擇，提升市民生活質素。

Name (姓名)： Vu.2： 7 /^  ^
C o n ta ct聯絡方式(每郵/傳真 / 典柏 :

j^y^Signature (簽名 ):n|. ‘

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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ipbixlCq'plaiul.̂ovhk
Discoveiy Bay "Impiovemcnts"?

V / j - P B I  2

5 3 2 2

W e  have lived in Discovery Bay for about 16 years. It has been a wonderful experience with lots of room, clean air, 

nice gardens, a Plaza w e  enjoy, beautiful sea views, good transportation, low population density, low crime rates, 

reasonable cost of living l.e., in m a n y  w ays the ideal place to live. The changes that I see coming put all of this at 

risk, plus I fear lowered property values. Nothing has been said that m y  concerns will not c o m e  true!, I a m  very 

concerned about THIS development. The n e w  structures proposed for Peninsular Village would bring drastic 

change to w h e r e  I call m y  h o m e !  I T H E R E F O R E  O P P O S E  T H E  D E V E L O P M E N T  P L A N  BY T HE R E S O R T  

M A N A G E M E N T  I ask your help to assure m e  that m y  h o m e  will not be degraded.

Hiroko &  Frank Stewart,

Sent from m y  iPad

0
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:)ear -Sii./tviaciame,

G o o d  afternoon.

i 〇ni Gyo n g  W h a  Kim w h o  o w n s  the flat of 

April.

in Discovery bay in parkvale village since 2011

it is a lovely green neighbourhood with mountain behind hence the reason w e  bought the flat. More than the sea 

view I like the mountain view as it is right in m y  w i n d o w  of the two bedrooms.

Anyway, it is so disappointing to hear, there will be major construction happening. It is insane to build 40 odd high 

rise of t w o  three blocks. Main reasons of m a n y  other reasons are below: ❿

1) they cannot O C C U P Y  our residential road that has regularly running village buses, school buses, delivery vans, 

hire cars A N D  PRIVATE golf carts.

The roads C A N N O T  BE MAINTAINED. The road is already busy as it is and to add onto that Construction 

bullodozers is just unthinkable.

W e  are not the only users of this parkvale road but one main road leads up to midvale A n d  parkvale. It is simply 

unquestionable that they will use this road to bring in their equipments and trucks. 2

2) what a b o u t  the dust and noise pollution?
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Objection to application on development in Discovery Bay 
6f.ixir； 10b.pdf

V / j - D g / ^ -

Dcar Sir,

I would like to submit my objection to 2 applications, A rc^ -knd  Area 10B of Lot 385 in DD352 of D iscover Bay.

My objection is simply based on objection to the change of land use and I forward to you the enclosure objection 
documents.

Deborah Wan 
Resident of Discovery Bay

0
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Town Planning Board

I5/F, Norlli Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sirs,

Section 1 2 A  Application No. Y/I-DB/2 

Area 6f, L ot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort ("KKR"), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

submission are listed as follows:-

1. The H K R  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 ( P D M C )  dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the P D M C .  

Area 10b also forms part of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the 

P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go 

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

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

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

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

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

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

secured and respected.

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

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

the submission has not addressed.

lof2
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5 324
3. I he Proposal is major diangc \o llic development conccp/l. of die l.ot mxl a 

t\indamci\tai ck*viaiion oftlû  l;uitl use from llie origiruil approved Master Layouf 

Plana amt ihc appiovcd Oullinc Zoning IMnn in the ci|)piica(i〇n, i.e. a charigc 

IVoni service into resiilcnlial urea. Approval of it would be an undesirable 

prcccdoni case from environmental perspective and against (he interests of all 

rosidonl ;nul owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 

population implied by the submission. All D B  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. ui /\nnexThe revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan 

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  

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.

Address:
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Discovery Bay Planning 
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Dear Sir/Madam，

5 3 2 5

'//v佛 卜

I am writing to express m y  views about the proposed redevelopment of A r e a ^ ^ a n d  10b in Discover Bay, Lantau 

Island. Please see m y  detailed reasons in the attached documents. Thank you vei7  much for your kind attention.

Regards, 

Serene C H a n



1'hc Sccauariat 

Town Planning Board 

I5/F, North Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: <nbpd@pland.n〇v.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (UH K R ,,)) Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the lot. 

M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f, but the lot is now held 

under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f 

forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City Retained Areas’’ as 

defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  every 

Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass along and use 

Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same 

subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to 

consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral 

application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 

of the lot5 should be considered, secured and respected.

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

residents and property owners nearby is substantial, and the submission has not 

addressed this. 3

3. There is major change to the development concept of the lot and a fundamental 

deviation from the land use of the original approved Master Plan or the approved 

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

and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent from an environmental 

perspective and would also be against the interest of all property owners of the



district.
5 3 2 5

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

5. The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f will be an ecological disaster, 

and will pose a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural settings. 

The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or 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, mass and disposition in this 

revision. The two towers are still too close to each other which may create a wall- 

effect to the existing rural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to 

the immediate surrounding, especially to the existing buildings in the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

i

9
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Signature :

Date: 9 December, 2016

N a m e  of Discovery B a v  Resident: Serene C h a n

Address:
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Applicalion Na Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f ami Application No. Y/l-DB/3 Area 10b
PVCX7 1 bird Comments oil the Section 12A Application fmiher information (l).pdl'; Discovery Bay Pcnninsular Village Owners Commitice 
Objestion to 10B (4).pdf

Dear Sirs,

Application No. Area 6f

Application No. Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b

I  have read the attached submission from the PENINSULA OWNERS COMMITTEEfor 10b(PARKVALE  
(fliN E R S  COMMITTEEfor 6 f)a n d l wish to register m y objection with the TPB accordingly.



PVOC Contrn^nls on Application num ber Y/I-D 3/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee
Com m ents on the  Second Further In fo rm a tio n  Subm itted in Support of 
Section 12A A pp lica tion  N um ber Y /l-D B /2  to  amend Discovery Bay Outline 

Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 

Area 6f, D iscovery Bay.

Introduction

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner's Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 
in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 
the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 
Limited’s (HKR) Section 12A Application " r〇 D/scovery ZomVig P/加/or
rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Areo 6f, Discovery Bay". Our 
comments were assigned number 1S12 (April) and 2787 (Ju!y> by the Town Planning Board 
(TPBJ

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 
TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments made by 
government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental comments made available by the District Planning 
Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:
Annex A - Revised Concept Plan.
Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).
Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.
Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).
Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.
Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 
Covenant (extract).
Annex G - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

No substantive change has been made to the Further Information submitted in June.

Jn its covering letter, Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only 
to departmental comments. It is clear that, again, our concerns which we expressed in our 
comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 
in HKR's responses to the departmental comments, nor in the other parts of their latest 
submission of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 
comments to aH relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, we have drawn attention to many traffic access aspects, such as safety and 
emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

1
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PVOi. Cotf^nu'niN on Applu.^11 jp , nu； iin-

Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police in fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by H K R  and the TPB, and, if 

consulted by the TPB, govermnent departments and bureaux furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in tnis latest 

submission of Further Information, H K R  and the TPQ are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public c o m m e n t s  have to be submitted in accordance with TP8 Guideline No. 308 

"Guidelines -  for submission of c o m m e n t s  on various applications under the T o w n  

Planning Ordinance". Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: "Public comments should 

be related to the planning context of the application and submitted in accordance with the 

relevant provisions of the Ordmonce. These pubhc comments will be assessed by the Board 

on a case-by-case basis and only planning-related considerations wtll be token into account. 

As a general guideline, the Board vjif! primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the opplicotion: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support, 

against or expressing general concern) of (he public comment; (b) the planning intenticr,, 

land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 

infrastructure, landscape, visual the local community etc.}; (c) c o m m e m s  specific to the 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate."

Attention is also d r a w n  to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amendment 

of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any w a y  to restrict the contents of any 

application or c o m巾 ent made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 

information."

T h e  P V O C  considers that this third submission from the P V O C  has again properly complied 

with T P B  Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further Information from H K R  

does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant's 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.
i

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of tw o  18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  G F A  on a platform 

created to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 0 m a G F A  three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E g. H K R  h3S 
submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal-

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant government departments and bureaux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. . H K R’s responses to government department c o m m e n t s  have been inadequate and

evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone

- r  V/! UH/.：



l、V〇 C C om m e n ts  on A p p lic a tio n  n u m b e r : 卜 l_)B/2

to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly c o m m e n t e d  upon. 

All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 

public can c o m m e n t  on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the "access road", there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m a n y  issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 

pave m e n t  under B D  regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential 

lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and 

H K R (s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, H K R  

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact Assessment on 

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 

the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, H K T  tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

se w a g e  into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the sewage proposal ais considered not an efficient sewage planning strotegy>,.

H. H K R  is misleading the TPB by saying there are tw o  options re water supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since govern m e n t  has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu H o  

W a n  W a t e r  Treatment W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh W a ter P u mping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only on e  which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the D B  water treatment plant and 

using water from the D B  reservoir.

!. N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f and h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C  paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no 

reference to the D B  LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

J. Slope safety of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 

ignored, despite A n n e x  C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore CEDD's request for H K R  to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

K. Ownership issues - HKR's right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and

Outline Zone Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of 

undivided shares and m a n a g e m e n t  units under the D e e d  of Mutua! Covenant (DMC). * 

Furthermore, H K R  has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary； D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.

3
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M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

Annex:

1. C o m m e n t s  on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY H K R

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

Area 6f since April —  June 2014. In view of the m a n y  comments m a d e  previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments {e.g. 

over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. 了he current situaticn means 

that only residents w h o  can read English wifi be able to read the application and submit 

comments, thereby excluding m a n y  residents from a sc called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request H K R  to provias 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to rr.ake 

sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians 

I d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since H<R firs； 

submitted its application which, in view of the m a n y  public and government comrr.er.ts, 

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment
d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impaa assessments, thereby avo;o ng ;c 

 ̂ study the impact on the community and people most affected by .ts oropesai.

7. The consultant's reports provided by H K R  are not c〇ns.de-ec! reliable for a d u D-'C 

consultation exercise. This is because the key consultary Ove Arup, has stated in 

respect of its reports the following: ^This report takes into account the ^orticuiaf 

Instructions and requirements of our client, ft is not intended for, and ihoufd not, be 

relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is umUrtoken to any third party".

8. Based on the above, the process of public consutTation is dtstorteo. transparent anci 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full p^ctu-e t>v &nng>ng

4
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together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The T P B  is requested to obtain from H K R  its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

1 2 A  application and to confirm on e  w a y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC C O N S U L T A T I O N

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area the TPB states that "o/7- the 27/10/2016, t/ie 

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

departmental c o m m e n t s ..." This m e a n s  that H K R  has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public c o m m e n t s  

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the D B  community.

b. H K R  is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is "commercially sensitive Information''. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of H o n g  Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of c o m m e n t s  

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to 

w h y  the 丁PB  has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12 A  application, pending 

the o u t c o m e  of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. H K R  and m a n y  government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by m e m b e r s  of the public in their weli-reasoned submissions. 

Based o n  the three submissions of H K R  (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TP B  apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related com m e n t s  do not 

appear to have been sent by the T P B # for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Distribution by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on a!i the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider com m e n t s  on every 

subject: e g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial interests; and legal ownership.

O. RISK A S S E S S M E N T

1- A  Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed m a n y  concerns about traffic；

' slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and H K R  should be instructed to do one by the TPS. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPS ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments cn this 

application and the c o m m e n t s  submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. H K ^ S  R E S P O N S E  T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in HKR's Further Information "Applicant's response to the depanmental 

comments m a d e  available by District Planning Office (DPOj on 25 and 22 July 2016u

• cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the DPO's two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether H K R  has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of tne public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

■ both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PVOCs corriments

on H K R’s responses.

3. A F C D  c o m m e n t s  -  as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and below 3nd in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR's c o m m e n t s  regarding the revised Landscape Design Prcpasal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within A*23 6f 

not practicable.

4. D S D  c o m m e n t s  -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent st3niarc:s

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR's Anrex 二 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Hmost of the pollution concentrations would comply 

with relevant . W h a t  about the ones which do not?

5. EPD com m e n t s  -  HK R  confirms that it wjl! construct a sub-optirral standalone $ T W  

within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment \r> ths

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPO's requirements. Even af:e- 

such comments, HK R  has only submitted a ^preliminary water Quolit/ ossessnerr"1, 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  /neef reiev/ar：: technical standards

for sewage discharge. So HK R  has still not carried out the necessary stucies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - H K R  continues to ignore the c o m m e n t  that mthere are too many sections 

in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried ou： in the 

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading state.r>ents in the tS 

reports. As an alternative please use a n e w  section to summarise t^e tiAC 

implications of the proposed developmentH. (l.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - H K R  is still refusing to give adequate details and o corrrni*rnent to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fuily meet all of EPO's requirements 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.

6
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6. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not all poflution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only wmost”‘ W h a t  about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 - again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 -  HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

method n o w  proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box culvert directly. HK R  is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state n o w  which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste M a n a g e m e n t  - H K R  continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

S. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HK R  does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality - Specific 7 -  HK R  describes the road type of Parkvale as ua local 

厂〇〇亡" and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

丁his is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodb u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is m a d e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodb u r y  Court.

10. Lands Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HK R  to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 - HK R  recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.0E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c. Specific 6 - HK R  refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be "commercially sensitive"1 information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (POMC). This was dealt with in a letter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

DLO. This is not acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if HK R  continues to insist on its position, 

the Lands Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a d e  by 

HKR. This subject is covered also in Sections B, above, and L, below.

d. Specific 7 - this is in respect of ownership and is covered in the HKR letter mentioned 

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial information

7
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H K R  is trying to u n d e r m i n e  t h e  public c o n s u l t a t i o n exercise. 丁h e  L a n d :  D e p a r m e - . * .  

s h o u l d  h a v e  H K R ' s  c l a i m  to b e  t h e  sole o w n e r  of A r e a  6f r e v i e w e d  b y  i n d e p e r d e n ，.

lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would b e  totally wrong for t h e  Lar.o： 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.g., the L a n rJ： 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission's 

recommendation and if not explain wh y  not. These comments by the ihuci 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored alt the points about breaching the populat'.on cei'irg 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental deve!oprr,〇rt projec*:. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. AN the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, ：3-er/ 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village cf Mi3vc；e, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension o; Parkvaie 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do so. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respsct of t^e 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only a c c e s s  r  e 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viab e rnesns c*" 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and pcst-ccrr^：et"cr 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended tc the sits. T̂ .：s 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access pa:h fcr「es卜:em s  cf 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither aestgned r.cr 

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does net have scacs fcr

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway cf sub-stancarc 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehic丨es to :：3ss and 丨 the 丨 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale In fa::.:卜£

application states that ''Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to t^e exsst^Q 

Parkvale Drive1*. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access t^rougn our vt*;age. 3，il 

traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. TNs is dear frem Anne、 

A  of the October Further information and the aerial image below.

B
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A e r ；ji i m ^ g e  o f  existing P a r k v a l e  Village w i t h  i m p o s e d  6 f  D e v e l o p m e n t

Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The 476 units and 1,190 populations 

increase as a result of the proposal is very modest development intensities' In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

ail traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing fow rise flats in the village and then past 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and Woodl a n d  Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the num b e r  of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the num b e r  of flats in 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only m eans of access to 

Midvale Village.

9
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pavernerr 

behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and V/oodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrow hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 

cracking evident 

in asphalt 

surface on 

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 - the "PassGgewo〆’，as defined in the Pa「kvale Village Sub-Dr/C, preying 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court res'.dentia； 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and m a d e  of paving blocks, 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start. 5

5. W e  noted in our previous comments th3t P3rkvaie Drive totally uns^'teo as a .^oar.s cf 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its st3te of repair anci its c〇nst^aia：< 

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.
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6. W e  afe very iu»prised jnd toncemcd that no government department has asked 

Jbcut the suitability oi ParkvaJe Ofive as the only means of access to Area 6f and that 

hXK ncK addressed our tonternj in its Further Information.
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he^vy usdge 'n ,^：î Cbia»-  ̂is oes：gned as o pedestrjan pavement under BD

êguidt'Cf's, a^o t^e e^re s on：> cune^ry dcs'gncd to cater for 20 tonne FS and 

"><?•<? > g，;*，cant concern over the existing and visible damage

•.乂 'esu Te.j current usage of all three sections of Parkvale

espec a.r*v rf Section 3. pedestrian pavement section. The surface was not 

cui：t : €̂ a^  c ；〇 SoSta'n ty heavy construction traffic, nor the increase in

^e»at：〇nd- V 4 '1 c. es^eCia.^ the ；ncrfase in the number of buses, which would resuft 
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：4. Emergency Access - in the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvate Drive by 

two or m o r e  targe vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 

whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either Uie 

construction site, the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and Woo d l a n d  Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

IS. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird's-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 
the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 
illustrating that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 
access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 
local bus services and delivery vehicles which may traverse at low speeds to park in one 
of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 
to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 

j sand underlay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 
j heavy rainfall.

16. Safety • Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, Wood g r e e n  Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

farr.lly pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

and general recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in the nu m b e r  of buses, which would result from the num b e r  of proposed flats 

being almost twice that of the existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, W oodgreen Court and 

W oodland Court residential buildings.

13
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces fo「a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the O B  Tunnel Lmk. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, :t :s 

very narrov;, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen 

Court and W oo d l a n d  Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safely and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section  3 of  
Parkvale  Drive.

View  of  the  
p ed es tr ian  
p a v e m e n t  
leading  to  the  
s t a r t  of  the  
p ro p o sed  
ex tension  o f  
Parkvale  Drive  
to  Area  6f, 
i l lus tra ting  th a t  
it is pr im ar i ly  a 
p ed es tr ian  
tho roughfare .

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was m a c e  

known, a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 

from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Vi!l3ge in March 

2016 an employee of DB  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary cf 

HKR, noted that H K R  was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HKR 

sent an email to the Chairman of the P V O C  which stated that:

19. trW e  are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. As such, H.KR is 

favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul rood from 

Discovery Volley Road".

20. However, despite H K R’s c o m m e n t  in the email,it has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discover VaMcy Road in 

either Its Application or its Further Information. In fact, in those documents HKR states

14
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th3t there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 
Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite tne concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f and the alternative access which w e  noted in our c o m m e n t s  on the original 

application and in our c o m m e n t s  on the HKH's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require H K R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.

G. S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1. Ail the concerns and c o m m e n t s  submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. H K R  has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

m e a n s  that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. HK R  is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be managed and 

maintained. As H K R  will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by H K R  to live next door to a 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including strong fou! odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. H K R  is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artificially m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 3 0 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, Is

! Alternativei
j access to Area 

j of from 

Discovery 

Valley Road.
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environmentally unacceptable and wili encourage toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of £. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directiy 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu m s  per day of sewage wilt be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding the^ various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 
should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptaDility of tne：r 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to c o m m e n t  on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged

' into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPD, W 5 D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October HKR's consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that ^alternative on-site sewage 

treatment plant could be provided^ either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is nc: 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land orea^. Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR's Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that "This S T W  will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not on efficient sewage planning 

strategy". Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a y  cause man offensive 

smell and is health hazard”■

b. ftThis additional effluent would hove impacts on both water and marine

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quj!ity model be es:c匕!:shed

for assessment as part of the subsequent E!AN. (June Revised Environrrenta! Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information tnere is no reference tc 3 

subsequent EIA, which likely means that the subject of an £!A has been dropped.

Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 3ppliC3t!on.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is stilt sub-optimum in its October submission. Since

consultant has again in the Further Information Annex G  "Revised Study on Drainage, 

Sewage and Water SupplyMt paragraph 5.6.1.4, stated that "As this new wf1!

f t  W  ：， I f I f f  1 f  V  螬  f  f 壞 ，T  ， ： 7
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 

decentralized scheme is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy1'.

8 . Due to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

In Area 6f# due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent may 

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  mentio门 was m a d e  in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; "suitable backup" of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to wh3t is suitable}; and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu Ho W a n  STW), and, as backup, the movem e n t  of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu Ho W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing DB Services Man a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both m a n agement and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, HK R  has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu Ho W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the open nuflah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  STW, which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged Into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ''Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier1) and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, HK R  tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  TINs and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.

22. In response to the D S D  request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that MThe Option 

2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 

Management at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and-Area 10b proposed 

developments". 丁his has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. H K R  continues to m a k e  no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 

sewage pipe To the sea at the Plaza will be met by either HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. H K R  should be required to confirm 

that all capftal and operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f and the
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gravity s e w a g e  pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village a n d  other villages in Discovery Ba y  should not 

hav e  to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity s e w a g e  pipe or the connection to 

the o p e n  nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE DB RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application a nd Further Information blatantly attempt to give the irr.pression that 

there are t w o  options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  TreatT-er.： 

W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station (FWPJ. As the SH  vVVvT\A/ 

a nd S H W F W P  cannot be expan d e d  to m a t c h  the p r o g r a m m e  of the potenriai Areas 5r 

a nd 1 0 b  developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and O v e  Arup fGr governmen: not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for s e w a g e  and v/ater. H K R  ha: no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) f rom the r aw water sicrea 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment w e r k s  

a n d  building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to m a k e  a private v̂ -2 ：e r 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be  a very expensive and another s u b - o p t i m u m  approach. There is no 

Information in the Further Information as to m a n a g e m e n t ,  engineering, environmental 

a n d  public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again be  asked to confirm that the capital a n d  the operating costs arising 

f r o m  using the reservoir will be borne by  either H K R  or the undivided shareholders of 

the Are a  6f a n d  Area 1 0 b  proposed developments, a n d  not by the o w n e r s  cf Parkvale 

Village or b y  the o w n e r s  of a ny other village in Discovery Bay w h ich have their water 

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  Tr e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W 'vVTW) a nd the S H W  

Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station.

1. P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission 什o m  the application is that all other ut⑴ ra、e :?een y  c〇Ke::, 

despite this Further Information stating that the prevssic" cf -：,：；：.es ;s 3 \ey e

the d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f. These include electricity, L-G s-pp y. :e anc

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity .ssues, w ：：r a. 〇*' ：̂ese 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the evst ''.g parre^ ;oig£s:ec 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court. Woc-cg-ee- Cc-jr. 

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to Are3 6f.

2. A n o t h e r  serious, a n d  disturbing, omission is that consultants appe3- j n a w a - e  

that H K R  a n d  the D B  c o m m u n i t y  3re awaiting t.K e 3：̂  "ccc.^s a 〇■" 

L P G  gas explosion at 5 Parkland D m e  cn  S S e p t e m b e r

a b out the L P G  system in D0. Th e  retubiiiry c f vse o* $ ^ * 5 "  tc

Areas 6f a nd 1 0b needs to be consiJereo 二 a

Information.

IS
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3. H K R  should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will h a v e  no  

impjct o n  the residents a n d  o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village or explain w h a t  the impact will 

be a n d  h o w  H K R  will mitigate their impact.

J. S L O P E  S A F E T Y  A N D  B U I L D I N G  C O N C E P T

1. W e  h3ve pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last P V O C  submission that "HiGEO, 

CEDO) had requested o Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) m  support of the 

application to be submitted by HKR N O W  and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibiiity of the proposed development. HKR hos refused to do so and will only submit o 

GPRR prior to implementation.M W e  said that H K ^ s  position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HK R  continues to ignore C E D D’s requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no Information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope d o w n  from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HK R  has responded to a similar 

request for a G P R R  for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight d o w n  to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. H K R  should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,3〇0 m 2  on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. W h a t  is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading d o w n  towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to ac c o m modate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level 55mPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 
towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 
of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Par'^/ale 
Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state how it will eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP AND HKR^ RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 
described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 
the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a "Passagewa/\

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that "the ownership 〇f  
Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant::
Way to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in A rsa  5p J

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed cf Mutual 
Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult fcr a i3y
person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retainec Areas ann
Village Common Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and cf owners 〇f 
undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. ( Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village
been responsible for the costs of maintaining this uPassagewa/' for the oast years 
we believe that HKR should present counsels* independent legal opinions SLpcorti^g 
contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR's request to leave ；ts ^eta；ie〇 
views on this subject within the ^commercially sensitive informatics contained in 
letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section £ above
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L  P L A N N I N G  C O N T R O L S

1. Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 
undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it was pointed out in comment 4402 submitted last 
July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 
outline zoning plan (02P) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 
to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 
the existing MP and 02P are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 
any consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 
much risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 
aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 
planned developments, HKR is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of
25,000, which is the maximum as per the approved OZP, without going through the 
necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 
and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

A. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 
considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 
department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current p叩 ulation of Discovery Bay is 15,000 
and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 
current population was amended 19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 
Limited, the property management company of D8 and a wholly owned subsidiary of 
HKR). There is no information provided which would .provide assurances about the 
population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 
collection, management of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 
Population figures are a vita! element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 
essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 
verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since HKR is using figures provided 
by its wholly owned subsidiary. The TPB is requested to address this serious issue 
before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

6. The difference between the maximum of 25,000 and the sum of the current population 
and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 
current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 
Discovery Bay which HKR is currently developing and planning. Such developments 
include that described in comment number 4372 submitted last July which refers to the 
Lands Department currently reviewing HKR’s application to develop an additional 
124,000 m2 under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats in 
Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, may be 
built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. V/hat this means is that HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagrantly 
disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population. 
Furthermore, it would appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is ignoring what 
HKR is doing.
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8. Before the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 
demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 
6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Say being 
developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP maximum population cf
25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 
independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 
seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 
10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 
using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 
especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, tc 
indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need by 
government to address this issue. Otherv/ise, in the future, there is likely to be an 
investigation by the Director of Audit as to why this issue was not addressed .NOW by 
the TPB and why HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,COG. 
In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments wilt aga丨n be sent to tGtri the 
Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In a^d：tior 
this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is dear the administrative 
processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable of handling th：s 
aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and management units is an issue which HKR is well 
aware of from the efforts of a DB owner over the last two years. This issue has been the 
subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Department and 
presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this sucjec: 
is covered in comment number 4402 submitted last July to the TPB and tne L a n d s  

Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares re：5ir.eo 
by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. HKR has replied to the 
Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commercially 
sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 
is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lot (under t.he Land 
Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares remaining for a!lccs;ion r〇 
any new development on the Lot. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (POVCi 
contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into 250,000

- undivided shares. These undivided shares were immediately allocated tc various jses:
( 56,500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial deveicpmenc, 2,15C to C(ubs

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 were cef；r»es as 
"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development may bs sub-allocated tc 
Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the developer may â avs from the 
Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there is no record of how many Keserx-e Undivided Scares remain for 
allocation to the future development of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no accountable and transparent central register an̂ l 
management of the process of allocating the shares which means that HKS cannot
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assure the TPB that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 
other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 
situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 
supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 
developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 
the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 
type to af! Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 
proposal to amend the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 
that there has been misaMocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 
believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB in 
accordance with the terms of the DMC. In respect of this concern, the following 
resolution was proposed at the City Owners, Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: uTo 
propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of Ma n a g e m e n t  Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 

un/ts ot Discovery Boy and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from H KR  for ony shortfall in payments to the Monogement Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)H.

17. This is dearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 
proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to know the 
exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 
so that decisions can be made in the correct planning environment.

M. DIAGRAMS AND PHOTOMONTAGE

1. The latest Further Information provided by HKR contains misleading, inaccurate and 
poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The DIAGRAMS (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 
to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A n n e x  A  to the F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  ^ R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  PIanw :

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 
on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 
in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. 丁his is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 
Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 
slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 
be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan -  in Annex 1 we have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 
figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents who would be 
affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 
the sub DMC as Passagev/ays. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 
6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for

2 3
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 
Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as we«l as all 
other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 
by HKR, This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 
has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 
submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan -  same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3J and Optimisation of Land Use figure 3,1. 
The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 
cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 
large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 
left in place. Simple construction logistics would mean this would be very 
improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 
excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure 8.2. This figure includes incorrect statements 5t3〇ax 
the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated Cy 
HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect tre 
correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 
shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 
data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 
exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated PHOTOMONTAGES for 
the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the rtnegl!gibie,f affea of 
Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains re；e^r>t" 
This statement is both incorrea and misleading since the photos do not show tns ^suai 
impact on the people who would be really affected by the proposed developrrent. I.s. 
the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages who will view Ares 6f 
close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the PVOC montage as containec 
in Annex 1 to this submission.

6. The UPDATED PHOTOMONTAGES (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this 
submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 
low quality photos as all of them are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza -  these poor quality photomontages hardiy ref ec: rhe 
views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the VOC photos ir. Annex 1 to t^:s 
submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout -  these poor quality photos hardly reflect the view's 
from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these
photos hardly refiea the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grainy ana 
poorly lit.
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck -  why show this when there should be images 
from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 
Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle lane -  why is this photo used as there are very few 
residents at this location who would be affected. Why are there no images from the 
more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 
Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 
parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 
provides the photomontage provided by the PVOC to the relevant meeting of the 
RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the RNNTC will be considered 
negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

CONCLUSION

We (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 
which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 
be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 
considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 
of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HKR application continues to be deficient in 
many ways. So again, we consider that the Town Planning Board Is in no other position 
than to reject HKR's application to rezone Area 6f.

We again encourage the Town Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 
so, many of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.
Parkvaie Village Owners Committee Chairman

25



A n n e x  1: C o m m e n t s  o n  HKR's diagrams a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .



饨乎屮誘ftj號 W1-DU/2而只作抱示用途的擬謙發展計劃的概括發展規範 
Br o a d  De v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  of  the  I n d i c a t i v e  

De v e l o p me n t  Pr o p o s a l  in R e s p e c t  of  A n n I i c a t i o n No. Y/ l -DB/2  
囚應於2016年 10月27 □接迓的進一步資料而修訂的概括發展規萜 

Revised broad development parameters in view of 
the further information received on 27.10.2016

; U ) 申 〗 |?S K  
i Application no. Y/I-DB/2

| ( b ) 位 置 / 地 址  

| Location/Addrcss 
!

愉 景 苯 第 6 f 區 丈 S 約 份 第 3 5 2 约 地 段 第 3 S 5 號 餘 段 及 增 批  

部 分 （部 分 ）

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D 352, Discovery Bay
( c ) 地 sa面 積  

Site area
約 About 7 ,6 2 3 平 方 米 m2

(d) 跑 則  

Plan
愉 景 漼 分 區 計 剷 大 纲 核 准 圖 编 號 Sn-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4
(e) 地 帶  

i Zoning
「 其 他 指 定 用 途 」 註 明 「 員 工 宿 舍 （5) 」

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"
i( 〇 擬 訂  

Proposed 
Amendment(s)

把 「 其 他 指 定 用 途 」 註 明 「 員 工 宿 舍 （5 )」 地 帶 改 劍 為 「 住  

宅 (丙 類 ）12」 地 帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 總 樓 面 面 積  

及 / 或 地 積 比 率  

Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

地 稹 比 率  

Plot ratio
住 用  Domestic 約  About 

21,600
約  About 

2.83
非 住 用  Non-domestic - -

(h) 幢 數

No. of block
住 用  Domestic 2
非 住 周  Non-domestic -
综 合 用 途 Composite -

( i ) 建 築 钧 高 度 ( 以 最 高  

S 拐 樓 面 空 間 計 算 ） 

/
mm
Building height 
(measured to the 
highest usable floor 
space)/
No. of storeys

住 用  Domestic 65 米 m
120 米 （主 水 平 甚 準 以 上 ） mPD 
18 M storey(s)

非 住 用  Non-domestic - 米 m
- 米 （ 主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ） mPD
- 層  storev(s)

综 合 用 途 Composite
- $ ^ 主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ） mPD
- / i  storey(s)

丨G ) 上 2 面 槙  

： Site coveraec
约  About 30 0/〇

|(k) m 位 數 目  

| No. of units
4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Flats

( 1 ) 休 憩 周 地  

Open Space

r

- 私 人  Private
不 少 於 Not less t h a n 丨，1 9 0 平  

方 米 m2

(m> 停 車 位 及 上 落  r  
客 貨 車 位 數 目  t  
No. of parking f 
spaces and loadingL 
unloading spaces y

高 阔 夫 球 車 停 泊 位 （ 申 請 人 未 有 提 供 停 泊 位 數 目 ） Golf cart parking
space (number of parking space not provided by 叩 plicant)
维 修 屯 輛 上 落 客 貨 位 （ 申 譆 人 未 有 提 供 上 落 客 貨 位 數 目 ） Servicing 
vehicles loading/unloading space (number of loading/unloading space not 
provided by aDDlicant)

• 有 關 声 料 是 為 方 使 市

币 現 鈀 夯 择 會 槪 不 負 荑 • 若 有 彳 j:何 疑 問 . 戍 逛 m 屮 m 人 垅 夂 的 文 件 *



M  %
The jnformalion is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstance* will the Tovm Planmng 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the >nformau〇n 
provided. In case of doubl, reference should always be made to the submission of ihc applicant
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(f)

申請編號 A p p l i c a t i o n  N o ,  : Y / l - D n / 2

備 註  Remarks

於 2016年 10月 2 7日 ，申 諧 人 提 交 進 一 步 資 料 以 回 應 部 門 的 赶 見 及 提 艾 經 修 訂 的 玆 展  

總 綱 蚣 圖 、截 視 圇 、園 境 設 計 總 圃  '增 境 影 響 評 估 *規 釗 報 告 ，排 水 ，排 污 及 供 水 研 究 • 

水 質 技 術 報 告 、合 成 照 片 及 公 共 休 憩 設 施 界 跺 圖 及 限 制 公 契 的 摘 錄 圇 則 •

On 27.10.2016, the applicant submitted fiarlhcr information providing responses to Recoortses 

to departmental comments including revised Master Plan, sectional plan, Landscape Proposal, 

Environmental Study, Planning Statement, Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply, 

Techniral Note on Water Quality, updated photomontages and extract plans of Public 

.Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan and Deed of Restrictive Covenant.

PVOC;

Please confirm where 

the responses are to the 

Residents/ P V O C  

concerns as they do not 

appear to have been 

reviewed or addressed.

P V O C；
Photo-montages are very poor quality, and are not 

reflective of the view from the majority of the 

community.

Note that there are over 523 flats that view directly 

on this site, with an average of 3 per uni：, thats 

potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 

reflected in the photo-montages.

有關資料适為方便市民大眾参考而提供•妇於所軾資料在龙用上的梵牲义文《上的汶禺■试，曳K 娈爷 

饵概不R * •若有任何疑問•應逛閱币M 人择文的义件* ^
The information is provided for easy jcfctence of the gcnrral pvuWic I'rKlcr no ctrcumstances will the Town 

Plaruiing Board accept any lialnlitics for the use of the inlbnnwion not »ny maccuracies cm discrrpaiKJes ol tl>« 
information provided In case of doubt, rcfereiwe should alw*vs Sr mavie lo the subrvuss»s>n ot’ the 廉叩1»〇細

p ^
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DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USB • AREA 6F
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V OC comments on

HKRs 5f Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.2.1 AFTER IfylPRcSSiON F R O M  DISCOVERY SAY VALLEY R O A D



\ P V O C；
j W h y  is this P h o t o -montage used - there are very f e w  

Uesicents at this location w h o  w o u l d  be affected.

\ W h y  are there no images f r o m  the m o r e  populated areas 

\where residents are impacted • see p a g e  7?

These poo r  Quality Photo-montages hardly reflect the views 

f r o m  the Lookout. The Photos are grainly a n d  poorly lit.

m m
— - .w • ， - j  ，
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P H O T O M O N T A G E  • V P 1 S  ( V S R  T 3 )  F R O M  M ID D L E  L A N E  

OSCOVCRY BAY OPT*CZAT*〇N O f  LAND US£ -  REFINEMENT OF AREA 6F

B.17



申 請 編 號  ApplicationNo. : Y/I - D B / 2

與申誚地點 ®相同地帶的先前申諝

Previous Applications Relating to the Application Site with the Same Z,oning(s)

申諮编號 
Application No.

擬諶用途/ 發展 
Proposed Usc/Development

城 市 規 幻 決 足 ( 5 貶） ， 
Decision of

Town Planninc Board fDatc>
Nil

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 参 考 而 提 供 • 對 於 所 酜 資 料 在 使 用 上 的 問 瓸 及 文 較 上 的 歧 界 • 城 〒 現 興 ， 矻 不  

負 資 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 • 跑 査 閱 申 说 人 提 文 的 文 件 • _
The information is provided for easy reference of Uic general public. Under no circumstances will oic ?'.ann;ng
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the informal丨on nor any inaccuracies or discrepancitt of the irjbrrTiauon
provided. In case of doubk reference should always be made to the submission of the applicants

(T



申 請 溢 號  A p p lic a tio n  N o. : Y /1 D B /2

申逋人提交的阑則、铯圖及報告沿 
P la n s ,  D r a w in g s  a n d  R e p o r t s  S u b m i t te d  h y  A p p l ic a n t

中文’ 英文 
CU'mese .̂n̂ WsH

蛋目:丨 ~^$免  P la n s  and PrawinES

二? S 技畏藍 圓 /布 局設計SI Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) 
磚芋岱置S  Block plan (s)
樓手罕S3B Floor plan(s)
截視S  Sectional plan(s)
立現 IS Elevation(s)
顎示鉍蒗發展的合成照片 Photomontage(s) showing the proposed

Q  \3 

□  Q MISSING
〇 Q MISSING
a  a

a  a  m issin g

a  a

development
S 境 設 計 境 設 計 ffl Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan⑸

fy)p v o c :

TVrere a.re m a n y  c o n c e r n s  here, that h a v e  

been previously raised to the Board, o v e「 

safety to pedestrians a n d  the inadequate 

Icngterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not b e e n  addressed.

n

□
s

a

1 則  Extract Plans of PubUc 

wrmid Deed of Restrictive Covenant

广

w

^ f ' ] 5 r r £  Planning studies

環境影鉴評S  (噪音、空氣及/ 或水j的污染）

Environmcmal impact assessmenl inois

a
Q

a

a

Y-rw^ror'
emal impact assessment (noido, air and/or water poUuWonŝ

x^rr>r>r>rr>ry

:就 里 親 的 交 通 影 蓉 評 估  Traffic im p acU ssessm eiU  (on veW cles) Q

rrV'

1ISSING

1ISSING

v isu a l im pact assessm en JSSING

L andscape im pact assessm en t

樹 木 調 i ： Tree S u rvey  l p v o c ； Poor quality  P h o to -m o n ta g e s

土力影淫評估 G eotech nic'aU m pact as

D ra in age im pact assess) 

S c w e r s e e  im oact as

d o  n o t m ok e /o r  o true visual im p act  

a sse s sm e n t, w h y  h as this n ot b een  

p r o v i d e d  f o r  th e  se n sitiv e  receivers?

r ^ ^ n n n r -

□'MISSING 

q  MISSING 

q  MISSING 

q  M I S S I N G  

M I S S I N G

3 J tn V f^ Risk Assessment

水、排污及供水班究 Study on PrainaRe, Sewerage and V^alcr Supply
水 質 技 術 報 吿  T e c h n ic a l ：( w 〇C;如  Wsk to the pub丨ic is a

苷 目 吻 rconcern/orth丨’5 development
: :二匕人。‘兒--- P-----S and has not been addressed 丨’n any

form - please refer to the previous 
PVOC submissions that attached.

ISSING

有驭j?料炙為方便6 民大眾參考而拢饮•妇於所於頁料在使H】上的問妞及文较上如妓乳，戚市说制委艮您概不

分肓*若饤丨三何疑問，溧 爻 入 提 X 的义吓•

T lif information is provided for easy refrrfncc o f the general public. Under no circum iU nccs w\U the T ow n YUunVn^ 

H e a r d  acce^  any liabilitirs for the use o f \ h t  inform alion nor any lnaccurac\ts or d is c r c p n d ts  ot l\\t  \a lotw ul\oo  

provided. doubt. should always Ik  m d c  to the subm ission  of U\t a叩 Ucai\l.
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收件者: 
主H: 
附件：

寄件H 期: 0Sm2J]2016年M 期四 1 ⑸4 
tpbixi@plarKl.jiov.hk
Obj?.clions to the development application by MKR 
Avea 61 RedideiU Objection.pdf; Area 10b Objection pdf

5 3 2 7

Dear Sir,

I a m  writing to object the development applications submitted by the consultant of H o n g  Kong Resort (14H K R  

Masierplan Limited on 27.10.2016. Would you please find the attached comments.

Thank you for your attention.

Best regards,

Fung Ka Po

mailto:tpbixi@plarKl.jiov.hk


Tlic Secretariat

’’Unvii Planning Board

15/1', North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbp(l@plaiu).j>ov.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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (“H K R ”)，Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

submission are listed as follows:-

1. The H K R  claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot 

is n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDM C )  dated

20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the P D M C .  

Area 10b also forms part of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City 

Retained Areas" in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the 

P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go 

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

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

the P D M C ) .  This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 

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

co-owners 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

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.
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人 I'hc l'ioposal is m a j o r  d i n n g e  to the d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  the L o t  a n d  a 

t i m J a m e n t a l  d e v i ation o f  the land u s e  f r o m  the original a p p r o v e d  M a s t e r  L a y o u t  

P l a n a  a n d  the a p p r o v e d  O u t l i n e  Z o n i n g  Plan in the application, i.e. a c h a n g e  

f r o m  service into residential area. A p p r o v a l  o f  it w o u l d  b e  a n  un d e s i r a b l e  

p r e c e d e n t  c a s e  f r o m  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p e r spective a n d  against the interests o f  all 

resident a n d  o w n e r s  o f  the district.

4. Î'he 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.

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 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: 8 December 2016

Name of Discovery Bay Owner : Fung Ka Po

A d d r e s s :



5328

ipbfxi

奇件A:
^ m m ：

i：h：

l\、ugUs N.ui m.
08[|l：lj.H)!u；| '('Jiijl'M 12:1-1
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T h e  Secretariat

3  D e c e m b e r  2 0 1 6

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d

15/F, N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices

3 3 3  J a v a  R o a d ,  N o r t h  Point

(Via e m a i l  t p b p d @ p l a n d . g o v . h k  )

D i s c o v e r y  B a y  applications Y / l - D B / 2  a n d  Y / l - D B / 3

I w i s h  t o  register m y  o b j e c t i o n  to t h e  s u b j e c t  applications.

p

r

As a resident and property owner in Discovery Bay I object to the plans submitted to the Town Planning Board 
(T^) on several grounds.

The entire lot of Discovery Bay, including the areas covered by the applications Y/l-DB/2 and Y/l-DB/3, is held ;
under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). The claim by Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) to be the soie | 
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.

HKR and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Management Limited (DBSML), a wholly-owned subsidiary of HKR 

have not complied with the terms of the DMC. There are numerous unresolved disputes between HKR and the 
(✓ fsr owners including irregularities in the calculation of Management Expenses. HKR is the owner/operator of all 

tne 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 provisions of the DMC.

The D M C  requires that Management Expenses must be shared according to GBA, as defined in the DMC. HKR and 

the Manager calculate Management Fees for the commercial properties according to Gross Floor Area (GFA), 

which allows HKR to underpay its due share of Management Expenses. HKR has blocked attempts to resolve these 

disputes through the City Owners' Committee (COC), recognised as the owners' committee under the Building 

Management Ordinance (Cap. 344), as HKR controls the majority of undivided shares in the lot and is able to cast 

its shares at any time to control the outcome of any vote. For the same reason, the owners of Discovery Bay are 

unable to form an Owners' Corporation as HKR can block any resolution to incorporate.

The Lands Department is aware of these unresolved disputes and should reject further applications by HKR until 

these disputes are resolved. Any new development will only subject more owners to the unfair charging 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 show that HKR 

agrees to abide in full to the terms of the New Grant and the DMC.

I additionally object to the applications based on the questions of improper submissions in support of the

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


application as reported in the Hong Kong media, including the link iDelow. 5328
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Those reports cite evidence that documents were falsified in support for the application. Such allegations call into 
question the legitimacy of all the submissions in support of the application. The TPB cannot accurately assess 
public reaction to the application if certain parties may be manipulating the process by ''stuffing the ballot box/r 
with supporting submissions which may be fake or submitted by people who have little or no legitimate interest in 

Discovery Bay.

As such, the application should be rejected until such time as the investigation into this matter has been 

concluded and the TPB is assured that the process has not been manipulated.

Lastly, the application should be rejected due to the inability of the existing DB infrastructure to support a 
substantial increase in population implied by the submission. The application contains insufficient explanation of 

how peak period transport will be accommodated； particularly in and around Parkvale Village, where access to 

the new development is only available using a narrow road up a steep slope.

All DB property owners and occupiers would have to pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to 

provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. The proponent should consult and liaise with

development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and 
addressed in the submission. ~

Best regards,

Douglas Nairne 

Discovery Bay

*This email may contain materials that are confidential and privileged for the sole use of the intended recipiep^ 

Any use or distribution by others, or forwarding without expressed permission, is strictly prohibited. If you art 

the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately.
Thank you.*

all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified
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D e a r  Si r  / M a d a m

1'hc l ' o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d ,

I n c l u d e d  a r e  t h e  a t t a c h e d  files ( P D F )  w i t h  m y  o w n  s i g n a t u r e  anti puitii d a t e d  o n  

D e c .  0 8  2 0 1 6  for y o u r  a c k n o w l e d g e .

T h a n k  y o u  w i t h  b e s t  r e g a r d s  !

M s .  J. B u e c h i

a



Hk- Sccrolariat

T o w n  Planning Board

15/F, North Point Gove r n m e n t  Ofllces

-vV> Java Road, North Point

(Via email: (pbiKU^nlnnd.nov.lik or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Amilicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (uHfCR,5), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go 

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

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

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

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

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

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to tlie development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

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

lof 2
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4. T h e  original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 

population by  the submission, a n d  all D B  property o w n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer 

a n d  p a y  for the cost out o f  this submission in upgra d i n g  the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

devel o p m e n t ,  e.g. all required road n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out of  this submission etc. T h e  p r o p o n e n t  should consult a n d  liaise 

w i t h  all property o w n e r s  being affected a n d  undertake the cost and e x p e n s e  of all 

infrastructure out of  tliis development. Its disruption during construction to other 

property o w n e r s  in the vicinity should be properly mitigated a n d  addressed in the 

submission.

5. T h e  proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. 

T h e  proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree 

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. T h e  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. Th e  two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrpunding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature :______________________________ Date: 08/12/2016

N a m e  of Discovery B a y  O w n e r  / Resident: C a m p o s  Valenca Buechi, Janaina

Address: 2

area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case j'rom
environmcnial perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

2 of 2
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4. The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substamial increase in 

population by the submission, and all D B  property owners v/ould have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

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

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during constnjction to other 

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

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A  

is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this 

revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  create a 

wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable 

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

the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

_______Date: 08/12/2016

Resident: Campos Valenca Buechi, Janaina

and approval of it would he an undesirable piecedent case from environment；!!
perspective and against the interest o f all property ov/ners of the districi.

Address:

N a m e  of Discovery Bay O w n e r  /

2  of 2
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T o w n  Planning B oard

15/F, N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: (pl)i)di“ u l a n d d o v . l i k orfax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

Dear Sir,

Section 1 2A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 

Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in P.P. 352, Discovery B a y

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant o n  27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to C o m m e n t s  submitted by the consultant of H o n g  K o n g  

Resort (UH K R ,5), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental c o m m e n t s  regarding 

the captioned app]icationon27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that! strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed 

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land o wner  of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal D e e d  of Mutual Covenant ( " P D M C ' )  dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas55 or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  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 s a m e  subject to the City Rules (as defined in tlie 

P D M C ) .  The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from tlie 

co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  property rights of the 

existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should b e  considered, 

secured and respected.

2. T h e  disruption, pollution and nuisance caused b y  the construction to the 

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. rrhere is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from stalTquartcrs into residential area,

l of 2
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and appro\-al of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

pcrspecti\'e and againsi the interest of all propeny owners of the district.

4. T h e  original stipulated D B  population o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford sucli substantial increase in 

population b y  the submission, an d  all D B  property o w n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer 

a n d  p a y  for the cost out of  this s u b m i s s i o n  in u p g r a d i n g  the s u r r o u n d i n g  

infrastructure so as to provide a d e q u a t e  sup p l y  or support to the p r o p o s e d  

d e v e l o p m e n t ,  e.g. all required road n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out of  tliis s u b m i s s i o n  etc. T h e  p r o p o n e n t  should consult a n d  liaise 

w i t h  all property o w n e r s  b e i n g  affected a n d  u ndertake  the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all 

infrastructure out o f  this d e v e l o p m e n t .  Its disruption during construction to other 

property o w n e r s  ill the vicinity should b e  properly mitigated a n d  a d d r e s s e d  in the 

submission.

5 . T h e  proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. T h e  

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. T h e  revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of A n n e x  A  

is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this 

revision. T h e  two towers are still sitting too close to each otlier which m a y  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 c o m m e n t s  for 

further review and'cornmenUthe application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: 06/12/2016

N a m e  of Discovery B a y  G w n e F  /Resident:_Meeta Nayar

>
l
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Address:



15/F, N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices 

3 3 3  J a v a  R o a d ,  N o r t h  Point

(Via email: P 丨a m U m . l i U rfax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

'I'hc Secretariat

Town Planning Board 5 3 31

Dear Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to C o m m e n t s  submitted by the consultant of H o n g  K o n g  

Resort (UH K R ,!), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned applicationon27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal D e e d  of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  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 

P D M C ) .  T h e  applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  property rights of the 

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

secured and respected.

2. T h e  disruption, pollution and nuisance caused b y  the construction to the 

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

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

l 〇f 2
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4. 1'he original stipulated D B  population of  25,000 should b e  fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantia] increase in 

population b y  the submission, a n d  all D B  property o w n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer 

a n d  p a y  for the cost out o f  this s u bmission  in u p g r a d i n g  the sur r o u n d i n g  

infrastructure so as to provide adequ a t e  supply or support to the p r o p o s e d  

development, e.g. all required road n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out o f  this submission etc. T h e  propo n e n t  sho u l d  consult a n d  liaise 

with all property o w n e r s  being affected a n d  undertake tlie cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all 

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

property o w n e r s  in the vicinity shou l d  b e  properly mitigated a n d  addressed in the 

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. T h e  

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 A n n e x  A  

is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this 

revision. T h e  two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  create a 

wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w o u l d  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 c o m m e n t s  for

and a|)proval of it would be an undesirable precedent ease from environmental

perspective and against the interest o f all property owners o f the district.

ion for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Date: 06/12/2016

N a m e  of Discovery B a y  Owner-/Resident:_Katie Jane Jepson

Address:



The St\Tcl<iri;il
Town Planning Boaicl 5  3 3 2

I5/I7, N('rtli Point ( Itn'crnmcnl Offices 

333 Java R('ad, North Point

(Via entail: Iphixlj^ i)l：ni(l.!-it*v.f)lv〇iTax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )

H e a r  Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to C o m m e n t s  submitted by the consultant of H o n g  K o n g  

Resort (“H K R ”)，Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned applicationon27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

(T

1 • H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  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 

P D M C ) .  T h e  applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  property rights of the 

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

secured and respected.

2. Th e  disruption, pollution and nuisance caused b y  the construction to the 

immediate residents and property owners neai'by are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed. 3

3. rHiere is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area,
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4. The original stipulated D B  population o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  should b e  fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford s u c h  substantial increase in 

population b y  the submission, a n d  all D B  property o w n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer 

a n d  p a y  for the cost out of  this s u b m i s s i o n  in up g r a d i n g  the s u r r o u n d i n g  

infi'astructure so as to provide a d equate  supp l y  or support to the p r o p o s e d  

d e v e l o p m e n t ,  e.g. all required r o a d  n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out o f  this s u b m i s s i o n  etc. T h e  p r o p o n e n t  should consult a n d  liaise 

with all property o w n e r s  b e i n g  affected a n d  undertake the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all 

infi'astructure out o f  this d e v e l o p m e n t .  Its disruption during construction to other 

property o w n e r s  in the vicinity shou l d  b e  properly mitigated a n d  a d d r e s s e d  in the 

submission.

tm(l apiM.oval of il \vouUI lu1 mi undesirable p「ccalciil ease froiri cnvimnmcnUil

perspective and against the inlercsl o f all property owners of the disti'ict.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A  

is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this 

revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  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 a n ^ tq ^m i^ n t , the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date: 06/12/2016

Na m e  of Discovery Bay Owner /Resident:_King, Charles Chirstian



The Secretariat

T o w n  Plaaning B o a r d  5 33  3
15/F, N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Offices 

3 3 3  Java R o a d ,  N o r t h  Point

(Via email: tp[)pd(Vr[jl：m(l.<!〇v.likorfax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

r 丨 I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong

Resort (UH K R ,5), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned applicationon27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n ow  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the ”City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  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 tliis unilateral application. The property rights of the 

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

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed. 3

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental

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

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



aiul appi\>val (W it wmilil he an undesirable picccdenl. ease  (rum cuviromncntiil 
liorspectivo and against Ihc inlcresi o f  till pi'operty owners  of  the dislricl.

4. 'I'he original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should b e  fully respected as the 

underlying infraslructurc aipacit)7 could not afford such substantial increase in 

population b y  the submission, a nd  all D B  property o w n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  io suffer 

a n d  p ay  for the cost out o f  this submission in u p g r a d i n g  the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the p r o p o s e d  

development, e.g. all required road n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out o f  this submission etc. T h e  p r oponent  should consult a n d  liaise 

w i t h  all property o w n e r s  being affected a n d  undertake the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all 

infrastructure out o f  this development. Its disruption d u ring  construction to other 

property o w n e r s  in the vicinity should b e  properly mitigated and addressed in the 

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A  

is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this 

revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a 

wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable 

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

the vicinity.

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

r ' 1 ' nation for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Date: 06/12/2016

N a m e  of Discovery Bay Owner /Resident:_Charlotte Elizabeth Clark_
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Town rianninu, Board

15/F, N011I1 Point Ciovcrnmenl Offices
33 3  Javti R o a d ,  Nor t h  Point

(Via email: u?tM)(l,VM)l：nHl.tiuv.likorfax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5 / 2 5 2 2  842 6 )

D e a r  Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of H on g Kong 

Resort (ttH K R ,,)J Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned applicationon27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1- HKJR. claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ( " P D M C 1) dated

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go 

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

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

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

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

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

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed. 3

3. rrhere is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area.
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and ai^M'owi! of  il would be ;m undesirable precedent ease Irom cnvirunnH：iiial 
!x、rspeclive and againsl the inttT〔sU)l'all propLTty ⑽ ,ners o 「 llic disU.ict.

4. T h e  original stipulated D.B population o f  25,0 0 0  should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not affonJ such substantial increase in 

population b y  the submission, an d  all D B  property o w n e r s  w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer 

a nd  p a y  for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infVastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road n e t w o r k  a n d  related utilities i m p r o v e m e n t  

w o r k s  arised out o f  this submission etc. T h e  pr o p o n e n t  should consult a n d  liaise 

with all property o w n e r s  being affected a n d  undertake the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  of all 

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

property o w n e r s  in tlie vicinity should b e  properly mitigated a n d  addressed in the 

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A  

is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this 

revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which ma y 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 appjk^fion fer Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature: Date: 06/12/2016

Name of Discovery Bay Owfter /Residem:_Tina Stradmoor

Address:
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i5/lrT North Polni GxDvcrruncmt Oi'Rcĉ
333 Java Rc»ad, North. I'oim

(Via email: fpbpd@nland.〇 〇 v,hkor fax: 28T/ 0245 / 2522 S426：)

5 3 3 5

Dear Sir,

Ire: 

Resort 
regarding

：rer to the Reqjonse to G>njments submitted by the consultant of Hcaig Kong 
(^HKR7̂ , Masteiplan Limited, to the departmental comments

the captionai ^plication on 27.10.2016.

Kincly please note tbat I strcaigly object to the sufemission regarding me 
pnoposed development of the LoL The main reasons of my obj«*on on this particular 
submissic n are listed as follows:-

und(T

6ffci 
defiled i 
Owner 
over 
and 
The
CO-Q'

the

3. 111*0
devi：

Siection 12A AppBcation No. Y/I-DB/2 
Ara> 6f、 Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) m DJP. 352、 Oiscovery —Bay
Ob^cctioa to tfac Snbmissaon by tibe Applicant on 27.10 J1016

1. I do ibt if HKR has the a)le land ownership of Area 6f, as the lot is now held 
r the E*rincipal Deed of Mutual Covenant (̂ PDMCT) dated 20.9.1982. Area 

和 ms part of either the ̂ City Co血 non Areas” or the "City Retajued Arras" as 
l in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of ttie PDMC, every 
: (as dedGned in the PDMQ has the right and liberty to go jsss and reposs 

and along and use Alta 6f for all purposes connected witihi fte proper use 
l enjoyment of the same aibject to the City Rules (as dej5ned in the PDMC).

applicant (HKR) has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 
c wners of the Lot prior to this unilateral ^plication. The property rights of 
: :xisting co-owners, i.e. all property ownas of the Lot, diould be considered, 

sect red and respected*

2. Tbe disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
imnuxliatc residents and property owners .nearby are substantial, and the 
subnission has not addressed these foreseiable issues and no solutions are 
suggested here.

is major change to the development .coo^pl o f-ihe Lot and a fundamental 
iation to the land use of Ihc original approved Master Plans or the tqjproved 

Outline Zoning Plan in tlie application, i.e. from staff quarters into rcsidenlial
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4.

arca, and approved o f  it would be an undesirable precedent case .from
enviroixmcntal perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the 
district

The ot ginal stipulated DB population of  25,000 should be fully respected as the 
uodcrl ring inj&astructure capacity could not afford such substantial inct^ease in 
populitiou by the submissioxi, and all DB property owners would have to suffer 
and piy for cost out of this subanission in upgrading the sunounding 
infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to tbe proposed 
development, e.g. all required road network aisi related utilities impiovement 
works arised out o f  this submission etc. The proponent stMiuld consult and liaise
with, all property owneis being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all
infrasrtn^ture out o f  this developmaaL Its disn^prtion draring construction to otber 
property owners in the vicinity should be properiy mitigated and addressed in Ae 
submission.

5. The 
and 
The 
com

the

Koposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in  Area 6 f  is an ecolo^cal disaster, 
xxses a substantial environmental impact to the unmediate natural %tdng. 
proposal is unacxxptable and the proposed tn*: preservation plan or the tree 
3〇n^toiy  proposal are unsadsfectcMy, this has violated the origaial idea of 
and  use and  totally destroyed tbe natural enviroument of this place which is 

i oain  reason for people living in tbis place.

TTie
A ii

revision o f  developmOTt as indicated in the Revised Concqpt Plan of Annex 
still unsatisfactoiy in tenn  of its proposed height, massing and disposition in

3 revision. The two towEars are still sitdng too close to rach otber which may 
le  a  wall-effect to  the existing niral natural setting, and would pose an 
esirable visual impact to tihe immediate surroundings e^ecially to  those 

towers in the  ̂ ncinity.

r
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有關的規劃申請編號  Y/I-D13/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

o

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱

Name of person making this comment:
J a n e  R o b b i n s

Details of the Comment:

I an i  w r i t i n g  to highlight m y  s e r i o u s  c o n c e r n s  o v e r  t he  i n a c c u r a t e  r e s u b m i s s i o n  o f  tlie i n f o n n a t i o  

n  s u b m i t t e d  in s u p p o r t  o f  S e c t i o n  1 2 A  A p p l i c a t i o n  N u m b e r  Y / I - D B / 2  to a m e n d  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  

O u t l i n e  Z o n i n g  P l a n  for r e z o n i n g  the p e r m i s s i b l e  u s e  f r o m  staff quarters to flats at A r e a  6f, in D i  

s c o v e r y  B a y .

A s  y o u  a r e  a w a r e ,  this is the s e c o n d  r e s u b m i s s i o n  o f  additional i n f o r m a t i o n  to t h e  T o w n  P l a n n i n  

g  B o a r d ,  b u t  the c o n t e n t  a n d  qual i t y  o f  this s u b m i s s i o n  is s h a m e f u l  as it is fall o f  technical error 

s, i n a p p r o p r i a t e  a s s u m p t i o n s  a n d  m i s l e a d i n g  i m a g e s  a n d  c o m m e n t a r y .  S u c h  a n  application s h o u l  

d  clearly b e  rejected as the appli c a n t  h a s  n o t  i n v e s t e d  sufficient t i m e  o r  e x pertise  to justify t h e  c h  

a n g e  o f  z o n i n g  w i t h  this p r o p o s e d  s c h e m e .

T h e  detailed list to justify the c o m p l e t e  rejection o f  this s u b m i s s i o n  h a s  b e e n  collated b y  t h e  P a r  

k v a l e  V i l l a g e  O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  ( P V O C ) ,  b u t  I s t r o n g l y  feel that the s e  m i s t a k e s  n e e d  to b e  h i g  

hlighted clearly to t he  T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d  for their st u d i o u s  revi e w .

I n  m y  p e r s o n a l  s u b m i s s i o n  I w i s h  to d r a w  t he  B o a r d s  attention to these specific items;

1) T h e  S e w e r a g e  T r e a t m e n t  P r o p o s a l .

2 )  T h e  i n a c c u r a t e  Traffic S t u d y  a n d  the clear safety implications.

1) T h e  S e w e r a g e  T r e a t m e n t  P r o p o s a l  offered u n d e r  tliis application is v e r y  clearly m i s l e a d i n g  a n  

d  is b a s e d  o n  u n a c c e p t a b l e  p r e m i s e  that w a t e r  m a y  b e  freely d i s c h a r g e s  into t h e  R e s o r f s  b a y  w h  

i c h  is u s e d  b y  all a g e s  (the o l d  a n d  v e r y  y o u n g )  for s w i m m i n g  a n d  w a t e r  sports. A s  I a m  s u r e  y o  

u  are a w a r e ,  the b e a c h e s  in D i s c o v e r y  B a y  h a v e  r ecently  b e e n  hig h l i g h t e d  in tlie p u b l i c  p r e s s  for 

t h e  d i s c o v e r y  o f  large quantities o f  m e d i c a l  w a s t e  (syringes etc) tliat ar e  w a s h i n g  u p  o n  to t h e  s h  

ores. A p a r t  f r o m  the i m m e d i a t e  risk to children a n d  adults alike w h o  c o u l d  easily b e  hurt a n d  co  

ntract a n u m b e r  o f  life threatening m e d i c a l  c o n d i t i o n s  f r o m  this c riminal  situation, this also clear 

ly d e m o n s t r a t e s  that the tidal c o n d i t i o n s  w i t h i n  t h e s e  b a y s  le a d  to particulate solids b e i n g  r e t u m e  

d  to the b e a c h e s .

T h e r e  is n o  consideration; n o  technical data; n o  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  s t u d y  p r o v i d e d  b y  tlie applicant t 

o  justify that there will not b e  a n  incre a s e d  risk to t h e  residents o f  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  a n d  visitors w  

h o  use t h e s e  p o p u l a r  beaches. H K S A R h a s  t a k e n  significant m e a s u r e  o v e r  t h e  pas t  d e c a d e  to i m  

p r o v e  the e n v i r o n m e n t a l  quality o f  H o n g  K o n g  w a t e r s  a n d  this is b a c k w a r d  step that p o s e s  a n  i m  

(mediate h e a l t h  risk to residents a n d  the suffering wildlife. T h i s  also g o e s  a gainst  c u n e n t  G o v e r n

fnent e n v i r o n m e n t a l  policies w h i c h  h a v e  led to the recent d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  H o n g  K o n g  s l u d g e  

r c a t m e n t  facilities.
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i'o d a t o  1 ai I'.tlv h a v  h a s  c x p c r i c n c a l  r c J  iiJcs d u e  lo Hie c u n c n t  w a t e r  quality, a n d  t h e  n e w  p r〇|) 

v^sa! w  ill k'.ul 10 o sii.'.niru:；!iU d c l c r i o r a t i o n  ilic w a t e r  qu;ility to ii level w h i c h  w o u l d  p o s e  a tliicd 

r i s k  to p u b l i c  safety.

I n  :ulJiiion to the i s s u e  ol'thc s e a  outHill, (lie ( c c h n i c a l  d a t a  i ^ r c s c n t c d  to the b o a r d  o n  Ihe pretreal 

u i o n t  o f  t h e  s c w c r L i g c  is inaccui'alc, m i s ! c ; u i i n g  m u l  i n a c c u r a t e ,  i^or ;i d c v c l o p m e n !  d e s i g n e d  for 1 

1 c) 0  [ v o p l c ，（4 7 6  units) U i e  【i i s c h a r g c  is s i g n i H e出

t ailed to describe ilic content of the sfandnlonc sewage treatment process, and basctl on wliat w o  

uld be expected in this location, the applicant has;

a) Not provided answers on the technical criteria for prc-ti'eatmenl i.e. what type of trcnlnicnt w o  

uld be provided.

b) Mot provided answers on the necessaiy footprint ofsiicli equipment and the necessary infrastr 

uctui'e that would be required to support this facility.

c) Not provided answers to the T o w n  Plajming Bonrd on h o w  a vehicle could reach the proposed 

site for regular maintenance and for emergency conditions. Note lhat the applicant lias stated lha 

t 36 sewage tankers would be required on a daily basis to address a failure in their proposed facil 

ity - tliis equates to 1.5 tnick movements per hour (including loading times) with absolutely no 

provisions for parking, safe loading and additional traffic movements in an already oversubscrib 

ed minor road system. For issues regarding the road network please see following section.

d) Not provided any analysis on the impact of tlie Sewerage Treatment Plant on adjacent sensitiv 

e receivers. The proposed site is at ail elevated position, above the Woods. It would be located o 

ii land that is currently very steep and lias no flat or accessible areas for such a sizable plant. The 

re are no existing or logical roadways for maintenance or emergency provisions. There is no dat 

a on the risks_associated with smell or toxicity witliin the submission.

2) The Traffic Study that was tabled by H K R  contains m a n y  inaccuracies and assumptions that c 

ause grave concern to tlie community of Discovery Bay;

a) The Traffic Study fails to recognize tlie increased safety risks to the whole community due to 

tlie unreasonable increase in traffic volumes for both construction and long term operations.

T h e  very real concern is for safety. Discovery Bay is a very young community that is not used to 

this quantity of heavy construction traffic. The traffic is being forced on to roads that are shared 

b y  golf-carts, cyclists (many of w h o m  are school children), pedestrians, buses and the occasiona 

1 car. This is a clear recipe for a fatality or major traffic incident. This situation exists also at the 

designated 'access path5 into tlie 6F site. Here the pedestrian pavement is used by children, by c 

yclists, by hikers, and by elderly - it is an environment that is wholly unsuitable for heavy constr 

uction traffic and for increased long term traffic flow to tlie n e w  project.

b) The Traffic Study does not assess the current standard or likely damage to the existing road n 

etw^ork from the increased volume of traffic. As  previously highlighted by both the P V O C  and t 

he  residents, the existing road system struggles to cope at present. The road surface is cracked a 

nd  uneven due to existing wear and tear, and the Study has failed to address tlie concerns of the 

holistic traffic loading that would result on the road network if 6F, IOC and other construction pr 

ojects within Discovery Bay overlap. Th e roads simply cannot take tliis traffic loading.

c) The Traffic Study fails to identify the very real possibility that a single breakdown or accident 

would gridlock the road system.

d) The Traffic Study does not contain sufficient detail to demonstrate if their proposal for access 

and logistics is practical. At present there is insufficient room for a bus and a second vehicle to p 

ass each other in front of the W o o d s  pedestrian paved area. There seems very little hope that an 

articulated lorry or a haulage truck and a bus could negotiate the existing space. At present there 

is only ] 1 c m  clearance from a vehicle to the side of Woodbury Court. This is insufficient 

edestrian safety reserve for residents accessing their property, and creates a very real saicty cone 

ern of a significant accident or fatality

7'here arc so many errors in this Submission, misleailing images and incorrect assumptions that i 

t should be rejected immediately. The scheme is ill conceived and inappropriate for the suggeste 

d site that was Master Planned for a m u c h  smaller staff property. I raise llicse issues as a concern 

ed resident and professional and trust that tlie T o w n  TManning Board will recognize that the Sub
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mission for rezoning of 6F must be rejected on teclinical, safety and environmental reasons alon

e.
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提交限期
Deadline for submission:
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提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

0 8 / 1 2 / 2 0 1 6  19:00:58

有關的規劃申請編號 Y /I D B / 2

T h e  application no. to which the co mment  relates: —

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 .I D uu.
、T , . . . . Neil Robbms
N a m e  of person making this comment:

Details of the C o m m e n t :

I a m  writing to highlight m y  serious concerns over the inaccurate resubmission of the informatio 

n submitted in support of Section 12A Application Number Y/I-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay 

Outline Zoning Plan for rezoning the pennissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, in Di 

scovery Bay.

A s  you are aware, this is the second resubmission of additional information to the To wn  Plannin 

g Board, but the content and quality of tliis submission is shameful as it is full of technical error 

s, inappropriate assumptions and misleading images and commentary. Such an application shou] 

d clearly be rejected as the applicant has not invested sufficient time or expertise to justify the ch 

ange of zoning with this proposed scheme.

The detailed list to justify the complete rejection of this submission has been collated by the Par 

kvale Village O wner 5 s Committee (PVOC), of which I a m  a member, but as I a m  aware of so m  

any errors within this application, and as a Fellow of the Institution of Civil Engineers (FICE), o 

f the H o n g  Kong Institute of Engineers (FHKIE) and a Master Planner, I strongly feel that these 

mistakes need to be highlighted clearly to the T o w n  Planning Board for their studious review.

In m y  personal submission I wish to draw the Boards attention to these specific items;

1) The Sewerage Treatment Proposal.

2) The size of this development on the allotted land.

1) The Sewerage Treatment Proposal offered under this application is very clearly misleading an 

d is based on unacceptable premise that water m a y  be freely discharges into the Resort5 s bay w h  

ich is used by all ages (the old and very young) for swinimmg and water sports. As I a m  sure yo 

u are aware, the beaches in Discovery Bay have recently been highlighted in the public press for 

the discovery of large quantities of medical waste (syringes etc) that are washing up on to the sh 

ores. Apart from the immediate risk to children and adults alike w ho could easily be hurt and co 

ntract a number of life tlireatening medical conditions from this criminal situation, this also clear 

ly demonstrates that the tidal conditions within these bays lead to particulate solids being retume 

d to the beaches.

There is no consideration; no technical data; no environmental study provided by the applicant t 

o justify that there will not be an increased risk to the residents of Discovery Bay and visitors \v 

ho use these popular beaches. H K S A R  has taken significant measure over the past decade to im 

prove the environmental quality of H o n g  Kong waters and Uiis is backward step that poses an im 

mediate health risk to residents and the suffering wildlife. This also goes against cuiTent Govern
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ivunit onviixMimciita! policies \v]iich h a v e  IcJ (o the recent d e v c l o p j n c n t  o f t h c  J-)ong K o n g  s l u d g e  

i r c a l m c n i  facilities.

T o  date T a i  P a k  b a y  lias e A p c r i e n c e d  red titles d u e  to tlie cuirent w a l e i - quality, a n d  t h e  n e w  p r o p  

o s a l  will l e a d  to a significant deterioration the w a t e r  quality to a Jcvcl w h i c h  w o u l d  p o s e  a direct 

risk to p u b l i c  safety.

In addition to tlie issue of the sea outfall, the technical data presented to the board on the prclrcol 

ment of the sewerage is inaccurate, misleading and inaccurate. For a development designed for 1 

190 people, (476 units) tlie sanitary discharge is significant. In tills submission the applicant has 

failed to describe the content of tlie standalone sewage treatment process, and based on what w o  

uld be expected in this location, the applicant has;

a) Not provided answers on the teclinical criteria for pre-treatment i.e. what type of treatment w o  

uld be provided.

b) Not provided answers on the necessary footprint of such equipment and the necessary infVastr 

ucture tliat would be required to support this facility.

c) Not provided answers to the T o w n  Planning Board on h o w  a vehicle could reach the proposed 

site for regular' maintenance and for emergency conditions. Note that the applicant has stated tha 

t 36 sewage tankers would be required on a daily basis to address a failure in their proposed facil 

ity - tliis equates to 1.5 truck movements per hour (including loading times) with absolutely no 

provisions for parking, safe loading and additional traffic movements in an already oversubscrib 

ed minor road system. For issues regarding the road network please see following section.

d) Not provided any analysis on the impact of the Sewerage Treatment Plant on adjacent sensitiv 

e receivers. The proposed site is at an elevated position, above the Woods. It would be located o 

n  land that is currently very steep and has no flat or accessible areas for such a sizable plant. The 

re are no existing or logical roadways for maintenance or emergency provisions. There is no dat 

a on the risks associated with smell or toxicity within the submission.

2) The size of this development on the allotted land is misleading to the T o w n  Planning Board. 

T h e  photo montages presented as part of the Gist seem to have been prepared to reflect the mini 

m u m  impact of this development. The quality of those montages very poor and misleading. The 

locations of the viewing points are questionable as the positions do not appear to include tlie m o  

st populous locations where the impact would be far more. The P V O C  have prepared a n ew set 

of montages that seem more representative of the actual conditions faced by residents. It does no 

t seem acceptable to m e  that the applicant’s submission has tabled such mis-representative imag 

ery to the T o w n  Planning Board for their review.

A s  mentioned in Item 1, the allotment of land for the Sewerage Treatment Plant is not accurate a 

n d  has no consideration for vehicular access for maintenance or emergency planning.

T h e  profile of the existing landscape in front of the 6F development and at the rear of Crystal an 

d Coral courts is incorrect when based on the data provided by tlie survey and mapping services 

of the Lands Department, and quite obvious contradictions for a visual study. As a result, it is cl 

ear that the construction of a very large retaining structure would be necessary and tliat construct 

ion would involve an increase in the number of trees that would be required to be felled, and on 

the construction impact and overall risk of this development. Therefore, the applicant2 * * 5 s proposal 

for retaining the quantities of existing trees on this slope is incorrect and could be misleading to 

many.

There are so m a n y  errors in this Submission, misleading images and incorrect assumptions that i 

t should be rejected immediately. The scheme is ill conceived and inappropriate for the suggeste 

d site that was  Master Planned for a much smaller staff property. I raise these issues as a concern 

ed resident and professional and ti-ust that the T o w n  Planning Board will recognize that the Sub 

mission for rezoning of 6F must be rejected on teclinical, safety and environmental reasons alon

e.
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提交限期
30/12/2016

D e a d l i n e  for s u b m i s s i o n :

提交日期及時間
Date :md time of submission: .09/12/2016 09:41:16

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

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

先生  M r .  Stuart Fan*

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (UH K  
R 5,)5 Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica 

tion on 27.10.2016. *

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

of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission axe listed as follows

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held un 
der the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f fonns part of eit 

her the ccCity C o m m o n  Areas55 or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant t 
o Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right a 

nd liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with t 

he proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). Th 

e applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent jfrom the co-owners of the Lot prior to thi 
s unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of 

the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to t 

he land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap 

plication, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable 

precedent case from environmental perspective and against tlie interest of all property owners of 
the district.

4 •丁he original, stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be folly respected as the underlying in 
f'rastrocture capacity could not aifford such substantial increase in population by the submission, 

and all D B  property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of tliis submission in u 

pgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo 

sed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised o 

ut of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property owners beiny
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affccied ul u n d e r t a k e  the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all infi-astructure out o f  this developincnl. Jts disi' 

uption daring conslniction to other property o w n e r s  in the vicinity should b e  properly mitigated 

a n d  addressed in the submission.

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

substanticil environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable 

and the proposed tree preservation plan or the free compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in tlie Revised Concept Plan of Ajmex A  is still uns 

atisfactory in temi of its proposed height, massing and disposition in tliis revision . The two towe 

rs are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  create a wall-effect to the existing rural natu 

ral setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate suiT〇unding, especiall 

v to tliose existing towers in the vicinity.

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

eview and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

1
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有關的規劃申請 _號  Y/T DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

N a m e  of person making this comment:
先生 Mr. Ken Bradley

意見詳情

Details of the C o m m e n t :

Area 6f proposal of a stand alone sewage treatment works and discharge proposal is considered t 
o be totally wrong for this area 6f and aslo by the H K R  consultants to be inefficient. It is incomp 
atible with the m o d e m  sewage treatment and discharge policy of tie H K G  S A R  government.

The above is explained in more detail below -

1. All the P V O C  concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment p 
rocessing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. H K R  has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This means t 
hat people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. H K R  is not providing d 
etails of the design, its exact location and how it will be managed and maintained. As H K R  will 
want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned how adequate such a facility will be and the risk of its 
breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, who at no stage have been consulted by H  

KR, will be forced by H K R  to live next door to a S T W  with all its negative aspects, including str 

ong foul odours, if the T P B  approves the application.
3. PIKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage pipe an 

d into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine outfall and locate 

d less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. This is an artificially made 

beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The proposal for the treatment of sewag 

e and the discharge of effluent into a shallow seabed, less than 300m from a bathing beach, boar 

dwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red ti 

des as well as concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that H K R  is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging the treat 

ed sewage directly into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the design stage. This 

open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly in front of Hillgrove Vill 

age. Therefore, every day 440 cu ms per day of sewage will be flowing alongside approximately 

200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the balconies of around 200 apartments in this vil 

lage. rFhe nullah serves the dual purpose of a storm water channel and as an overflow relief for t 

he reservoir at the top of Discovery Valley Road. Nonnally it is virtually empty, but during peri 

ods of rainstorm and/or reservoir discharge this nullah is full to the top. The addition of the sewa 

ge effluent to the raging stomi water flow may cause the nullah to overflow or the effluent to ba 

ck-up into the STW, both with serious health implications. This option would appear to be cheap 

er than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that H K R  will adopt tliis option whils
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t giving  ihc impression  io Ihc I'TH, Hl'D, ere. lhal il will build a gravity pipe, v^hich presumably 
p u ls  the sewage  How uiulcrgiound.
6. T I k - a b o v e  uj^procicli lo sevvagL- Ireutment ajid d i s c h a r g e  h a s  n o t  b e e n  e x p l a i n e d  b y  H K R  lo the 

w i d e r  c o m m u n i t y  o f  D B .  In v i e w  o f  lliis deficienl a n d  s u b - o p t i m u m  a p p r o a c h  (a similar a p p r u a c  

h  is to h e  a d o p t e d  for 八i.ea K ) b  w i t h  s e w a g e  to b e  (JirccUy d i s c h a r g e d  into tlie sea at N i m  S h u e  

W a n ) ,  .L.IICR is guilty o i  a b u s i n g  the so called p u b l i c  c o n s u U a t i c m  p r o c e s s  a n d  d i s p l a y i n g  a c o m p l  

c i e  disregard for m o d e r n  s e w a g e  treatment a n d  d i s c h a r g e  practices as d e v e l o p e d  so diligently o v  

ei- the last 3 0  y e a r s  b y  g o v e r n m e n t ,  n a m e l y  E P D ,  W S D  a n d  D S D  a n d  their r e s pective p o l i c y  b u r  

e a u x .

7. In its F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  o f  J u n e  a n d  O c t o b e r  H K R ’s c o n s u l t a n t s  h a v e  said:

a. in p a i -agraph 6.2.iii o f  its original application, that "alternative on-site s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  plant 

c o u l d  b e  p r o v i d e d ,  either at A r e a  6 f  or A r e a  10b. T h i s  is n o t  prefeixed, h a v i n g  n u m e r o u s  S T W  in 

t h e  area is c o n s i d e r e d  to b e  ineffective in a c h i e v i n g  e c o n o m i e s  f o r  scale for the infrastructure a n  

d  l a n d  a r e a ,\ F u r t h e m i o r e ,  p a r a g r a p h  S.6.2.2 o f  H I C R ' s  S t u d y  o n  D r a i n a g e ,  S e w e r a g e  a n d  W a t e r  

S u p p l y  S y s t e m s  for A r e a  6 f  n o t e s  that u Tliis S T W  will treat s e w a g e  o n l y  f r o m  2  single residenti 

a l  t o w e r s  for 4 7 6  units at A r e a  6 f  s o  it is c o n s i d e r e d  n o t  a n  efficient s e w a g e  p l a m i i n g  strategy^. 

P a r a g r a p h  5.6.4.1 also n o t e s  that a  local S T W  m a y  c a u s e  ;ta n  o f f e n s i v e  s m ell a n d  is h e a l t h  h a z a r  

d ”.

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine ecology. All t 
hese would require a quantitative water quality model to be established for assessment as part of 
the subsequent EIA55. (June Revised Environmental Study, 6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October 
Further Information there is no reference to a subsequent EIA, which likely means that the subje 
ct of an EIA has been dropped. Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 
12 A  application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in its October submission. Since the consultan 
t has again in the Further Information Annex G  t£Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water 

Supply”，paragraph 5.6.1.4, stated that “As this new D B S T W  will only treat sewage from 2 singl 
e residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this decentralized scheme is considered not an eff 
icient sewage planning strategy5'.

8. Due to its proximity to our village, we consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  in Are 

a 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  be discharged in 

to an open nullah.

9. N o  mention was made in H K R ^  first and second submissions of what would happen to the se 

wag e  in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is the subject of 

emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power supply for the S T W ;  Usuita 

ble backup” of the S T W  treatment process (but no information as to wliat is suitable); and conne 
cting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage system (to be only used during emergencie 

s), which would feed the sewage to the existing system (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  STW), and, as backu 

p, the movement of sewage by 36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu H o  W a n  STW. The 

former is clearly most likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no desc. 

ription of ho w this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government 

Siu Ho W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services Management Limited (as illustrated by its da 

y to day performance) is both management and engineering severely challenged. Movement of s 

ewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a m o d e m  city environment, especially as it would requ 

ire 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is.inconsistent with the government’s efforts to m o d e m  

ise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. Furthennore, H K R  has been told that it cannot 

feed the sewage to the Siu H o  W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the event of 

the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve tlie 36 trucks per 

day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  whic 

h H K R docs not have approval to use for lliis sewage.

I 1. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery Bay. Al 

though the eftluent will have been treated, it will have a high concenti-alion of nutrients which h 

as been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae ("red tides"), particularly in s

m i
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hallow coastal areas (see page 170 of''HLrmrul Algae , \o：-fixe v. .0. _〇^； 〇f  v-'^A ^

nd as ihe nrevaHing winds come from the east, b：c\si.-g onto _,isco\ eiA- 1  ay. ̂ ch 

，e \vould not dissipate easily. Furthermore. H K X  mes lo c.ovsupua)- m e  oc：— e-c- c：-rea udcs uC
discharge of m o r e  TINTs and T P s  whic'n wul i n c r e w  t.he

12 In resDonsc io ihe D S D  reauest n  clanfy A e  nrare iur..nar.arce *〇T -i，e ?r〇.v ,

sed sewage treatment i£ci]mes under Option 2 and 3 m  S e v e n s  .vo.： and 5.c.3. rcs-c-t-A ,：s . 〇： 

H K R !s applicatioii, Hie June Further InionTiaiion s：atc^ ir.at _ s(_w Iv.'Ki.r.e uv.'V

a n d  Option 3 s e w a g e  treatment plant will be maintained d > C :i> Managenicn: at ihe ^\ sis »'t'u.u 

ivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed dcve!op：r,ems''. T m s  has not u - ^ n *： 

i-med in the latest Further Information, although ihe m l c n n o n  is n< to ha\ e sc>-A!：r.c S \ \\ m  

A r e a  6f. , t . . ♦ . M .
13 H K R  continues to m a k e  no reference m  its l unhci Int'.uw.w；. Uut a i'/.c ^a'vta1 \i 〇pc；k

ingcosts arising from the proposed S I W  m  A a a  M ' t o g d h a  utth the p.iMiy scv^.. c P .；x to 0u- 

sea at the Plaza w i U  be met b y  either 11 Kl< and oi the un^lu h !〇1 shau-hol.icis 〇! \u-.< M' -m 

posed development. H K R  should be uquiial l〇 c.mlirm <h.it .ill . ；ipiial and . petai-n；.- , >Ms .,n 

from the proposed S T W  m  Area b f a m l  the riavUy s c w .1V〇 pipe ( i use of r：K ' u ；!! be

o m e b y  H K R  and/or the undiN ulal shavchoUlLM s of Area Ol p.oposol d c s d〇P -T1c u

fik:/A:PM - egis2\On]ine_ C 〇̂ — 161， - n  —
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就規剧巾請 / M 核 提 出 意 見 c.:. I: 

参考編猇

Rot'eronce Number:

提交限期

DeadJine for submission:

提交日期及時間

Date and tiaie of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱 

N a m e  of person making this comment:

A 沁：：. c ( /  !: u v . ? w

161209-,!. 12001-19620 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 11:20:01 

Y/I-DB/2

先生 Mr. Kennth J. Bradley 

J.P.

Details of the C o m m e n t : * 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

S L O P E  S A F E T Y  A N D  B U I L D I N G  C O N C E P T

1. W e  have pointed out above that H K R  has never provided a Geotechnical Impact Assessment. 

Furthermore，w e  pointed out in the last P V O C  submission that “H(GEO, CEDf)) had requested 
a Geoteclinical Planning Review (GPRR) in snpport of the application to be submitted by H K R  

N O W  and has asked H K R  to assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development. H  

K U h a s  reflised to do so and will only submit a G P R R  prior to implementation.” W e  said that H  
K R 5s position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the develop 

ment of Area 6f, H K R  continues to ignore CEDD' s  requests and again has provided no informat 

ion on the slope and building design. As the Further Information, does not include a Geotechnica 

1 Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has been provided in respect of the proposed 

geotechnical engineering work presumably necessary in respect of both the slope down from Ar 

ea 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, 

Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, H K R  has responde 

d to a similar request for a G P R R  for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Inform 

ation in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram illustr 

ating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope coining straig 

ht down to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road leading to these buil 

dings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it actually would be.

4. H K R  should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a G P R R .

5. The site is defined as 8,3〇〇m 2  on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. W h a t  is unclear fro 

m  this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope leading d 

own towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created to accommodate i 

17 0 m 2 G F A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat area is only large enough to 

accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high rise buildings, not the buildings themsel 

ves. 丁o establish the level site indicated on the concept plans would require considerable site for 
mation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  to approximately a level 55inPD, and to cutback the exis 

ting formed slope.

6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and toward 

s Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk of slope failu 

re and increases the slope drainage nin-off towards the existing Parkvale Village properties.

7. H K R  should he required to state how it will eliminate these risks.
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就規M 申讀/沒核提出意M 丨x c w . . . ' : 

参考編號
Roforencc Number:

提交限期
Deadline lor submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

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

161209-112211-63594 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 11:22:11 

Y/I-DB/2

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

先生  Mr. Kemith J. Bradley 

J.P.

Details of the Comment:

I N A D E Q U A T E  A N D  U N R E L I A B L E  I N F O R M A T I O N  H A S  B E E N  P R O V I D E D  B Y  H K R

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited Area 6f 

since April - June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and the intense concer 

n over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the consultants have not revisited the 

site to see the physical nature of the comments (e.g. over traffic issues) and the current condition 

of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the T P B  there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitte 

d by H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process by now, 19 year 

s since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation means that only residents w h o  c 

an read English will be able to read the application and submit comments, thereby excluding m a  

ny residents from a so called public consultation exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The T P B  should request H K R  to provide the 

missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make sure that the pu 

blic are fully informed about the project. Without this information there is the distinct possibility 

that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since H K R  first submitte 

d its application which, in view of the many public and government comments, is a serious omis 

sion:

a. Block plan

b. Visua] impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. H K R  submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to stud 

y the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.
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7. The ums'uUam’s 丨-eports provided by H K R  are not considered reliable W  ̂

n. exercise. This is because t]ie key consultant, Ov e Arup, has stated in respect of its reports the f i

ollowing: “This report takes into account tJ]e particular instmetions and requii.⑶比

nt. It is not intended for, and should not, be relied upon by any third pajly and no responsibility i

s undertaken to any third party”

S. Based on the above, the }3rocess of public consultation is distorted, not transp;ircm and patentl 

y unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full picture by bnnging together ilic instr 

uctions/requirements given to Ove Aaip with tlie response, i.e. the reports. Furt'nermorc, h o w ca 

n anyone, includiaig the govermnent and the public, rely on tlie reports in view of the statement a 

bout liability!



& 匕编號

K(. !oiviico Numhor:

捉交限期

Doiullino lor suhmission:

提交□期及時間

Da(o and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to ^liich the comnunt rdaii>;:

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱

Name of person making this commont:

〇w，l：-：〇U.

1： ：ulo 1 1:1-10

v i . m v :

Mi'. Kcnnth J. Ht.uiL'\

意見詳情

Details of  the Comment :

P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been o\ cjlool<ai. despit 

e this Furtlier Infomiation stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for the dc\ clopm 

ent of Area 6f. These include electricity, L P G  supply, telephone, T V  and street lighting, as well 

as likely substation capacity issues, witli all of these sendees needing to be laid through r：uk\ al 

e Village, including the existing narrow and congested pedestrian pavement, adjacent tu the W 〇 

odbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, leading to A n a

2. Anotlier serious, and disturbing, omission is tliat the consultants appear to be unaw arc that} 1 

K R  and the D B  community are awaiting the E M S D  and F S D  reports into a major L P G  uas oxplu 

sion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 September 2016. There are serious concerns about the L P G  sssic 

m  in DB. The reliability of expanding llie use of tlie L P G  system to Areas 6f ;ind 10b needs to b 

e considered and included in a submission of Further Information.

3. H K R  should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will ha\c no impact on 

the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact w ill be ;md h o w  H K R  

will mitigate their impact.

i
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站识芯申游沒该提出总見1viukins  
费 5 編號
l^oloi once Number:

捉交限期
i)c:uiiiiic for submission:

i 6 ! . 2 0 9 - U i 5 K i W

C9/l：：01^

有關的規劃申請編號 Y  1 - D W 2
T h e  application no. to which Uie conmu'i." relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N a m e  of person making (his commcnl:

聯絡人
Contact Person

通訊地址
Postal Address :

電話號碼

Tel No. :

E-mail address :

；V/X}:. Mr. Kt*nnil^ J. Brad!c\ J.P. 

Ken Hi；uilcy



说規剑中綺頌该提出意見☆  g ■二c c  W:

參考編號

R  e fc re n  c o iN a i n b c r :

提交限期

D e a d l i n e  for submission:

提交日期及時間

D a t e  a n d  t i m e  of  submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to w h i c h  the c o m m e n t  relates:

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱 

N a m e  of  p e r s o n  m a k i n g  this c o m m e n t :

161209-J]3002-26268 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 11:30:02 

Y/I-DB/2

先生  M r .  K e n n t h  J. Bra d l e y  

J.P.

Details of  the C o m m e n t :

S u m m a r y  o f  principal concerns are:

A .  Inadequate a n d  unreliable information has b e e n  pro v i d e d  b y  H K R .  E.g. H K R  has s u b m i t t e d  s 

tudies a n d  papers a n d  not i m p a c t  assessments, thereby avoiding h a v i n g  to study the i m p a c t  o n  th 

e c o m m u n i t y  a n d  people m o s t  affected b y  its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate a n d  n o n—transparent.

C. Consultation w ith  all relevant g o v e r n m e n t  departments a n d  b u r e a u x  has b e e n  i n a d equate  a n d  

incomplete.

D .  A  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  has not b e e n  undertaken.

E. H K R ’s responses to g o v e r n m e n t  dep a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  inadequate a n d  evasive. It 

c a n n o t  b e  acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide w h a t  is c 

o m m e r c i a l l y  sensitive (re o w n e r s h i p  o f  P a s s a g e w a y  a n d  allocation o f  undivided shares) a n d  to k  

e e p  that information f r o m  b e i n g  publicly c o m m e n t e d  upo n .  All inforaiation provided b y  the appl 

icant m u s t  b e  placed in the public d o m a i n  so the public c a n  c o m m e n t  o n  it. T h e  table setting out 

these responses cannot b e  considered to b e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e .

F. Despite A n n e x  C  of  the latest Further Information stating in p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 that a  k e y  e l e m  

ent o f  the'development is the “access roa d”，there is n o  information provided as to its constructio 

n  t h r o u g h  Parkvale village. T h e r e  are m a n y  issues arising f r o m  unsuitable access to the site s u c h  

as: the part o f  Parkvale D r i v e  w h i c h  is d e s igned  as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  regulations 

a n d  the effect o f  additional construction a n d  operational traffic o n  it; wi d t h  constraints o f  P a r k v a  

le Dr i v e  w h i c h  limit the ability o f  larger vehicles, including bus e s  a n d  construction vehicles, to p 

ass o n e  another; potential lack o f  e m e r g e n c y  access to Parkvale D r i v e  in the event of  a n  a cciden

; safety, as the p r o p o s e d  access to the site is a  pedestrian area u s e d  b y  residents a n d  the  public; 

a n d  H K R ^  lack o f  consideration o f  alternative access to the site. A s  pointed out above, H K R  co  

ntinues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic I m p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  o n  Pedestrians w h  

c h  is listed un d e r  the R eports  to b e  submitted.

G .  A  s e w a g e  treatment w o r k s  ( S T W )  is to b e  included in A r e a  6 f  w i t h  discharge directly into the 

sea next to the ferry pier u s i n g  either a gravity pipe or the o p e n  nullah w h i c h  is adjacent to Hillg 

r o v e  Village. H o w e v e r ,  it is d e a r  f r o m  H K R 5s c o m m e n t s  that the latter is the intended a p p r o a c h  

Also, iiK'Y tries to m i n i m i s e  the pollution i m p a c t  o f  discharge o f  s e w a g e  into the sea w h e r e a s  it 

will increase the T I N  a n d  T P s ,  thereby increasing the probability of, e.g., red tide in D i s c o v e r y  

B a y  waters. N o t  surprisingly H K R ' s  consultants say that the s e w a g e  proposal Clis c o n s i d e r e d  not 

an  efficient s e w a g e  planning stralegy".
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M .  H K R  is m i s l e a d i n g  the T P B  b y  sa y i n g  there are i w o  options re w a t e r  s u p p l y  but, as prcvioi'sl 

y  pointed out (since g o v e n u n c n t  h a s  c o n f i m i e d  that its facilities at the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  Treat 

nicul W o r k s  ( S H . W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  F resh  W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station are not available for the f 

oi'csceable future), there is only o n e  w h i c h  is a potable w a t e r  s u p p l y  to be p r o vided  b y  re-openin 

g, after 16 years, die D B  w ater  treatment plant a n d  us i n g  w a t e r  f r o m  the D B  reseiToir.

I. N o  i n f o r m a i i o n  is p r o v i d e d  regarding the provision o f  other utilities to A r e a  6f a n d  h o w  it wiil 

affect P a r k v a l e  Village, despite A n n e x  C  p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a k e y  e l e m e n t  o f  the d e v  

e l o p m e n t  is llie provi s i o n  o f  utilities. Fu r t h e m i o r e ,  there is n o  reference to the D B  L P G  g a s  syste 

m  w h i c h  h a s  recently suffered a a  e x p l o s i o n  wliich is the subject o f  investigations b y  E M S D  a n d  

F S D .

J. Slope safety o f  tlie area, w h e r e  tlie t w o  p r o p o s e d  18 stoiy buildings will b e  built, is ignored, d 

espite A n n e x  C  pai-agi_a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a k e y  e l e m e n t  o f  tlie d e v e l o p m e n t  is site forniatio 

n. H K R  c o n t i n u e s  to ignore C E D D ?s request for H K R  to assess the geotechnical feasibility o f  th 

e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  to s u b m i t  a Geoteclinical P l a n n i n g  R e v i e w  R e p o r t  ( G P R R ) .

K .  O w n e r s h i p  issues - H K R ^ s  right to u s e  Pai'kvale D r i v e  as access to A r e a  6 f  is still disputed.

L .  P l a n n i n g  controls o f  D i s c o v e i y  B a y  are i g nored  in respect o f  the M a s t e r  P l a n  ( M P )  a n d  Oulli 

n e  Z o n e  P l a n  ( O Z P )  relationship? the 2 5 , 0 0 0  p o p u l a t i o n  ceiling a n d  the allocation o f  u n d i v i d e d  s 

hares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units u n d e r  the D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( D M C ) .  F u r t h e r m o r e，H K R  h a  

s a conflict o f  interest regarding p o p u l a t i o n  data, in that cun*ent figures are p r o v i d e d  b y  its w h o l l  

y  o w n e d  subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.

M .  D i a g r a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate a n d  of p o o r  quality.

D

ID
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鱿 規 劃 中 謎 廢 核 提 出 意 見 c 

參考編號

Rcieience Nu mber:

提交限期

Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

l '.0 . - /； ；； ,； ■-.：•. '： / ：

161209-) 12401-58979 

09/1.2/2016 

09/12/2016 11:24:01

貢!J干鹵編號

T he application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱

Name of person making this comment:

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. Kennth J. Bradley 
J.P.

Details of the Com m ent:
PUBLIC CONSULTATION .
1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by misrepresentatio 
n. i.e.
a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states that ccon the 27/10/2016, the applicant submitt
ed further information providing responses to Responses to departmental comments........’’ This
means that HKR. has only addressed government departmental concerns in its third submission a 
nd has ignored all public comments submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residen 
ts, the Parkvale VOC and the DB community.
b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental and pub 
lie concerns citing that this is "commercially sensitive information". In a public consultation exe 
rcise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this attitude is unacceptable to tlie people of 
Hong Kong, inconsistent with the government planning process and should be unacceptable to t 
he TPB.
2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission o f comments proced 
ure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to why tlie TPB has 
not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending the outcome o f the invest 
igation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as part of the public consultation exerc 
ise.
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W 規劃巾讀/缓核提出意見 ^  

参考編號

.Reforciice N u m b e r :

提交限期

Dead l ine  for  subjnjssioi j：

提交日期及時間

D a t e  a n d  ti_rae o f  s u b m i s s i o n :

161209-li]7i2-1685(； 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 11:17:12

有關的規劃申請編號  Y/1-D1W
T h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  n o .  to w h i c h  t h e  c o m m e n t  relates:

「提意見人 j 姓名 /名稱

N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  m a k i n g  this c o m m e n t :

先生  Mi.. K e n m h J .  B r a d l e y  J.

Details of the Comment:
R I S K  A S S E S S M E N T  .

1. A  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  h a s  not b e e n  done, as .indicated in the-table o f  the Gist. This  is negligent si 

n e e  risk to the p u b l i c  is a m a j o r  c o n c e r n  for this d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  has not b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  in a n y  

f o r m  despite the c o n c e r n s  e x p r e s s e d  in o u r  t w o  p r e v i o u s  s u b m i s s i o n s  a n d  again in this one. W e  

h a v e  e x p r e s s e d  m a n y  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  traffic; slopes; e n v i r o n m e n t ;  a n d  public health.

2. A  R i s k  A s s e s s m e n t  is required a n d  H K R  s h o u l d  b e  instructed to d o  o n e  b y  the T P B .  T h e  R i s k  

A s s e s s m e n t  c a n n o t  b e  d o n e  in a  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  m a n n e r  unless t h e  T P B  ensures that all go v e r n n i  

e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  p r o v i d e  their c o m m e n t s  o n  this application a n d  the c o m m e n t s  s u b  

m i t t e d  b y  th e  public, including t h o s e  b y  t h e  P V O C .



l-'tiiMS Comment Stbvmssion K  1 / 1

京t 规劍申請 /搜 核 提出意見 L d : ’.+ g : ' 1

參考編號

Rctorouce Number:

提交限期

D e a d l i n e  f o r  s u b m i s s i o n :

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to Avhich the comment relates:

「提 意 見 人 」姓名 /名稱 

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Com m ent:

5341

丨+.c + / » ’ev  

161209-124058-39115

09/12/2016

09/12/2016 12:40:58

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. YIP Cham Sum

可 善 用 土 地 資 源 ，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。6f—直已規劃 

為 居 住 用 途 」-證明土地適宜建屋 -。.規劃中的地積比亦很丨氏_，基建及配套足以容结新增的 

人 □ 。新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令 交 通 更 方 便 快 捷 。新發展會創造更多就業 

機 會 ，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

file:/A\nld-fcnc9\nnIine Comment\161209-124058-39115 Commcnt_Y_I-DB_2.html 09/12/2016



F F M S  S u b u v s s i o u W  W  !

5 3 4 2

就規劁屮势讀凑提出意见卜 ：’

Rorei'onco IN'u mhcr:

- "■. /•，!： -  ! ： v-! \ ■ •

1 6 1 2 0 9 - 1 2 3 4 5 6 - 1 8 9 0 4

提 嫌 期 . 09/12/2016
Doadiino tor subm.issiou:

提交日期及時間  09/12/2016 12:34:56
:、ud time ol submission:

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

「提意見人」姓 名 /名稱  先 生 Mr. YIP Cham Sum
Name of person making this comment:

意 見 詳 情

Details o f the Com m ent:
司■善 用 土 地 資 源 ，減輕香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋選擇。6f—直已規劃 

' 為 居 住 用 途 ，證 明 土 地 適 宜 建 屋 。規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足以容納新增的 

人 □ 。新計劃可支持開辦獨立的巴士路線，令交通更方便快捷。新發展會創造更多就業 

機 會 ，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。 __________________



PEMS Coruvncnt S\ibinission y i u  \ 

5343

就規 _ 中适/沒核提出意見！ 4  d  ’

參考編號 161209-130446-38310
Rclcreuco Number:

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
30/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:
09/12/2016 13:04:46

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱 

Name of person making this comment:
小姐 Miss Law Siu Kuen

意見詳情

Details of the Comment :
1. I object to let more people living there, which is already overcrowd, not enough facilities, a lo
t o f buses /shuttle/truck moving around-in DB . .................

2. more air pollution issue.

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

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

I：
A

k

I
r

\

f】!fc:/A、'pld..egis2\Oiilijie_Comnicm\161209-】30446-3S310—C o m m e n t _ Y J - D B  一 2.html 09/12/2016
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参考编技

KcKVv'ncc N u i：iber: : t  二 ： : : - : 3 〇 6 : % : ' 、 、 乂

提交隈期

Ooadlinc for s u b m i s s i o n :
3 0： ； 2 2 0  l 6

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:
0 9 M ：：0 1 b  I 3 : 0 6 :：0

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to which the cornmciu rehtres:
Y  ! - D b  2

「提意 見 人 」姓 名 /名稱 先 CheivySiiiq.，
N a m e  of person making this comment: U

Details of the Comment :
1. I have high resen'ation on this project as it only a profit making project which only fa\ i >ur ior 
H K R  for their money earning. Nothing to address the housing problem in HK. However, it cre:it 

es many issues to D B  resident including recreation facilities, education, traffic, etc. W h y  I \ K G o  
vemment allows H K R  to earn more money, which against the views of local resident.

2. N o  resident consultation had been made before. As I believe that most D B  residents do not w a 

nt more house and people in D B  in future, which are already overcrowd with people and vehicl

e.

3. There is no local secondary school. Student need to travel outside. They need to plan at least; 

local secondary before considering to allowing more people living there.

4. Som e  H K R 1 2 3 4 5s house building has destructed the countryside, which is irreversible, e.g. in H K

project to reconstruct the bus terminal station. They have cut many old trees along the D B  m  

ain road without considering replanting them in other place. M a y  I request to know h o w  many tr 

ees had H K R  been cut in their past housing project ? Should they promise to relocate those old 

rees in some other place ?

5. In peak time around 6:45 - 9:00am, most buses and ferry are fall even H K D  has changed to 

se double deck and large ferry. H o w  H K R  to resolve the problem for more people, don!t mendo 

ning to add mor e  buses.

o



]f,\2Wj \2c/Af. )r/:r：

今 >1瓜诫

lidci'CliCc N uiiiIk t .

\\yym m

| Deadline for sul/inission: !
v > i ' m

u i A U W i m m

l>atc and (ime of submission:
W)i'〇m V j  n ：iryA^

%

I hc application no. to which the cormricrit relates:
Y/MjB/2

i

f 提 总 兑 人 」姓名 /名稱

N a m e  of person making this comment:

^y/Y. Mr- Cheung Hon M/sn, j 

Donald i

;

Details of the C o m m e n t  :

1. I have high reservation on this project as it only a profit making project v/hich only favour for ;

H K R  fur thdr m o n e y  earning. Nothing to address the housing prob!err) in HK. |

es ma n y  issues to D \i resident including recreation facilities, education, traffic, etc. W h y  }fK G o  i 

v e m m e n t  allows H K K  to earn more money, which against the views of local resident. ；

j

2. N o  resident consultation had been made  before. As I believe that most D B  residents do not j 

nt more house and people in D B  in future, which are already overcrov/d with people and vchicl I

e . ! 

. . • …  i
3. Limited recreation facilities, e.g. no basketball ajurt, tennis court, swimming pool, as those fa ' 

cilities are only available for club members.

4. There is no local secondary school. Student need to trave】 outside. They need to plan at leasta 

local secondary before considering to allowing more people living there.

5. J witnesses the development in last 10 years, more and more vehicles in this place v.here origi 

nally designed for golf cart as the main vehicle. Now, more buses, school shuttle, truck, etc., are 

moving around in the D B  road, any figure shov/ing the pollution condition. W e  are hoping for a 

clean living place. Could I know h o w  H K R  manage and control the no. of vehicles using the D B  

main road?

6. S o m e  f IKR's house building has destructed the countryside, which is irreversible, e.g. in H K

project to recxjnstract the bus terminal station. rFhey have cut many old trees along the D B  m  

riin road v/ithout considering replanting them in other place. M a y  I request to know h o w  many tr 

tx；s had H K R  been cut in their past housing project ? Should they promise to relocate those old t 

rces in sfjrrje other place ?

7. Tn peak time around 6:45 - 9:00am, most buses and ferry are full even H K D  has changed to u 

sc double deck and large ferry. H o w  M K R  to resolve the problem for more people, don't mentio

to add more buses.

file：/* p]d-egis2 Online Commcn! 161209-125rJ4〇-] 5〇 7] Comincnt Y1-DI3 2.html 09/12/2016
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r L.〇iTivnem J.-J 1 ' \

5 3 4 u

就規剝 申 請 歷 孩 提 出 意 見 i、' . ? • : /

參考編號
R  e t'e re ) i. c e. N  u rt t b e r :

1 6 1 2 0 9 - 1 3 4 1 1 7 - 0 6 1 7 1

提 交 限 期

D e a d l i n e  for s u b m i s s i o n :
0 9 /】 2 / 2 0 1 6

提 交 日 期 及 時 間

D a t e  n n d  t i m e  o f  s u b m i s s i o n :
0 9 / 1 2 / 2 0 1 6  13:41:17

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

T h e  application no. to w h i c h  the c o m m e n t  relates:
Y / I - D B / 2

「提 意 見 人 」姓 名 /名稱 

N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  m a k i n g  this c o m m e n t :
先生  M r .  M . F a i r l e y

意 見 詳 情

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

A s  per m y  pre v i o u s  sub m i s s i o n s  o n  this application, I strongly protest against the p r o p o s e d  d e v e  

l o p m e n t  for the r e a s o n s  previously submitted. F a m  a w a y  o n  leave a n d  cannot re-list all o f  the re 

a s o n s  that I h a v e  already submitted to this department. I w o u l d  also ask the d e p a r t m e n t  to investi

g a t e  the authenticity o f  submissions in f a v o u r  o f  this proposal, as w e  (the Resident's) h a v e  reaso 

n  to believe that m a n y  o f  those are JBraudulent. M y  future career a n d  contribution to H o n g  K o n g  

d e p e n d s  o n  m y  quality o f  life here, a n d  that will b e  negatively affected b y  this application for de  

v e l o p m e n t .  Ple a s e  d o  the responsible t h i n g  for residents o f  H o n g  K o n g  a n d  n o t  b o w  to the d e m a  

n d s  of g r e e d y  developers. Sincerely, M .  Fairley___________________________________________________________



就規釗中論沒该提出意見 MW: 此 …:

參考編號

Roi'orouce Niimber:

Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment:

_____________ 5347

/ |： :ioi ；': ■ ■ / ■： '

161209-111602-10740

09/12/2016

09/12/2016 11:16:02

Y/I-DB/2

夫人  Mrs. SAEWONG SIRIWAN

Details of the Comment:
Y/I-DB/3 Zone 10b

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

S 0

計劃可改善該區現時雜亂景觀及與愉景灣整體設計格格不入的情況，整體環境得到改 
, 〇

3新建的海濱長廊、提升的交通配套、優化的街渡及碼頭設施，令出入更方便。

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

見更為融合。

創造全新的社區集結點，大眾可享用更多公眾休閒空間。

更多的綠化空間有助減低碳排放，提升空氣質素，提供更佳工作及生活環境。

新發展會創造更多就業機會，為市民及社會帶來好處及經濟效益。

引入適量人口可支持本土小商店的營運，為居民提供更多的零售選擇。

It optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in HK, and provides more housing 

choices.

The plan redevelops and upgrades the current mix of unsightly uses in the area. The overall en 

vironment of the area will be improved.

The improvement to the foreshore promenade, transportation and marine assess, kaito sendee a 

nd pier facilities will enhance the connectivity and convenience to and from Discovery Bay.

The optimisation of the land use is well supported by suitable infrastructure, and has given due 

consideration for the waterfront setting with improvement to tlie foreshore promenade and marin 

e access.

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

• The extra landscape and greening help reduce carbon emissions and improve air quality, thus p 

roviding a better work and living environment.

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

• The plan brings in suitable amount of population to support the businesses of local shops, in a

w a y  to provide more retail choices for residents.___________________________________________

file:/A\pld-egis2\Online CoiiuncntM 61209-11 ] 602-10740_Comnient_Y_I-DB_2.html 09/12/2016



161209.

就規耙申請沒该提出琶見 

參考編號
Rot'erence Number:

提交限期
O o a d lifie  tor s u b m i s s i o n :

5 346

09 1： . 2016

：[是交日期及時間

D u t t  find time o f  submission:
09,1： ： 016 10:：0:4；-

苻關的規劃申請編號  Y;Mm
The iipp lica lion no. to which Ihe coniuient rebrcs: *"

丨提意見人」姓名 / ■  . Yeung Sn.M.nK
Nimic of person making this cuim ncnt：

i )

意兑詳情

Details of the Conimcnl :

项丨:〗計剡有利瑜景灣發展。



' E M S  C o m m e n t  S u b m i s s i o n

就 規 劃 申 請 /沒 该 提 出 意 見 出 : : U  r

參 考 編 號 .
R e f e r e n c e  N u m b e r :

提交限期

Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the commenl relates:

「提意見人」姓名 /名稱

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:

|同意是項工程項目，請儘快落 ]

： ，乂 /

161209-102405-01211 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 10:24:05 

Y/I-DB/2 

先 生 M r 馬先生

M  1 / 1 

5349

fi]e:/A\pld-egis2\Online_Corament\l 61209-102405-0121 l_Corajr,ent_Y_I-DB_2.hmil 09/12.,2016



.PEMS CVrovnerU Subm，ssi:、:i

說規釗申請 / a 核提 s 意 見 i… u 二: 

參考編號

Retercnce Number:

提交限期
D e a d l i n e  for submis s i o n :

提交日期及時間
D a t e  a n d  r i m e  o f  submis s i o n :

_______________   ̂3 5 C

-

161208-20^45'-838j，9 

09/12/20)6 

08/12/2016 20:44:51

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  no. to w h i c h  the c o m m e n l :  rclalcs:

「胃 胃 名 m  灶 I  ch()le
N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  m a k i n g  this c o m m e n t :

意見詳情

D e t a i l s  o f  t h e  C o m m e n t :

T h e  p l a n  br i n g s  in suitable a m o u n t  o f  p o p u l a t i o n  to support the businesses o f  local shops, m  a w  

a y  to p r o v i d e  m o r e  retail choices for residents.

T h e  s u r r o u n d i n g  area o f  the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  will b e  beautified and br i n g  m  n e w  leisure i'a 

cilities.

T h e  m o u n t a i n  v i e w  o f  m o s t  Crystal a n d  C o r a l  units will not b e  b l o c k e d  d u e  to the sufficient dist 

a n c e  b e t w e e n  the buildings.

W i t h  o n e  m o r e  village, the cost o f  sharing the m a i n t e n a n c e  e x p e n s e  of c o m m u n a l  facilities c a n  h 

e  r e d u c e d  w h i c h  will benefit all owners.



PEMS Comment Submission M 1/1

8mB

161208-210348-37700

c 5 /

提交限期
D ead line fo r subm ission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
08/12/2016 21:03:48

D ate and tim e o f subm ission:

Y/I-DB/2
T h e  app lication no. to w h ich  the comment re lates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e o f person m aking th is comment:

先生  Mr. Chung

D eta ils o f the Com m ent:

The p lan optim ises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in  H K  and provides m ore ho
using choices. ..........
The area is  suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff headquarters whic 
h are no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low  that the infrastructure and fac ilitie s w 

i l l be sufficient to accommodate the extra population.
The optim isation o f the land use has given due consideration to various aspects, such as infrastru 

cture, v isu a l, traffic and capacity of tiie community. The design is  sensitive to the adjacent devel 
opment and natural setting. It has given due regard for the mountain backdrop and the relationsh  

ip w ith the existing residents.

The proposed development w ill justify for .operating a complete separate bus route from M idval 
e V illag e  which w ill offer faster and more direct bus service for residents.

^<^AW-e^2\OnIme^CommeDt\1612Q8-21Q348-377PP_C〇pm ^eQtJirj-DB 2.html 09/12/^016.



通 TO— ，屋坩 ， • "■Kjosaai：:；：* !  1.1 觀，■  ̂n h.k;: iWV财！ t勒

EN*IS Com m ent Sub n iiss icn

意規劃申請 /魏该提出意見 ^  

参考編號

l v  c Ce re a c e N  u ni Id e i*:

提交限期
D ead lin e  fo r su b m iss io n :

提交日期及時間
D a te  and tim e o f su b m issio n :

寅!}干 5月:編號

T h e  ap p lica tio n  n o . to w h ich  the com m ent re la te s :

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e o f p erson  m ak in g  th is com m en t:

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

頁 W  1

5 352

[61208-223220-26448

09/12/2016

08/12/2016 22 :32 :20

Y /I-D B /2

小姐  M iss L E U N G  S IU  W IN G

引入新屋苑，可分擔公共設施的維修費用，使周邊的基建設施作出翻新及改善，業主可

每景灣維持不斷發展，•令社區環境更美好。



PEMS Comment Submission /頁

5353



FEM S Conmitiit Submission 頁 1/1

5 3 5





PEMS Comment Submission 頁 J /1

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見U  
参考編號

R e fe re n c e  N m rib e r :

5356
丨灶::* 1 二:.' /

161209-003630-18327

提交限期

Deadliue for submission: 09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission: 09/12/2016 00 :36 :30

i貢!J# 請編號

T h e  a p p lic a t io n  n o . to w h ic h  th e  com m ent re la te s :
Y / I-D B /2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

N am e  o f p e rso n  m ak in g  th is  co m m en t:
女 士  M s. T an g

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

皮持善用土地建屋，令社區1



/.p i.1L!c?- ic / Rev'

Reference Number:
161209-002955-986)4

提交限期
D ead line for subm ission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
09/12/2016 00:29:55

Date and time of submission:

Y/I-DB/2
Th e  app lication no. to which the comment relates:

r 提意見人 j 姓名/名稱  小姐 M iss Sharon
Nam e o f person making this comment:

D eta ils o f the Com m ent:

I fu lly  support the application as it has conducted thorough studies and surveys on the visua l, lan 
dscape, environmental, traffic and infrastructure capacity Which w ill .only impose very m inim al i 
mpacts to the adjacent environment, but the project w ill bring in  greater benefits to DB and H K  i 
n regards o f land supply, housing choices, and sustainable development by offering suitable gro 
wth in  population to support the running o f shops, share the costs and bring in new recreational f 
ac ilities.

It is  a private plot of land that I can't see any points to hinderthe development and to u tilize  the 1 
and w hich has been zoned for housing people.

A ll technical issues should not impose any obstacles viewing the experience o f the developer an 
d the advance technologies nowadays. If  the developer can well develop a piece of barren land 4 
0 years ago, why can't tibiey overcame the infrastructure problems nowadays?

W e should focus the discussion on ironing out the details in executing the project in a pragmatic 
approach instead of knocking it down based on the N IM BY mindset o f incUviduals.

W ithout continuous development in the community，DB w ill be a stagnant ageing and dead co 
m m unity like the Sea Ranch that no young .population w ill be moving in, and the schools w ill no 
t be able to recruit sufficient students, and D B  owners w ill suffer from today's consequence o f v 
oting down Hie plan.

O n these grounds, I sincerely hope'that the plan w ill get a fair discussion and approval.

file-yA\pld-egis2\Onliiie_Coniment\161209-002955-98614__CommeiitJYJ-DB_2Jitol 09/12/2016



PE-N'IS Comment Submission M 】/

5 358
!請/覆核提出意見iv就規劃 

參考編號
Reference Num ber:

161209-003114-96614

提交限期
D ead line fo r subm ission:

09/12/2016

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

09/12/2016 00:31:14

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

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking this com ment:

小姐 M iss Louisa Wong

D eta ils of the Com m ent:

fu lly  support the application sis it has conducted thorough studies and surveys on the visual, lan 
dscape, environfnental, traffic and infrastructure capacity which w ill only Impose very jrdn im al i 
mpacts to the adjacent environment, but the project w ill bring in  greater benefits to D B  and H K  i 

regards o f land supply, housing choices, and sustainable development by offering suitable gro 
w th in population to support the running o f shops, share the costs and bring in  new recreational f 
acilities.

It  is  a private plot o f land that I  can't see any points to hinder the development and to u tilize the 1 
and which has been zoned for housing people.

A ll technical issues should not impose any obstacles view ing the experience o f the developer an 
d the advance technologies nowadays. I f  the developer can w e ll develop a piece of barren land 4 
0 years ago, w hy can't tiiey overcome the infrastructure problems nowadays?

W e should focus the discussion on ironing out the details in  executing the project in a pragmatic 
approach instead of knocking it  down based on the N IM B Y  mindset of individuals.

W ithout continuous development in  the community, D B  w ill be a stagnantj ageing and dead co 
mnmnity lik e  the Sea Ranch that no young population w ill be moving in, and the schools w ill no 

t be able to recruit sufficient students, and l3B owners w ill suffer from today’s consequence o f v  
oting down the plan.

O n  these grounds，I sincerely hope 仕lat the plan w ill get a fa ir discussion and approval.

酬

nil

file:/A\pld-egis2\OnIine_Coinment\161209-003114-96614 Comment Y I-DB 2.htm] 09/12/2016
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l ommcni ^uDinibbiun W J. / 1

A p I:* /

Reference Number: 161209-002416-19341

Deadline for submission:
09/12/2016

提交日期及時間 09/12/2016 00:24:16
Date 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. Alex Chan

Details of the Com m ent: * I

I fully support the application as it has conducted thorough studies and surveys on tiie visual, lan 
dscape, environmental, traffic and infrastructure capacity which w ill only impose veiy-mlnimal i 
mpacts to the adjacent environment, but the project w ill bring in greater benefits to DB and H K  i 
n regards of land supply, housing choices, and sustainable development by offering suitable gro 
wth in population to support the running of shops, share the costs and bring in new recreational f  
acilities.

It is a private plot of land that I can't see any points to hinder the development and to utilize the 1 
and which has been zoned for housing people.

A ll technic.al issues should not impose any obstacles viewing the experience of the developer an 
d the advance technologies nowadays. If  the developer can well develop a piece of barren land 4 
0 years ago, why can't tiiey overcome the infrastructure problems nowadays?

W e should focus the discussion on ironing out the details in executing the project in a pragmatic 
approach instead of knocking it down based on the N IM BY mindset of intUviduals.

I Without continuous development in the community, DB w ill be a stagnant, ageing and dead co 
mmunity like the Sea Ranch that no young population w ill be moving in, and the schools w ill no 
t be able to recruit sufficient students, and D B  owners w ill suffer j5:om today* s consequence of v  
oting down the plan.

On these grounds, I  sincerely hope that the plan w ill get a fair discussion and approval.

file:/A\p1d-egis2\OnJine Comment\l61209-002416-19341_Comment_Y_I-DB_2.html 09/12/2016



M  i / 1FEM S Comment Submission

5 3 6 0
| 乾規創申請 /覆核提出意見 r". 二:11' : i : ; m''g /V ；；• ' / .； i / i \ J

參考編號
Ret'ereuce Numbei-:

161209-003857-03850

提交限期
Deadline fo r submission :

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and trime of subm ission:

09/12/2016 00:38:57

有關的規畫1j 申請編號
T h e  application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Narae of person m aking this comment:

先生  M r. HN Chan

意見詳情

D etails o f the Com m ent:

支持善用土地建屋，令社區健康發展。

n

I
I

file:/A\old-eeis2\Oiiliiie Comment\161209-003857-03850 Coimnent Y  I-DB 2.html 09/12/2016
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m

就規劃申請 /覆核提出意見如 1心 s C g」 

參考編號

Reference Num ber:

提交限期

D ead line for subm ission:

提交日期及時間

D ate and time of subm ission:

有關的規劃申請編號

Th e  application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Nam e of person m aking this comment:

/ 1 . / Giev'a / 

161209-001820-11166

09/12/2016

09/12/2016 00:18:20

Y/I-DB/2

小姐  M iss L . W O N G

D eta ils of the Com m ent:

fu lly  support the application as it has conductedthorough studies and surveys on the visual, lan 
dscape, environmental, traffic and infrastrueture capacity which, w ill only impose very m inimal i 
mpacts to the adjacent environment, but the project w ill bring in  greater benefits to D B  and H K  
n regards o f land supply, housing choices, and sustainable development by offering suitable'gro 

wth in population to support the running o f shops, share the costs and bring in  new recreational f 
acilities.

丨It  is  a private plot o f land that I can’t see any points to hinder the development and to u tilize the 1 
and which has been zoned for housing people.

AJ1 technical issues should not impose any obstacles viewing th.e experience o f the developer an 
d the advance technologies nowadays. I f  the developer can w ell develop a piece of barren land 4 
0 years ago, why can't they overcame the infrastructure problems nowadays?

W e should focus the discussion on ironing out the details in executing the project in a pragmatic 
approach instead o f knocking it down based on the N IM BY  mindset o f incUviduals.

W ithout continuous development in the community, D B  w ill be a stagnant, ageing and dead co 
mmunity like the Sea Ranch that no young population w ill be moving in, and the schools w ill no 
t be able to recruit sufficient students, and D B  owners w ill suffer from today5 s consequence o f v 
oting down the plan.

JOn these grounds, I sincerely hope that the plan w ill get a fair discussion and approval.



.PEMS Comment Submission 頁 ./

5362
就規剴申請/覆核提出意見 iv 

參考編號

Reference N um ber:

提交限
Deadline for subm ission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time o f submission:

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

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

意見詳情
Details o f the Com m ent:

户  j p : 丨 k f  ;

161209-002552-56206 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 00:25:52 

Y/I-DB/2 

先生M r. SY

fully support the application as it has conducted thorough studies and surveys on the visual, Ian 
dscape, environmental, traffic and infrastructure capacity which w ill only imp.ose_very. rnixiimal i 
mpacts to the adjacent environment, but the project w ill bring in greater benefits to DB and H K  i 
n regards of land supply, housing choices, and sustainable development by offering suitable gro 
wth in population to support the running o f shops, share the costs and bring in new recreational f  
acilities.

I t  is a private plot o f land that I can't see any points to hinder the development and to utilize the 1 
and which has been zoned for housing people.

A ll technical issues should not impose any obstacles view ing the experience of the developer aQ 
d the advance technologies nowadays. I f  the developer can w ell develop a piece of barren land 4 
0 years ago, why can't tiiey overcome the injBrastructure problems nowadays?

We should focus the discussion on ironing out the details in executing the project in a pragmatic 
approach instead o f knocking it down based on the N IM B Y  mindset of individuals.

Without continuous development in  the community, D B  w ill be a stagnant，ageing and dead co 
mmunity like the Sea Ranch that no young population w ill be moving in, and the schools w ill no 
t be able to recruit sufficient students, and DB owners w ill suffer-from today5 s consequence of v  
oting down the plan.

On these grounds, I sincerely hope that the plan 从瓜 get a fa ir discussion and approval.

I



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1/1

5363
就，規劃申請/覆1'亥 提 出 意 見 3

I

參考編號
Reference Number:

161209-074727-27237

提交限期
D ead line for subm ission:

09/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of subm ission:

09/12/2016 07:47:27

有關的規劃申請編號
Th e  application no. to w h ich  the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

*"提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Nam e of person m aking this comment:
女士  M s. 肖

意見詳情

D eta ils o f the Com m ent:

支持善用土地資源，應盡速批出此發展項目。 |



PEMS Comment Submission

5 _3

:規副申請/覆该提出意見m

参考編號
R e fe re n c e  N fam b er:

提交限期

Deadline foi* submission:

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

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  ap p lica tio n  no . to w h ich  th e  com m ent re la te s :

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
N am e  o f p e rso n  m ak in g  th is com m en t:

意見詳情

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

… 丨卜i / ' P 丨u .  :■■ /

161209-083307-98430 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 08:33:07 

Y/I-DB/2 

Angel Lam



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1/1

5365
就規剴申請/覆核提出意見M也 -ng C : .‘r,.me加 观 ]

參 考 編 號 ,
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
D ate and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱 

Nam e of person making this comment:

钱情

'•jL*'xi.g /N.pi-Ui.cc- tic >3 / .Rev'r,-/ 

161209-092716-96164

09/12/2016

09/12/2016 09:27:16

Y/I-DB/2

夫人 Mrs. LinyanW ang

D etails of the Comment :

D ear Sir/Madam,

I am strongly against this building project!

D iscovery Bay as a unique brand for quality living and being close to nature, too much buildings 
w ill just destroy the brand and lower tiie value of this already remote area, people w ill not move 
here if  too dense because it is not convenient for transportation.

There are below reasons which we would suggest you to consider:
1, these massive buildings w ill be too dense for this area and destroy tibe nature, quietness and vi 
ew .
2 , The road and infrastructure are not ready for adding so much residents all at once
3, Discovery Bay recently constant construction already bring us too much noise and dust, living  
in  DB is no more pleasant as before.
4 , I f  DB change to be dense area like the city, I wonder if  people w ill still move here because it i 
s so inconvenient.
5 , DB is also an important attraction for people coming jfrom all over Hongkong to enjoy the we 
ekend, its nature and beautiful planning and layout are what attracting them.

Best Regards, 4
Lm yan Wang



PEMS Ccniment Submission 頁 ” ■
5366

就規剿申請/謾•该提出意見 

參考編號
Refereace Number: 161209-092716-17068

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

提交日期及時間
Date and tune of submission: 09/12/2016 09:27:16

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 maldng this comment:

先生 Mr. Alexander Carste 

nUlilmann

Details of the Com m ent:

Dear S ir or Madam,

''m very strongly against this building project as it's going to damage the brand of Discovery Ba  
y. The building development is too close, dense and large and doesn't fit into the existing brand 
o f Discovery Bay. I ’ve traveled and lived in many places in the world regard Discovery Bay as a 
world-wide unique area, that we in Hong Kong should protect and use to attract talent to Hong 
Kong that would otherwise not be w illing to live in dense Hong Kong Island, Kowloon or nearb 

Shenzhen and Guangzhou. Discovery Bay and in particular the area around this re-developme 
nt (6A，Parkvale Village) attracts a different type of character. This area is a unique selling prop 
osition for the w ider Pearl River Delta. I work'in software and in order to attract talents it's critic 
al to provide a natural living environment that supports a sustainable work-life balance. Silicon 
Valley does provide that and is hence very successful. The Pearl R iver Delta could also compete 
with Discovery B ay. Don't destroy the little attraction we still have here.

Additionally, the current road towards Woodland Court over the area 6A is far to small to suppo 
rt the building construction vehicles and later traffic. I f  at all, they should consider building anot 
her permanent access road from the waterfall/bridge/golf road. I f  you make the existing road big 
ger, you 'll need to destroy parts of the mountaiii, which would lower character of the area.

Additionally, the current nature area that would be destroyed by 6A  is valuable to hikers from al 
around a sm all meeting place. W ildlife and vegetation would be negatively impacted.

Overall, I  think there are various more-suitable areas in Hong Kong to develop further, even in  
Discovery Bay as long as they fit into the brand and are smaller scale and don't take away much 
nature.



P EM S  Comment Subm ission 頁 1 /1

5367
說規劃申請/覆核提出意見M &kii:丨g C:.i <:• iri.eyW: g:o 1
參考編號
Reference Num ber: 161208-171507-20734

提交限期
D ead line fo r subm ission:

09/12/2016

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

08/12/2016 17:15:07

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  app lication no. to which the comment re lates:

Y/I-DB/2

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

小姐 M iss Natalie

意見詳情
D eta ils o f the C om m en t:

本人贊成發展計劃，能提升愉景灣社區設施及美化生活環境。
- - -  • • - -  -



P EM S  Coam ient S^bni^ssion

5368
就規割申請 /覆 核 提 出 意 見 _三‘+，‘

參考編號
R e fe ren ce  N um ber:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

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

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  ap p lica tio n  no. to w h ich  the com m ent re la te s :

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e o f p erson  m aking th is com m ent:

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

未人支持愉景灣有關規劃申請.

161209-141753-04494 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 14:17:53 

Y/I-DB/2

先生  M r. K E N N Y  TA M

穀施，生活服務設施和對外公共交通都發展完備.但愉景胃 

密度偏低，可持續發展空間很大.目前香港缺乏土地發展住宅的大環境下，本 人 胃

^ 灣
灣



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1/:

就規劃申請 /覆核提出意見 JV^ickg d 丨1丨加 

參考編號

Reference N um ber:

提交限期

Deadline fo r subm ission:

提交日期及時間

Date and tim e o f subm ission:

5369

161209-162032-77368 

30/12/2016 

09/12/2016 16:20:32

請5
Th e  app lication no . to which the comment re lates:

Y/I-DB/2

嘗

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

意見詳情
D etails of the Com m ent:

先生  M r. Peter Monger

jThese comments are from both m yself and my w ife Ng Sau Ling . W e are die owners o f
K |ad jacent-to and .fronting the application site. We are retired.and consequently:occupy 

our property during the working day. W e continue to object to the proposed rezoning as the prop 
osed buildings w ill have significant visual impact on the enjoyment o f our dwelling and w ill co 
mpromise our p rivacy. Notwithstanding our objection to the rezoning in principle we would req 
uest that eveiy effort to be made to reduce the visual impact and to maintain our privacy. During 
the construction period, which including ground and accommodation works w ill be o f a lengthy 
period, we strongly request that measures are put in place to m inim ise construction noise. Bearin  
g in mind w ith the elevations o f the existing and proposed residential buildings there is no oppor 
tunity for noise attenuation and screening and therefore noise needs to be controlled at source w i 

th respite periods. __________________________________________________:____________________________________________



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1/1
5370

就規劃申讅/覆 核 提 出 意 見 C c w m "(::丨 

參考編號
Reference N iunber:

提交限期
D ead line for subm ission:

提交日期及時間
D ate  and time of subm ission:

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to w hich the comment i*elates:

-「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking th is comment:

161209-202251-27983 

30/12/2016 

09/12/2016 20:22:51 

Y/I-DB/2

小姐 M iss Rekha

D eta ils of the Com m ent:

I  am against this rezoning application. F irstly  there is no place infrastucturally.to. support this inc 
rease in-construction apjdication. There is no. access roadCtoIt and.due to'majQr.biinding.px.ojeLCts 
already taking place, too many vehicles, noise, pollution, travel delays etc. Secondly, this land w  
a s supposed to be for staff quarters but has not been developed as such for so long, w hich hints t
0  perhaps intentional plan for redevelopment by EDKR, which is fraudulent. Th ird ly, it  supports a 
lo t of flora and faunaj lots o f interesting plants and trees and birds，butterflies，dragonflies etc. a 
nd w ill be sham eM  to destroy that by Guilding another condo for mainland purchase. I  am sure i 
f  checked there m ight be some species, which are rare but can be found here. We need green spa 
ces for kids and dogs and people to enjoy and although DB is green, there are not m any spaces a 

s  such which have not been built upon in  the name o f progress. A lso , as this area is very w indy d 
ue to the Venturi effect, it w ill be dangerous to the residents already living in  the v ic in ty if  there 
is  major construction due to the risk  specially during typhoons.
1 do hope our opposal to this is taken into consideration._________________________________________________



PEMS Comment Submission

⑩

5371
就規劃申請/職 提 出 観 版 … g C w , 。,,:

参考編號
Reference Number:

161209-202043-56389

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

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

09/12/2016 20:20:43

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

「提意見A 」姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. M U RA LIKR ISH N
Name of person making this comment: AN

意見詳情
Details of the Comm ent:

I  DO NOT support this application by H KR . H KR has not addressed the concerns of the resident 
s of-discovery.bay as the. current inf^tmctiireLis; limited, and. does not alio w.for.an increase in  hi 
gh-end properties.

H KR  has not addressed the concerns raised by me in the previous submission, a copy o f which y 
ou already have. It is for the lands department to make sure that the responses by E K R  are vette 
d, specially in its calculation of the number of residents per flat. Please ask H KR  to release that i 
nformation on how they arrived at that number without doing a door to door survey.
In  the end, do not let big money win by deceit. ___________________________________________



PEMS Comment Submission

就規剷申請/覆 核 提 出 意 見 C G m 'v .m : P 

參考編號
Reference Numbei-:

提交限期
Deadline fo r submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and tim e of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
Th e  application no. to which tlie comment relates:

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

頁 ]" 1
c: O 7  O u O f C• ■ ■ ..

■ ： / . 「 -

161209-210831-69639 

09/12/2016 

09/12/2016 21:08:31 

Y/I-DB/2

夫人 Mrs. JEN N A TEP O LIK  

HINE It)
Details of the Com m ent:

TO  WHOM  IT  M A Y  CO N CERN ,

'M OPPOSED  TO  TH E REZO N IN G  OF A R EA  6f FO R  TH E FO LLO W IN G  REASO NS:

1) The impact o f construction vehicles has not been taken into consideration by the applicant. T  
he existing passageway is too narrow for construction vehicles to use at the same time as existin 
g buses, go lf carts and pedestrians and an increase w ill make the passageway unsafe. It w ill also 
potentially b lock access for emergency services as the road is too narrow for such an increase o f 
traffic.

2) The applicant has provided insufficient plans for sewage treatment of the buildings w ith a sug 
gestion that the sewage w ill be deposited next to the ferry pier and DBs private beach where resi 
dents and visitors it use for recreational purposes. The smell plus an increase in bacterial content 
w ill have detrimental effects on health and tihte environment of D B .

Overall the plan does not seem w ell thought tihrough w ith little realistic traffic assessment plus i 
mpact studies being completed before the said application.

I strongly object to the proposed application and suggest that the Town Planning Board have a_ 1 
ook at as the reality of title suggested course of work

[Sincerely,

Jennifer Atepolikhine_____________________________________ ___________________ ______________________________



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 

參考編號
R e fe re n ce  N u m b e r:

ri fiJcMia c 〇i*am2：i X^.'.̂ iiroing A .|3 {jlr.C5.c'c.o. / B .svh v/ 

161209-222054-48804

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

30/12/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

09/12/2016 22:20:54

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

Y/I-DB/2

「提 意 狀 」姓名/名稱 .  小 姐 麻 KungWiiig Chi
Name of person making this comment:

Details of the Com m ent:

江程 6業以及美化環境

cn



PEMS Conunent Submission

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見M i  ☆ 
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就規劃申請 /覆核提出意見Mdcing 

參考編號

Reference Number:

..ling Apliijc ic c .i / Hev'ew

161209-142833-7 8 7 67

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
30/12/2016

提交曰期及時間

Date and time of submission:
09/12/2016 14:28:33

有關的規劃申請編號

Th e  application no. to w hich the comment relates:
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Nam e of person making this comment:
先生 M r. Sim onM inshall

意見詳情

D eta ils o f the Com m ent:

am an.owner o f a residential flat in Parkvale V illage, D iscovery Bay, the village adjacent to A r 
ea '6f, through wfiich~HKR proposes to access Area 6f. I  have lived  in D iscovery Bay"for more t 
han 30 years and seen its considerable growth and the benefits which have arisen from tiiis grow 
th. Although I think it is appropriate to further develop D iscovery Bay, I believe that H K R 5s pla 
ns to build two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2 G FA  on a platfoim  create 

to accommodate a 170m2 G FA  three storey building are very ill jiidged and that the Tow n Plan 
ning Board should reject H K R 5s application to rezone Area 6f.
In  its covering letter to its submission o f its first submission of Further Inforaiatioi^ H K R  noted 
that “W e have also reviewed the. public comments received during notification of the applicatio 

, although it did not address at all, or very inadequately, the comments which I  and others sub 
mitted in  A p iil 2016. Furthermore, although many comments were submitted by the pub lic in  re 
sponse to H KR5s first submission of Further Information, its latest submission of Further Inform  
ation is only a response to government departmental coniments and fails to respond to, or even a 
cknowledge, the comments submitted by the public. It also appears that government department 

are not fam iliar with many of the objections submitted by the public as they have not raised qu 
estions about many of these objections. Th is is  very disappointing in  what is  supposed to be a pu 
b lic  consultation. Nevertheless, I still hope that the TP B 5s secretariat w ill adequately inform  gov 
em inent departments and members o f the T P B  of the serious objections raised by the pub lic to 
H K R ’sapplicationtorezoneArea6f.
Before E K R 5s application to change the use o f Area 6 f can be approved, I believe it s t ill needs t 
o ziddress a number of serious defects in its applicatioil.
. A ccess to Area 6 f-  The Traffic Impact Assessment focuses on the impact o f the proposed inc 

rease in  the population on traffic into and out o f D B . It does not mention the impact o f constructi 
on traffic on the Cheung Tung Road leading to DB or on roads w itliin  D B , nor does it focus on 
he impact of increased traffic on Parkvale D rive , an extension o f which w ill provide access to th 
e site , nor on the potential impact on emergency vehicle access. Parkvale D rive is narrow and tw 
o large vehicles can only pass with difficulty. There are already several road wide cracks in  the 
sphalt across several parts o f the metalled part o f the D rive. The narrow section of Parkvale Driv 
e outside the three residential buildings, from where H K R  proposes to build the extension to Par 
kvale D rive to provide acxess to Area 6f and along which all traffic to the site w ill have to pass 
is a pedestrian pavement, part of which directly abuts Woodbury Court. Its surface is on ly pavin 
g b lock. It is wholly unsuited to be used for construction traffic and increased use by buses to ser
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v e  the proposed development. Doing so would not only destroy the surface but create serious saf 
ety concerns and give rise to emergency sei*vices not being able to reach the existing residential 
units and the site. H KR  should be required to assess alternative access to the site via D iscovery 

V a lle y  Road.
2 . H KR 's right to use Pai'kvale D rive as access to A rea 6 f - T lie  Sub-Deed o f Mutual Covenant f  
o r Parkvale V illage refers to parts o f Parkvale D rive as a “Passageway”. In  Annex E  o f its first s 
ubm ission o f Further Information，H KR  stated that “the ownership o f the Passageways vests w it 

l i tlie Registered Owner (H KR ) who is entitled to grant a Right o f W ay to other parties to use tlie 

Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6 F \  despite tlie fact that the owners o f Parkv 
a le  V illage liave borne ihe costs o f maintaining these “Passageways”  for the past 28 years. H K  

R 's  assertion is its unilateral interpretation o f tiie Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant for D iscov 
e ry  Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale V illage . As tliere may be otlier inter 
pretations, H K R  should be required to present counsels5 independent legal opinions supporting i 
ts contention tliat it has tlie legal right to use the passageway as access to A rea 6f,
3 . Sewage -  T lie  proposed development would be reliant on an on-site sewage treatment plant, e 
ven  thougli H K R 5s own consultants note that having an on-site sewage treatment plant is not pre 

ferred, as having numerous sewage treatment works in  the area is considered to be ineffective an 
d could cause an offensive smell and be a health hazard. Furthermore, although H KR  states in it 
s second submission o f Further Information tliat the sewage would be disposed of through a grav 

ity  sewage pipe into the sea near the D iscovery Bay p ier and bathing beach, it also states that CCD  

uring the subsequent detailed design, it is recommended to conduct further analysis to establish 
any base flow  along the spillw ay and hence the feasib ility o f discharging the treated effluent into 

the nullaH and box culvert directly^'.'Surely, particu larly given the efforts made by government o 
ve r past years to prevent sewage being discharged into the harbour, it. is not acceptable for sewa 
ge to be discharged through an open nullah, which passes d irectly beneath the balconies o f a resi 
dential building, into the sea close to a pier and a public bathing beach. Furthermore, H K R  shoul 
d be required to confirm that the capital and operating costs o f the sewage disposal works should 
be borne by either H K R  or the undivided shareholders o f the A rea 6 f and A rea 10b proposed de 
velopments, and not by the owners of Parkvale V illage or by the owners o f any other v illage in  
D iscovery B ay , whose sewage is disposed on through the government STW  in  Siu Ho W an W at 
er.
4 . Water treatment and fresh water supply _ H K R  proposes to supply private water using the raw  
water stored in  the private D iscovery Bay Reservoir, which ceased to provide fresh water to D B  
residents many years ago, and building a private water treatment works to make a private water 
supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in  Areas 6 f and 10b. T h is appears to be a ver 
y  expensive alternative. H K R  should be required to confirm  that the capital and operating costs 
arising j&om adopting this alternative w ill be borne b y either H K R  or the undivided shareholders 
o f  the Area 6 f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners o f Parkvale V illage  
o r by the owners o f any other village in D iscovery B ay  which have their water supplied using th 

e Siu Ho W an Water Treatment Works (SHW W TW ) and the SH W  Fresh Water Pumping Statio 
n.
5 . Other utilities -  No mention is  made in  the application o f how other u tilities, including LP G  s 
upply, telephone, T V , street lighting and especially electricity supply, w ill be provided and o f th 

e effect on the residents o f Parkyale V illage, through which tihese utilities w ill have to pass.
6 . Slope safety - The site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope leading down to 
wards Crystal and Coral Courts. The application does not address the risk o f slope failure above 
these buildings arising from the steep slope and the proposal to construct two high rise buildings 
o f 21,600 m2 o f gross floor area on a platform formed to accommodate only 170 m2 o f gross flo 
or area.

7 . Population -  In  its application H K R  noted that the population o f D iscovery Bay is 15,000. In  
response to comments made, H K R  now admits the population o f D iscovery Bay is 19,585. H〇w  
can a developer not know the population o f its major development, especially when the govemm  
ent has lim ited the population to 25,000 in  the current approved O ZP? The sum of the proposed

J populations o f Areas 6 f and 10b is 4,003. Without any other increase, the population o f D iscove

■
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Iry Bay would tlierefore be 23,588, being only 1,412 less than tlie permitted maximum. Before th 
e change in use is considered, H KR  must be required by government to demonstrate that the pro 
posed developments in  Areas 6f and 10b w ill not contribute, togetlier w itli the otlier areas in Dis 
covery Bay being developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP maximum population 
o f  25,000. I f  H KR is allowed to breach the lim it o f25,000, tliere is likely to be an investigation 
b y  the Director of Audit as to why tliis issue was not addressed NOW  by the TPB  and why H KR  
was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,000.
I believe that the Town Planning Board should not approve H KR*s application due to these defic 
iencies in its application.
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參考編號
Reference Num ber:

〇 < i g Lx 0 rn j'j.? O r 011 J;1 J h X'l. io ingpp ikaCjor  / Civ'evv

161209-162714-66401

提交限期

Deadline for subm ission:
09/12/2016

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:
09/12/201616:27:14

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  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:
女士 M s. Natalia Veldman

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:

Th.e Secretariat .......................
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(V ia  email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D .D . 352, D iscovery 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 (C£H K  
R 551), Masterplan Lim ited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned applica 
tion on 27.10.2016.

K ind ly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development 
o f the Lot. M y main reasons o f objection on tbis particular submission are listed as foliows:-

1. H KR claim s that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held un 
der the Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant ("PDM C ') dated 20.9.1982. A rea 6f forms part o f eit 
her the MC ity Common Areas** or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant t 
o Clause 7 under Section I of the PDM C, every Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the right a 
nd liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f for all purposes connected with t 
he proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDM C). Th  
e applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent jfrom the co-owners o f the Lot prior to thi 
s unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e , a ll property owners of 
the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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3. There is major change to the development concept o f tlie Lo t and a fundamental deviation to t 
he land use of the original approved M aster Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the ap 
plication, i.e . from  staff quailers into residential area, and approval o f it would be an undesirable 

precedent case from  environmental perspective and against the interest o f all property owners of 
the district.

4 . Tlie original stipulated D B  population o f 25,000 should be fu lly respected as tlie underlying in 
jSrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population b y the subm ission, 

and all D B  property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out o f th is submission in u 
pgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the propo 

sed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement works arised o 
ut of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and lia ise w ith all property owners being 
affected and undertake the cost and expense of a ll infrastructure out o f this development. Its disr 
uption during construction to other property owners in the vicin ity should be properly mitigated 
and addressed in  the submission.

5. There has been no satisfactory explanation o f how provision of potable water and handling of 
sewerage w ill be addressed. The existing infrastructure cannot support this deviation from initial 
master plan.

5. The proposed felling o f 118 nos. mature trees in  Area 6 f is an ecological disaster, and poses a 
substential environmental impact to the immediate natural setting.—The propq彡a l.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 uns 
atisfactory in term o f its proposed height, massing and disposition in  this revision. The two towe 
rs are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natu 
ra l setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especiall 
y to those existing towers in  the vicin ity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further r 
eview and comment,也e application for Area 6 f should be witiidrawn.
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G W Lovcgiove; tpbpd@ plancl.gov.hk
RE: Objection Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB^ 12.
TPB Y1-DB2 Area 6f R3 Undivided Shares.pdf ^
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Excellent as always. One of the things that amazed me in the latest round was the dismissive attitude that HKR took to the 
government comments, especially those iVom WSD and EPD but also those that you highlight.

Here is a piece on an issue that I have been working on. i have a similar one for 10b.

Andrew

Subject: Objection Section 12A Application No. Y/卜DB/3 

Sirs,

I attach my objection concerning Section 12A Application No. Y /I-D B /3 ; A rea 10b, Lo t 385 RP  & E x t (Part) in  

D .D . 352, D iscovery Bay Objection to the Subm ission by the Applicant dated 26.10.2016 For Optim ising Land  

Uses at A rea 10b, D iscovery Bay. • • 一 ........

G  W  Lovegrove



将件U 期:
A m
i n ：
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l2 h lU 月20丨 丨 3“_2 
ipbpj Upland gov.hk 
Application No. Y/I-DB^2 Ar?a 6f

5373

1- Applicatio'ri No. V/l-OB/2 Area 6f

/ have read the attached submission from the PENINSULA OWNERS COMMITTEE for
10b (  PARKVALE OWNERS COMMITTEE for 6乃  and I wish to register my objection with the ’l、n j
accordingly

Kind Regards,

Tishj-iayw^'rd

hI I it a t  f r o p e r t y  l t o

w v ^ v .h a b it  a  t-p rQ D _erty .com

uifomiatRin conia«neciin •心 n i$ conridentiol and  moy be legoHy privileged. H is intended
addressed and otheis Ovjihorised to receive il. If you ore not the inlended redpienl you ore hereby notified that ony ^
action in reliance of the contents 〇( this info  motion is striclly prohibited and may be  unlawful.

KM'

iBXci
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The Secretariat 
Town Planning Board 
15/F, North Point Government Offices 

H  333 Java Road, North Point
H  (Via email: tpbpd@pland.g〇v.bk or fax: 2B77 0^45 / 2522 84̂ 6)

I  Dear Sir,

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

O bj^on  to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comiiients by the Hong Kong Resort ( “HKR” ） ， Masterplan
■  Limited, to_address the deRartmeijtal comments regarding the c a p U o n e ^ 1 0 ® @ 1 6 .

|  置 …  .......................................
Kindly please note that I strongly object t(||^H^BsaS3i〇j U H |^ S t e  proposed development of the Lot. My 
main reasons of objection on this particular submission ar6 u |p i  1

1. HKR claims thaf tftey aj^thejaolc land owner of Area i t  dd^br, now held under the
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') .dated ^rea 6f forms pafltjct either the **City Common
Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" as defined i i B S H r a  Pursuant^S^H | 7,tinder Section I of the PDMC, 
every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty go taffland repass over and along and use 
Area 6f for all purposes proper -use and-dftM H H the same Subject to the City Rules (as
defined in the 福  failed to consulf^rseek propa1 i6m nt from the co-owners, of the Lot prior

^ th is  unilateral application. The property rights ofttie existing co-owner^i.t^.all property owners of the Lot, should 
be considered, secured and respected.

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

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the land use of the 
original approved Master Plans or the approved OutlifieZdlffiig.Ban in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into 
residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case j&rom environmental perspective
and against the interest of all property owners of Ae district. 4

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

f property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this stibiflission 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 crat of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise 
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this



development. Its disruption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly r. jated 

and addressed in the submission.

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

environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 

preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A is still unsatisfactory in term of 

its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other 

which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to 

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

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

application for Area 6f should be withdrawn. 一— 内

Date 9/12/16

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:—shelagh Byron_

Correspondence Address:

Sent from my iPhone
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收件者： 

主旨：

I\UU j
10曰12月2016年星期六0:06
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
6f discovery bay 5380

Dear sir,

Please accep t this as m y objection to  the  rezon ing  an d  deve lopm en t o f th e  above  area. T h e  p rop o sa l is in suffic ient 

in scop e  and  doe s no t add re ss  issue s w ith  regards to  d irect access d u rin g  t h e  con struction  p h a se  and then  

afte rw ards w ith  the conge stion  that w ill ensue. A lso, I understand  tha t H KR I doe s not h ave  app ro va l fo r  the 

sign ificant increa se  in w ate r and se w a ge  requ ire m e n ts  w h ich  will be a d isaster. DB a lready  h a s  re cu rr in g  w ater and  

sew age  b reakage s as the system  is antiquated.

Sincerely, 

Rob C ra ig

S嫌; from  m y  iPhone

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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寄件日期: 

收件者：

Rob Craig and Vera Giovannitti 
10曰12月2016年星期六0:02

tpbpd @pland. gov. hk
Area 6f Discovery Bay proposed development 5331

D e a r S ir/ M a d a m

Please  accep t this letter a s o u r  ob jection  to  the  p rop o sed  d e v e lo p m e n t in D iscove ry  Bay  fo r  the  m any  re a so n s  

p o in te d  o u t  by o u r  V O C  at Parkva le  V illa ge  - w e  are re sidents there. A s  well as, o u r  o w n  op in ion  th a t th is  

c o m m u n it y  cannot su sta in  a n y  m ore  d e v e lo p m e n t  until HKR  repairs th e  m an y  o th e r in fra structu re  p ro b le m s  from  

b u rst w a te r  pipes a ffecting  flu sh in g  w a te r  - tw ice  th is  year a lone, a n d  traffic p rob le m s, etc.

S incere ly,

Ve ra  G io van n itt i

❹
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寄件者： 
寄件曰期: 
收件者：
i 旨：

〇9^ [jjiwMat*(ra!i'23：4〇
tpbpd @pland.gov.hk
objection to the Development of Area 6f in DB 5382

Dear Sirs,
I，Low  Siok Eng of is still very concerned that TPD  and H KR I is still not taking
any notice to our owners's concern and objections to tlie above development.
For the third time, in addition to what I have submitted before, I would like to submit my objections and concerns 

to you again.

1) Safety Issue of using tlie existing steep slope road up to Parkvale by big heavy cement m ixers and truck 
carrying dangerous building materials has still been ignore by TPD  and H K R I.
Should there be any road accidents due to your approval of using the steep slope road during the development 
stage, who w ill be responsible ? H KR I? TPD ? 2 3

2) Sewage issue: I object to the plan for any "treated sewage" to be dumped into D iscovery Bay water next to the 
ferry pier. T liis is absolutely not allowed because of the close proximity to residential area and where people lives 

A lso , there are many restaurants, people swimming in the next bay, children and elderly around the p ier... Th is is 
ti» p o st unhealthy solution to sewage issue however well the treatment you may claim  to be... there w ill also be a 
s ^ l l  and bacteria hovering around.
Again, who w ill be responsible in the future should there is any health problems?

3) Road maintenance o f Parkvale road ..should be the responsibility o f H K R I..

These are additional concerns to my previous submission.
Unless and until all of the above issues plus those already submitted before are satisfactory addressed, I would like 
to hold TPB & H KR I responsible should TPB  & H KR I choose to ignore the DB residents' concern and objections.



PH

■ 寄特：
|寄件曰期: 
■收件者：
I 主旨：

■ tpbpd
Iza M.Rainbowl 
09日12月2016年星期五 23:28 
Town Planning Board
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f - OBJECTION

Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f • OBJECTION

With my husband, I am owner of |

5 3 8 3

I  Clearly the 6f development will be negative for the DB lifestyle.

O n l_ ^  appearance of these two monsters on the hillside would take away a part of the resort feel, and consequently an 
| important part of the famous DB lifestyle lMy apartment loses part of my open, very green view of the hillside, where the 

two towers will stand. The property is tenanted and the main attractions is the peace relaxing we still experience. There 
have been several tenants over the years and I can say with confidence, that their Hong Kong experience had been 
"enhanced" (to use HKR's own word from Sound Developments for a Better Community) by DB as it is. I know that this 
has no value for this generation of developer, but it should have meaning for the TPB.

In the image on the opening page of your website the TPB captures the balance that must preserve, not only in Discovery 
Bay, but for Hong Kong in general. The hillside you are carefully preserving in your image is very much like the one the 
developer wants to take away.:



I  I fear that many do not understand why Hong Kong needs Discovery Bay. It does not satisfy everyone but it satisfies 
enough people to maintain its popularity. It will not have enough advantages to maintain its popularity if the special 
lifestyle is wrecked. It may have been a happy coincidence that the original concept of resort for weekends and short ❼  

holidays grew to be what itis now. Discovery Bay grew to be what it is because there was a demand for £i certain type of 
lifestyle' close to Central. The wishes of the developer and the recognition by town planners coincided and the demand 
was satisfied. WIN.WIN,WIN. •

The TPB may need to save HKR from itself. ''B u ild  and th ey w ill come", does not always work. The hotel makes very 
little pi〇j5t and there are many offices and shops at the North Plaza still unoccupied. Sales of Positano were slow and 
these certainly do not satisfy the need for low cost housing, which is a priority for the TPB. Discovery Bay does not 
make sense to most Hong Kongers (car lovers for example) but for those that like it, it makes a lot of sense. If the 
essence of the well known "DB lifestyle" is lost, the supply may well exceed demand, as seems to be the case in North 
Plaza area, and house prices may well be relatively low but the important niche lifestyle market would have been 
lost. The proportion of homes with a pleasant open views of the sea or green hillsides will be much reduced, and the 
Plazas will be overcrowded.



I cannot claim to have read through all the material submittedby HKR in their application， but have read quickly through 
the objections of the PARKVALE VOC (Ken Bradley), and the PENINSULA VOC (Trevor Jarrett) and the remarkable 
submissions of Thomas Gebauer, Peter Crush, Andrew Bums, Gepff Lovegrove and others. They are technical and 
legalistic and look like they will stop this 6f and the 10b project dead, without my relatively subjective reasoning above.

There is one technical point coming from the PARKVALE VOC submission which is even more important for Hillgrove 
Village:

‘.，… discharging d irectly the treated sewage into an open nullah is  s till an option to be considered a t the design 
stage. This open nullah is  parallel to  D isco very Valley R oad and proceeds directly in front o f  H illgrove Village. 
Therefore, every day 4 4 0 cu m s p e r  day o f  sewage w ill be flow ing alongside approxim ately2 0 0 m etres o f  
footpath/road and d irectly under the balconies o f  around200  apartments in this village. This option would appear 
to  b e  cheaper than building a gra v ity  sewage p ipe and i t  is  consideivd that HKR w ill adopt this option whilst



givin g  the im pression to the TPB, EPD , etc. that i t  w ill bu ild  a g ravity  p ipe , which presu m ably pu ts the si §e
flo w  underground.

Whatever evacuation of sewage route, it presumably goes into the on large scale, and has been pointed out it is too close 
to the public in relatively contained areas of sea.

New owners will pot enjoy the Discovery Bay that we know. This is a bad plan It p»ts a burden on the infrastructure, 
which was never designed. The traffic around Hillgrove wiH be massively increased The relatively quite "residential 
road", will become a "main road" and the turn off to the "golf coutsfiJ* will beccaae a "busy juadaons". There are 
accidents now, but they are likely to be more. HKR are not controlling the entry of vdudss .as the should now. We 
should be reducing not increasing traffic.

Iza Rainbow
OWNER 538^3
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代理 Edwin Rainbow
0 9日12月2016年星期五 23:02 
Town Planning Board
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 A rea 6 f -  OBJECTION FROM HILLGROVE VO C 
6F3.pdf 5384

Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f - OBJECTION

Dear Sirs

O ^ lth  December, I*^y^lepted as Chairman of Hillgrove Village by a quorate Owners Meeting (20% of 
the owners). This for the third time

For the first andf second round ofBw^t|tions the a^ee that I should write a submission
on behalf of the VOC to object to both 6f, which Hillgrove directly, and 10b, which effects 
Hillgrove indirectly.

The VOC are expecting me to ® e q | t^l!^gievelopflients in the 3rd (fepltation. I can be completely 
confident that the VOC is in line with the views (as OWNERS OF HILLGROVE
In my step down speech, I made-it very clear to ownersihat the consistent in objecting to
the developments. The VOC had done its best to communicate thr〇ughoQ^i| process^far. The owners 
we contact regularly (around 30%) m〇|&^a|™iey have through HKR and their
appointed management company DBMSL, which isljmited t^ v  
pi^otion material 
and a

-schedule of events, all presented •
as '
if it is
a fait accompli 
and in their interests.

With each round of consultation， the level of awareness of the shprtcomings of the projects firom the
Hillgrove owners point of view, become more apparent. A few owners, like myself take a deep interest in
the details studied and presented by others. We are in close contact with PARKVALE VILAGE AM)
one of our VOC members is also a member of the
PARK
VALE
VOC. We



are well acquainted
with all there submissions. They have our unanimous endorsement.

According to the recent Village Owners Meeting, we have 100% support for this OBJECTION. There is no 
dissent.

We have referred to and support the numerous submissions made by the following owners and I will not 
attempt to list the powerful points they make.

PARKVALEVOC Ken Bradley
PENINSULA VOC Trevor Jarrett

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT Peter Crush 
LEGAL AND TECHNICAL Geoff Lovegrove 
LEGAL AND TECHNICAL Andrew Bums 
ENVIRONMENTAL ETC Thomas Gebauer

I thank the T ®  for noting that two adjacent villages of HILLGROVE and PARKVALE, opposite sides of 
Discovery Valley Road are solidly against the 6f development. From what I know any submission, in 
support should be rare and is likely due to pecuniary reasons or relationship to the developer, which of 
course would be their right

on behalf of the Hillgrove Village Owners Committee 

ED RAINBOW

CHAIRMAN HILLGROVE VILLAGE 
COC COMMITTEE MEMBER 
VOC MEMBER PENINSULA VILLAGE
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SUB COMMITTEE (OF THE COC)

Signed attachment



To: Secreiary, To\v n P lann in g  Board 
cc: D istrict Lands O ffice, Islands; L A C O  
Date: 9 December, 2016 5 3 8 4

Dear S irs
Application N o. Y / i-D B/2  Area 6 f  - O B J E C T IO N

On December, I w as elected as Chairm an o f  H illgm ve  V illa ge  by a quorate Ow ners Meeting ( 2 0 %  of the 
forihe third time, w ith  over 2 0 %  o f owners present (Q uorum  is 2 0 % )

For the first and second round of consuliations, the H illg rove  V 〇C  unan im ously  agreed tha( I shou ld  write a subm ission  on  beha lf 
ofthe V O C  lo object lo both ihe 6f, which effects H illg rove  directly, and the 10b developments, w h ich  eiTecls H illg rovc  indirectly.

The V O C  have asked me lo  object again to the developments in the 3rd Consultation.

I can be completely confident that the V O C  is in line w ith the v iew s (as far as we can tell) o f  E V E R Y  O W N F .R S  O l : 
H IL L G R O V E ,  since In m y  step dow n speech, prior to the election, I made ii very clear to ow ne rs that the V O C  had been 
consistent in objecting tothe developments, thus far. The  V O C  has done its best to communicate the issues throughout the process 
to the ow ners we contact regularly (around 3 0% ).  These ow ners are well informed, and can ask for more inforation. T h e y  have 
access to far more than they have through H K K  and their appointed m anagem ent company, D B M S L ,  w hich is lim its iise if to 
prom otion material and a schedule ofevents, all presented as be ing in sm all ow ner interest and keep ing ihem  inform ed

W ith each round o f  consultation, the level o f  aworeness o f  the shortcom ings o f  the projects from  the H illg rove  ow ners point o f  
view, becomes m ore apparent.

A  few owners, like  m y se lf  take a deep interest in the details studied and presented by others. W e  are in c lose  contact w ith  

P A R K V A L E  V I L L A G E  and  one o f  our V O C  m em bers is also a  m em ber o f th e  P A R K . V A L E  V O C .

H illg ro ve  is well acquainted with all the P A R K V A L E  subm iss ion s and directly share som e o f its concerns.

A c co rd in g  to the recent V illa ge  O w ners M eeting, w e appear to have 1 0 0 %  support from  owners fo r th is  O B J E C T IO N ,  there b e in g  

no sign  o f  dissent.

W e  have  referred to, and endorse the subm iss ion s m ade by the fo llo w in g  owners, and it seem s po in tless to extract 2m d list the 

pow erfu l points they m ake.

P A R K V A L E  V O C  K e n  B rad ley
P E N IN S U L A  V O C  T revo r Jarrett

T R A F F I C  A N D  T R A N S P O R T  Peter C ru sh
L E G A L  A N D  T E C H N I C A L  G e o ff  Lovegro ve

L E G A L  A N D  T E C H N I C A L  A n d re w  B u rn s
E N V I R O N M E N T A L  E T C  T h o m a s G ebauer

Please note rhat tw o adjacent villages o f  H I L L G R O V E  and P A R K V A L E  (opposite  sides o f  D isc o v e ry  V a lle y  R o a d )  are both 

so lid ly
against the 6 f  deve lopm ent with good  reasons, as cited in the a bove  subm iss ion s.

I w ou ld  expect a n y  person, from these two villages, subm itting support, w ou ld  be rare and likely due  to pecun ia ry  reasons 

(speculation on better va luations m aybe) or a re lationsh ip  to the developer, w h ich  o f  course is en tire ly  their right.

O n  b e h a lf  o f  the H i l lg r o v e  V illa ge  O w ners Com m ittee  :

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T IO N  S U B  C O M M I T T E E  (O F  T H E  C O C )
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Sally Conti i H H H H B H B  
09日12月2010年笙期五23:00 
tpbpd@ pland.gov. hk
Discovery Bay Area 6f - Application No. Y /l - DB/2 5  3 8 5  

ATr00188.pdf; ATT00191.UI

D e a r Sirs,

I w ish  to ob je c t to  th e  p lann in g  a pp lica t io n  (as a m e n d e d )  filed by the  d e v e lo p e r  in re spect o f  the  a b o ve  area in 

D isc o ve ry  Bay. The  re a son s  fo r  m y ob je c t io n  are as su m m a r ise d  in th e  a ttached  su b m is s io n s  from  th e  Parkva le  

V illage  O w n e r s ' Com m ittee.

You rs faithfu lly,

T im o th y  C o n t i



PVOC Comments on Application number： Y/I-DB/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A Application Number Y/I-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 
Area 6f# Discovery Bay.

Introduction

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owners Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 

Limited’s (HKR) Section 12A Application "7*0 Amenc/ £)/’5cove/y Oi/t/he Zo/7//7gr P/an /or 

rezoning the permissible use from  staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery BayM. Our 

comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the Town Planning Board 

(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments made by 

government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR#s response to departmental comments made available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C- Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 

Covenant (extract).

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

No substantive change has been m ade  to the Further Information submitted in June.

In its covering letter, Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that It has responded only 

to departmental comments. It is dear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed in bur 

comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

in HKR^s responses to the departmental comments, nor In the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 

comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, w e  have drawn attention to many traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the



PVOC Commencs on Application number： V/I D8/Z

Fire Services Department (FSO) or the Police. In fact everything we have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, and, if 
consulted by the TPB, governm ent departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 
by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessm ent on Pedestrians in this latest 
subm ission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 30B 

"Guidelines - for submission of comments on various applications under the Town 

Planning Ordinance''. Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: ̂ Public comments should 

be related to the planning context o f  the application and  submitted in accordance with (he 

relevant provisions o f  the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 
on a case-by-case basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account 
A s a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (o) the nature (e.g. views in support, 

against o r  expressing general concern) o f  the public comment; (b) the planning intention, 
land-u se  compatibility and  impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 
infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local com m unity etc.); (c) comments specific to the 
proposed scheme; and  (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriated

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication o f  applications fo r amendment 

o f  plan, planning permission and  review and subm ission o f  comments on the varroas 
applications under the Ordinance, tt Is not m eant in any  w ay  to restrict the contents of any  
application or com m ent made, nor to restrict the right o f  the Board  to require further 

Inform ation  ̂

The PVOC considers that this third submission from the PVOC has again property complied 

with TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further Information from HKR 

does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easity 

resolved. However, the Inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultants 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21.600 m 2  GFA on a platform 

created to accommodate a 170m2 GFA three storey Buildir\g.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HXR. £4 . HKR has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, th«ret)v avoiding ha¥^g to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by to proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C  Consultation with all relevant government departments t>uf®dux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR's responses to government d^p^rtment comments h*v« been Inddequste 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a pul)ttc c〇 Asuft»t*on tvemse ippfic*nr

r-f| F ■  1 猜  r  V W ，罐 0 n  !•- p  夸 4 :>一
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to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon. 

All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 

public can comment on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the "access road", there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential 

lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and 

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact Assessment on 

Pedestrians.which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

6 . A sewage treatment works (STWJ is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 
the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's comments that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, HKT tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

sewage into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g.> red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants 

say that the sewage proposal ais considered not an efficient sew age planning strategyn.

H. HKR is misleading the TPB by saying there are two options re water supply but, as. 

previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho 

W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and 

using water from the DB reservoir.

I. No information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f and how 

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no 

reference to the DB LP6  gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

i. Slope safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 

ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. HKR continues to ignore CEDD's request for HKR to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (6 PRR).

K. Ownership issues - HKR#s right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f Is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored In respect of the Master Plan (MP) and 

Outline Zone Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population celling and the allocation df 

undivided shares and management units under the Deed.of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly owned subsidiary, DB Management Services Limited.

3
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M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality. 

Annex:

1. Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE A N D  UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

Area 6f since April - June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising，and negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e.g.

.over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation means 

that only residents who can read English will be able to read the application and submit 

comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. Many Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

submitted its application which, in view of the many public and government comments, 

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultants reports provided by HKR are not considered reiiabte for a public 

consultation exercise. This is because the key consultant, Ovc Arup, has stated In 

respect of Its reports the following: "This report takes into account the particutar 
Instructions and  requirements o f  our client tt is not intended for, and  should not, be 

relied upon b y  any  third party and  no  rtsponsibitity is undertaken to any third pprty0*

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and 

patently unfair, since It Is only possible to se« the correct and fuft picture by bringing

4
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together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from HKR Its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

12A application and to confirm one way or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC CONSULTATION

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the pub^hed Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states thsB/fon the 2 7 / l^ ^ M 6 ,  the 
applicant subm itted further Information providing responses to Responses to
departmental com m en ts.. ” This means that HKR has only addressed government
departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the DB community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is "com m ercially sensitive information'*. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of comments 

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to 

why the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C  CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND BUREAUX

1. HKR and many government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by members of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of HKR (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related comments do not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB# for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services;.Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Distribution by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on all the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial Interests; and legal ownership.

0. RISK ASSESSMENT
1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as Indicated In the table of the Gist. This Is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed many concerns about traffic; 

slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and HKR should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. H KR#s RESPONSE TO G O V E R N M E N T  DEP ARTMENTS

1. The Table in H KR#s Further Information aApplicant,s response to the departmental 

com m ents m ade  available by  District P lann ing  Office (DPO) on 25 and 28  July 2 01 6 u 
cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the DPO^s two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR#s response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the P V O C s  comments 

on HKR's responses.

3. AFCD comments - as explained in Section M # paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR#s comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. DSD comments -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) Is incorrect as HKR's Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Mm ost o f  the pollution concentrations would comply 

with relevant criteria,\  What about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - HKR confirms that It will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD#s requirements. Even after 

such comments, HKR has only submitted a. "p re lim inary  w ater quality assessm ent", 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  "cou ld  m eet* relevant technical standards 

for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comme nt  that mthere are too m any  sections 

in ES  reports stating that the various asse ssm ents w ould  be carried out in the 

subsequent statutory E IA  a n d  to rem ove such  m isleading stotem ents in the ES  

reports. A s  an  alternative p lease  use a  new  section to sum m arise  the EIAO  

Im plications o f  the p ropo sed  developm ent0. (I.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details arvd a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully meet all of EPO^ requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.

6



PVOC Coninients on Application number： Y/l-DB/2

d. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only wmostw. What about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 一  again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

method n ow  proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box culvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state n o w  which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste Management - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality - Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as °〇 local 
roacT and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is mad e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodbury Court.

10. Lands Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HKR to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 -  HKR recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.067h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c. Specific 6 - HKR refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be "com m ercially sensitive” Information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (POMC). This was dealt with in a letter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

DIO. This is not acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if HKR continues to insist on its position, 

the Land$ Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasu^ as to the validity of the claims made by 

HKR. This subject Is covered also in Sections 8, above, and L, below.

d. Specific 7 - this is in respect of ownership and Is covered in the HKR letter mentioned 

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial information

7



HKR is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HKR#s claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 
lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR#s and its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.gv the Lands 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission's 

recommendation and if not explain w hy not. These comments by the Lands 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, safety 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do so. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable means of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-completion 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the sole 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) Is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that MA rea  6 f  Is readily accessible, with an  extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive1.• As Parkvale Drive Is the only means of access through our village, all 
traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is dear from Annex 

A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.

PVOC Comments on Application num ber Y/l-DB/2
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Aeri3 l image of existing Parkvale Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The 476  units and 1,190 populations 

increase as a result o f  the proposal is very m odest development intensitiesu. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, we do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the. 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Seaion 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the Junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

Settlement 

cracking evident in 

asphalt surface on 

Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pavement 

behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrow hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 
cracking evident 

in asphalt 
surface on 
Section 2 of 

Parkvaie Drive.

Section 3 - the nPossagevjayu, as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DMC, providing 
access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and made of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 
pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start. 5

5. W e  noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a means of 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and its width constraints 

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.

10
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6. W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only means of access to Area 6f and that 

HKR has not addressed our concerns in Its Further Information.

7. State of Repair - As the photographs above show, the state of repair of Parkvale Drive Is 

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive was constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular. Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD 

regulations, and therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20 tonne FS and 

operational loading. There is significant concern over the existing and visible damage 

and settlement that has resulted from the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

Drive, especially of Section 3, the pedestrian pavement section. The surface was not 

built to be able to sustain usage by heavy construction traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the number of buses, which would result 

from the number of proposed flats, being almost twice that of the existing Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale 

Drive.

Settlement 
evident to 20 
tonne rated 

paving

resulting from 

current traffic 

loading at start 

ofproposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f.

8. Although this is known by HKR# no mention of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 

of Parkvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 

all other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

and 3 of Parkvale Orive are born by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

serve Parkvale Village. W e  are extremely concerned that the additional construction 

and operational traffic will cause serious dam a ge  and ongoing maintenance costs to 

the owners In Parkvale Village.

10. Width Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

. heavy traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential

shuttle buses negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 

vehicles need to give wa y  to them.

11



Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

I

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of Woodbury Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving 

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transit this constriaed 

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

rear of 

Woodbury 

Court,

illustrating the 

narrowness of 

the pedestrian 

pavement, its 

lack of a 

carriageway to 

separate 

vehicles from 

pedestrians 

and the 

inability of 

vehicles to pass 

one another.

13. The considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate these problems, 

especially w hen  a construction vehicle and a bus, or w h en  two construction vehicles, are 

travelling in opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.

12
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14. Emergency Access - In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

two or more large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 
whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 

construction site, the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y also create Implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird's-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 
the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 

illustrating that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 
access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 

local bus services and delivery vehicles which m a y  traverse at low speeds to park In one 

of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 
Co allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 
sand underiay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 

heavy rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

and general recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in the number of buses, which would result from the number of proposed flats
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the DB Tunnel Link. 
The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, it is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise Woodbury Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there Is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 
pedestrian 
pavement 
leading to the 

start of the 

proposed 
extension of 
Parkvale Drive 
to Area 6f, 
illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 
thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was made 

known, a memb er of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 
from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in March 

2016 an employee of DB Services Management Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HKR 

sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that:

19. uW e are aware o f  the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. A s  such, HKR is 
favourably considering to build either a  temporary o r  permanent haui rood from  

Discovery Valley Road"*.

20. However, despite HKR#s comment in the email, it has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic Impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in 

either its Application or Jts Further Information. In fact in those documents HKR states
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that there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 

Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 
to Area 6f and the alternative access which we  noted in our comments on the original 
application and in our comments on the HKR;s first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require HKR to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w hy  it cannot be used.

G. S E W A G E  TREATM ENT

1 . AH the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. HKR has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) In Area 6f. This 
means that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. HKR Is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w it will be managed and 

maintained. As HKR will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Vlllage/ 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HKR to live next door to a 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. HKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

Th*s is ah artifidally made beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 30 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

IS
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu ms per day of sewage w'»l! be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly uncJer the 
balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD# etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a laymans guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be direaty discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPD, W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October HKR#s consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that "alternative on-site sewage  
treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6 f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having num erous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving econom ies fo r scale fo r  the infrastructure and land area,>. Furthermore, 

paragraph S.6.2.2 of HKR#s Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that MThis S T W  will treat sew age  only from  2 singie residential 

towers fo r  476  units at A rea 6 f so  it Is considered not an efficient sew age planning 
s tra te gy . Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  may cause man offensive 

smell and  Is health hazard*1.

b. nThis additional effluent would have im pacts on both water quality ond marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quarity model to be eitablished  

fo r  assessm ent os part o f  the subsequent ElAm, (June Revised Environmental Study, 

6.3.13). Furthermore, in the-October Further Information there is r\ 〇  reference to a 

subsequent EIA# which likely means that the subject of an ElA has been dropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale EiA as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in Its October submission. Since the 

consultant has again in the Further Information Arm«x G  "Revised  Study on Dr〇inoget 

Sew age  and  W ater Supply", paragraph 5.S.1.4, stated that *As this new D 6STW  witi
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cn ly  treat sew age  from  2 single residential towers fo r 476  units ot Area 6 f so  this 

decentralized schem e is considered not on efficient sew age  p lanning strategy ".

3. Due to Us proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W

in Area 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent may 

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. No mention was made in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; "suitable backup** of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu Ho W a n  STW), and, as backup, the movement of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu Ho W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there Is no description of how 

this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing DB Services Management Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both management and engineering severely challenged. 

Movement of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the governments efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, HKR has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu Ho W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H KR  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu Ho W a n  STW, which HKR  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides**), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ''Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 20# 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds come from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, HKR tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more TINS and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.

12. In response to the DSD request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 In Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3# 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further information states that MThe Option 

2  sew age  hold ing tank and  Option 3 sew age  treatment plant will be m aintained by City 

M an agem en t o t the costs o f  undivided shareholders o f  A rea 6 f  and  Area 10b  proposed  

developm ents0. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. HKR continues to make no reference In its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 
sewage pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be met by either HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. HKR should be required to confirm 
that ait capital and operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE DB RESERVOIR

1. HKR#s application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the S H W W T W  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 6f 
and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget DB when it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. HKR has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw water stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. There is no 

information in the Further Information as to management^ engineerings environmental 

and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-openlng the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. HKR should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either HKR or the undivided shareholders of 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of Parkvale 

Village or by the owners of any other village in Oiscovery Bay which have their water 

supplied using the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION OF OTHER UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for 

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LPG supply, telephone, TV and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrow and congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the consultants appear to be unaware 

that HKR and the DB community are awaiting the E M SD  and FSD reports into a major 
LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 September 2016. There ar« senous concerns 

about the LPG system in DB. The reliability of expanding the use of the IP6  system to 

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be considered and included in a submission of Further 
Information.

18
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3. HKR should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and h o w  HKR will mitigate their impact.

i. SLOPE SAFETY A N D  BUILDING CONCEPT

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last PVOC submission that aH(GEO, 

CEDD] h ad  requested a Geotechnical Planning Review  (CPRR) in support o f the 

application to be subm itted by HKR N O W  and  has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibility o f  the proposed developm ent HKR has refused to do so  and will only subm it a 

GPRR prior to im plem entation '* W e  said that HKR's position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore CEDD’s requests and again has 
provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 
Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight down to Coral apd Crystal Courts in Parkvale vniage and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,300m2 on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. What is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading down towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate 3 170mJ GFA 3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 
area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 44mPD 

to approximately a level 5 5 m P D # and to cut back the existing formed slope.

19 I

I nrf *



PVOC Comments on Application number. Y/l-DB/2

6. In creat•丨ng this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crysta丨 and Coral Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state h ow  it will eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP A N D  HKR#S RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a "Passageway".

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that mthe ownership of the 
Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Right of 
W ay to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6 f.

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this Vossagewa/* for the past 28 years» 

we believe that HKR should present counsels4 independent legal opinions supporting its 
contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR#s request to leave fts detailed 

views on this subject within the "commerciolty sensitive informatfonm contained in HKR#s 
letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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l. P U N N I N G  CONTROLS

1 . Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 

undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it was pointed out in comment 4402 submitted last 

July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order* 

to protect the interests of the current 8,3〇 〇 + assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  and OZP are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

much risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 

planned developments, HKR is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of

25,000, which is the maxim um as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 

considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25#000. Subsequently the 

current population was amended 19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 

Limited, the property management company of DB and a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 

collection, management of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since H K R is using figures provided 

by its wholly owned subsidiary. The TPB is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

6. The difference between the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 and the sum of the current population 

and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties In 

Discovery Bay which HKR is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include that described in comment number 4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing HKR's application to develop an additional
124,000 m 2  under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats in 

Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, m a y be 

bolit on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. What this means is that HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population, 

furthermore, it wouid appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is ignoring what 

HXR is doing.
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8. Before the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 

6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 
developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP maximum population of

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 
10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need by 

government to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to why this issue was not addressed N O W  by 

the TPB and why HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments will again be sent to both the 

Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and management units is an issue which HKR is well 

aware of from the efforts of a DB owner over the last two years. This issue has been the 

subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Department and 

presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in comment number 4402 submitted last July to the TPB and the Lands 

Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. HKR has replied to the 
Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commercially 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

any n ew  development on the Lot. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (POMC) 

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into 250,000 

undivided shares. These undivided shares were immediately allocated to various uses:

56,500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial development, 2,150 to Clubs 

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 were defined as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development may be sub—aliocated to 

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the developer may draw from the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there is no record of h o w  many Reserve Undivided Shares remain for 

allocation to the future development of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no accountable and transparent central register and 

management of the process of allocating the shares which meaas that HKR cannot
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assure the TP8 that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 
other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the 丁 PB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to amend the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commerciaf units in DB in 

accordance with the terms of the DMC. In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners' Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: "To  

propose a Resolution to require that H ong  Kong Resort Com pany Limited (HKR) set out 

the true num ber o f  M a nagem ent Units (M U ) that they have allocated to all commercial 

units at D iscovery Bay  a n d  the basis fo r  such  allocation. Further, to seek com pensation  
from  HKR fo r  any  shortfall In  paym ents to the M anagem ent Fund (or refund fo r  any  
overpaym ent) shou ld  the p a st  or present allocation not accord  with the terms o f  the 
Deed  o f  M utua l Covenant (D M C )M.

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to know the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be m ade in the correct planning environment.

M. D I A G RAM S A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. The latest Further Information provided by HKR contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (induding comments) Included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A  to the Further Information ̂ Revised Concept Planw:

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

In the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading Image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

sfope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c  Concept Plan -  in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that It is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which Is Inadequate for
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as well as all 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere In this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B# page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would mean this would be very 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated by 

HKR^s consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the wnegligible/, effect of 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains relevant/ 

This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual 

impact on the people w ho  would be really affected by the proposed development. I.e. 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o will view Area 6f 
close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the PVOC montage as contained

.in Annex 1 to this submission.

6. - The UPDATED P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 

low quality photos as all of them are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza - these poor quality photomontages hardly reflect the 

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the V O C  photos in Annex 1 to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout - these poor quality photos hardty reflect the views 

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these poor quality 

photos*  hardly reflect the views from the hiking trai丨 as the photos are grainy and 

poorly lit.
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck -  w h y  show this w h e n  there should be images 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane -  w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

CONCLUSION

W e  (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HKR application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board in no other position 

than to reject H K R #s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

S ig n e d  on  beha lf o f  the PVO C : Date:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth i.  Bradley J.P.
Parkvale VHlaf e Owners Com m ittee Chairman
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Annex 1: C o m m e n t s  on H K R #s diagrams and photomontages.
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W 乎 申 渰 Y/1-DB/2而 只 作 指 示 用 途 的 擬 讓 發 展 計 劃 的 槪 括 發 展 規 範  

B r o a d  D e v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  of the Indicative 
D o  c U> p e n ! Proposal in Respect of Annlicntion No. Y/I-DB/2 

於 2016年 1 0月 2 7 日 接 獲 的 進 一 •步 资 料而修訂的槪括發奴規範  

Revised broad development parameters in view of 

the further information received on 27.10.2016

甲綃 编 號  

Application no
Y/I-DB/2

:(b)位 置 /地 址

Loealion/Address

愉 景 濁 第 6 f I S丈 龙 约 份 第 3 5 2 约 地 段 第 3 8 5 號 餘 段 及 增 批  

部 分 （部 分 ）

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

丨( c ) 地 盤 面 積  

Site area
約 About 7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m a

丨(d) _ 則 

Plan

愉 景 濁 分 區 計 劃 大 網 核 准 圖 编 號 S/I-DB/4 

Approved Discovery B ay Outline Zoning Plan N o  S/I-DB/4

㈨ 地帶  

Zoning

「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5) 」

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"

( f ) 擬 m 修訂  

Proposed 

Amcndmcnt(s)

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「貝 工 宿 舍 （5 )」 地 帶 改 劃 為 「住  

宅 （丙 類 ）丨2 」 地 帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses'* 

annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 缌 樓 面 面 攢  

及 / 或 地 積 比 率  

Total floor area 

and/or plot ratio

地 檟 比 罕  

Plot ratio

住用  Domestic 约  About 

21,600

約  About 

2.83

非 住 用  Non-domestic - ■

丨㈨ 賭

No. of block

住 用  Domestic 2

非 住 用  Non-domestic -

綜 合 用 途 Composite -

( i ) 建 築 物 高 度 (以 最 高

買 用 樓 面 空 間 計 算 ) /
層 數

Building height 

(measured to the 

highest usable floor 

space)/

No. of storeys

住用  Domestic 65 米 m
120 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ）m P D  

18 層  slorey(s)
非 住 用  Non-domestic • 米 m

- 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 )m P D

- 靥  storevfs)

综 合 用 途 Composite • 米 m

• 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 )m P D  

- IS storey(s)
〇 ) 上 蓋 面 積  

Site coverage
約  About 30 %

〇〇 m 位數目  

No. of units

4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Hats

( 1 ) 休 恝 用 地  

Open Space
• 私 人  Private

不 少 於  Not less than 1,190 平 

方 米 v

. c
仏a ) 停 車 位 及 上 落  f 

客 貨 車 位 數 目  &  

! No. of parking f 

spaces and loading 

unloading spaces r

高 爾 夫 球 車 停 泊 位 （申 誚 人 未 有 提 供 停 泊 位 數 目 ）Golf cart parking 

space (number of parking space not provided by applicant)
維 修 車 輛 上 落 客 貨 位 （申 請 人 未 有 提 供 上 落 客 貨 位 數 目  ̂Servicing 

vehicles loading/unloading space (number of Ioading/unloading space not 

provided by applicant)

•有 蘭 資 料 是 為 方 便 市

市 規 劃 委 角 會 槪 不 負 •貴 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 • 應 査 M 申 讲 人 提 交 的 文 件 •

I W T T l f T T P W i r T T T -



The information is provided for easy reference of the general public Under no circumstance* will the Tovm Plwvning 
Board accqjt any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of ihe information 
provided In case o f doubt, reference should always be made to ti>e submission of ihe applicant



丫 / 卜  D B / 2

• 3-

v w r w TT



—一  i  |  « R i  %x m, j w  u il(

申諝編號 Application No. : Y/r-DB/2 

備許  Remarks

於 2016年 10月 2 7 日.申請人提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交經修訂的钕展 

總 綱 藍 截 視 圖 、園境設計總圖、環境影響評估、規ffl報告、排水 *排污及供水研究， 

水質技術報告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圆及限制公契的摘錄圖則•

O n  27.10 2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses

有關資料是為方便市民大眾#考而提供•對於所脓黄料在使用上的W « 及文I t h 的歧異•域市規If f委R  

會概不負®•若有任何疑問，應査閱申請人提交的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Tovm 

Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any intccttrtcies or discrepancies of ihc 

information provided In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the spptKint
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•Application .Site

: "Boundary . . _

AREA 6f
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Plan

PVOC;
W here ore the area development 
water features that were Indicated on 
other parts o f  the submission  
subm ission s? Clearly those trees  ̂

indicated cannot be planted In the 
areas show n  elsewhere a s water 
features. This Is o m islead ing  Image.

I t
Y / t - P B / 2*PZSiU>!E Applic«iion N o.: __

此贾两S 申W人提交的文件•
This page !s extracted Drom Applicanl's submitted documcnU.
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申請編號  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o . : Y / I - D B / 2

與申請地點屬相同地帶的先前申請
Previous Applications Relating to the Application Site with the Same Zoning(s)

申請編號 
A p p l i c a t io n  No.

擬崴用途/ 發展 
P r o p o s e d  U s c /D e v e lo p m e n t

城市規割委貝會的決定( 日期） | 
D ec is io n  o f

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d  (D a te )  1
N il

有關資料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供• 對於所載資料在使用上的問題及文我上的歧異• 城市規劃委員會®不 
負寅• 若有任何疑問• 應査閱申誚人提交的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference o f the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use o f the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies o f the mformauon 
provided. In case o f  doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant



申請绍號 APP丨ication No.: Y/l DB/2

申請人提交的圖則*飧圖及報告畜 
Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文 英文
Chinese English

Plans and Drawings
锶绢较展藍圖 / 布局 設 計 圆 Master layout plan(s)/Layou〖 plan(s) □ 0

樓字位置圖 Block plan(s) □ □ MISSING

樓宇平面圖 Floor plan(s) □ □ MISSING

截視IB Sectional plan⑸ □ 0
立視 (31 Elevation (s) □ □ MISSING

顯示擬議發展的合成照片Photomontage(s) showing the proposed □ 0

development
園境設計缌圖 / 囿境設計GS Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s) □ 0

PVOC； ify) □ 0
There ore many concerns here, that have J摘錄 IB則 Extract Plans of Public
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

aid Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規5 丨1 研究 Planning studies 

環境影 ®評估（噪音、空氣及/ 或7j 

Enyironmentaj impact assessments(noii 

丨：S f直

5污 染 )

.air and/or water 1

□
□

_____ ____ npact assessment [n_oî 9, air and/or water pollutionsj.
就車特的交通影备1評估  Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles) □

nf̂
roR-
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'/IISSING

kT§kVisuafimpaa assessmem

樹木調査Tree Survey
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風險評估 Risk Assessment
ease speci:

排水•排污及供水研究 Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply/ 
I PVOC; The Risk to the public is a 

major concern for this development
水質技術報告Technical Ij 
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PVOC submissions that attached.
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Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

^  to Comments, submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong
Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental commenls

10.2016.
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The Secretariat
Town Planning Board

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

Via email: tpbpd@Dland.gov.hk

Dear Sir,

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 Annlicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (C4HKR,,)> Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

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

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

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

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 
and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting.- 
The proposal i§ 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.

7. The Applicant has not addressed questions raised in previous submissions other 

than those raised by Government Agencies. I fully expect the Town Planning 

Board to request the Applicant to address those questions before the Submission 

can be considered.

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.

Keld Soerensen, I  

December 9,2016
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PVOC Comments on Application number: Y/I-D0/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

C o m m e n t s  o n  the Second  Further Information Submitted In Support of 

Section 1 2 A  Application N u m b e r  Y/l-DB/2 to a m e n d  Discovery Bay Outline 

Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use f r o m  staff quarters to flats at 

Area 6f# Discovery Bay.

Introduction

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner's Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 

Limited^ (HKR) Section 12A Application "To Am end Discovery Boy Outline Zoning Plan fo r  

rezoning the permissible use from  staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery B a / \ Our 

comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the Town Planning Board 

(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments made by 

government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental comments made available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex £ - Technical Note on Water Quality.

Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 

Covenant (extract).

Annex G ■ Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

No substantive change has b.een made to the Further Information submitted in June.

In its covering letter Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only 

to departmental comments. It is clear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed in our 

comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

in HKR^s responses to the departmental comments, nor In the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 

comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

for example/ we have drawn attention to many traffic access aspects, such as safety and 
emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

1
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PVOC Cornmenis on Application number Y/l DB/2

Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, and, ff 

consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 30B 

^Guidelines - for submission of comments on various applications under the Town 

Planning Ordinance". Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: "Public com m ents should 
be related to the p lanning context o f  the application and  subm itted in accordance with the 

relevant provisions o f  the Ordinance. These public com m ents will be a ssessed  by the Board  

on a  case-by-case basis and  only planning-related considerations wilt be taken into account. 

A s a general guideline, the Board  will primarily consider the follow ing planning issues in 

considering the public com m ents on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support^ 
against or expressing general concern) o f  the public com m ent; (b) the planning intention, 

land-use  compatibility and im pacts (e.g. effects on  the environment, ecology, traffic, 

infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local com m unity etc.); (c) com m ents specific to the 

proposed  scheme; and  (d) other considerations that the Board  considers appropriated

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set o f  
Guidelines only provides general guidance on  the publication o f  applications fo r  amendm ent 

o f  plan, planning permission and  review and  subm ission o f  com m ents on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. It Is not m eant In any  w ay  to restrict the contents of any  
application or com m ent made, nor to restrict the right o f  the Boa rd  to require further 

inform ation,"

The PVOC considers that this third submission from the PVOC has again property complied 

with TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further Information from HK8 

does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

resolved. However, the Inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant's 

reports, Indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  6 FA on a platform 

created to accommodate a 170m2 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E.g. HKR has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the Impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant government departments and bureaux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR#s responses to government department comments hav« been inadequate and 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a public consuttition exercise for the appficarvc »lone
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to be c〇frprehem»v<?
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its construction through Parkvdif vtHag? There are f issues 'g from unsuitable
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lack of emergency arcess to Parkvale D^ive in eve〇t of an acc'de^t; safety, as the 
proposed access to the site is a pedest^>an arej used by residents and the public, and 
HKR s lack of cornderation 〇f alternative access to s n  As po…ted out above, HKR 
continupj to not submit, in its Further Jn^ormat 〇«, a Traffic impact Assessment on 
Pcdeitrians which /s listed undef th^ Reports to b€ sub^tt^d

G. A sewage treatment works (STW) jj to be included m  A^ea 6  ̂with discharge directly into 

the sei next to the ferry pier using f*tf>er a gravity pipe or the open nullah which Is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However it is clear from HKR s comments that the latter is 

the intended approach. A/so, HKT tries to minimise the pc»?ution impact of discharge of 

sewage into the sea whereas it will increas€ tht TIN and TPs. thereby increasing the 

probability of, eg, red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the sewage proposal mis considered not an efficient sew age  planning strotegy/,.

H. HKR is misleading the TP8 by saying there are two options re water supply but# as 

previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho 

W a n  Water Treatment Workj ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future),there is only one which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and 

using water from the DB reservoir.

I. No Information is provided regarding the pr〇 visk>n of other utilities to Area 6f and how 

It will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no 

reference to the DB LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSO.

J. Slope safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, Is 

ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. HKR continues to ignore CEDO's request for HKR to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

K. Ownership issues < HKR's right to use Paricvaie Drive as access to Area 6f is still disputed. 

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored In respect of the Master Plan (MP) and

Outline 2one Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of 

undivided shares and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of interest regarding population data# in that current 

figures are provided by lt$ wholly owned subsidiary, DB Management Services Limited.

i r ^ r T T T W ^ T T
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M  D-agrams and pnotomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor qua'ity.

Annex-

1 C o m m e n t s  on HKR's diagrams and photomontages

A. INADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIOED BY HKR

1 it cjn  b« seen from the Utest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 
Area 6f since April -  June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 
the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 
consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e g. 
over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest G«st pubt«shed by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 
Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 
Dy now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation means 
that only residents who can read English will be able to read the application and submit 
comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation 
exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this Information there 
is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:
a. Floor plans
b. Elevations
c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impart assessment
f. Sewage impact assessment
g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

submitted its application which, in view of the many public and government comments, 

Is a serious omission:

a. Block plan
b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape Impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 

consultation exercise. This is because the key consultant, Ove Arup, has stated in 

respect of its reports the following: uThis report takes Into a ccount the particular 

Instructions a n d  reouirem ents o f  ou r client. It is not In tended  for, a n d  shou ld  n o t  be 

retied upon  b y  an y  third party an d  n o  responsibility is  undertaken  to a n y  third party".

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full picture by bringing
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PV’OC Comments on Application number: Y/l-DB/2

together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liabilityl

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from H K R  its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

12A application and to confirm one w a y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC C O N S ULT ATION

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states that “on the 27/10/2016, t/?e 

applicant subm itted  fu rth e r inform ation  p rov id ing  re spon se s to R e spon se s to

departm enta l c o m m e n t s...M This means that H KR has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB# including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the D B  community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is ''com m ercia lly  sensitive  inform ation**. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of comments 

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to 

w h y  the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C  CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND BUREAUX

1. H K R  and m a n y  government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by m e m b e r s  of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of H K R  (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related co mm e nt s do not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB# for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Distribution by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on all the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider co mm e nt s on every 

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial interests; and legal ownership.

0 . RISK ASSESSM ENT
1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated In the table of the Cist. This Is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed ma ny  concerns about traffic; 

slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and H K R  should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. H K R #s RESPONSE T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in H K R #s Further Information ^A pp lican t 's  re sponse  to the departm ental 

com m ents m ad e  ava ilab le  b y  D istrict P lan n in g  Office (D P O ) on  25  a n d  28  July 2 0 1 6 u 

cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the DPO's two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether H K R  has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. H K R #s response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PVOC's comments 

on HKfVs responses.

3. A F C O  comments -  as explained in Section M # paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR's comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. D S D  comments -  H K R #s statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR^s Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Mm o st  o f  the pollution concentrations w ou ld  com ply  

with relevant crlterlan. W h a t  about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments -  HKR confirms that it will construrt a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within Area 6f.

6 . EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD's requirements. Even after 

such comments, HKR has only submitted a "p re lim in a ry  w ater quality a sse ssm ent0, 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  mcou ld  m e e f  relevant technical starxJafds 

for sewage discharge. So H KR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the c o m m e n t  that mtt>ere are too m an y  sections 

In E S  reports sta ting  that the various a sse ssm ents w ou ld  be carried  out in tfie 

sub sequen t statutory E IA  a n d  to rem ove su ch  m isieod ing statem enrs in The £S  

reports. A s  an  alternative p lease  use  o  new  sectk>f) to iu m m a n se  t/te €iA〇  

Im plications o f  the p ro po se d  developm ent0, (i.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 • HK R is still refusing to give adequate details a commitment to U'e

*" S T W  design standards necessary to futJy n w t  CPO** iod

technical standards for both the S T W  dis^arg€ approach.
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d. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only ̂ most^. What about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 - again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

method n o w  proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box culvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state no w  which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste Management - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality - Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as wo local 

roacf' and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site.

Jt falls to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is m a de  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodbury Court.

10. Lands Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HKR to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 - HKR recognizes that Its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.0E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c  Specific 6 -  HKR refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be “com m ercially sensitive" information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (PDMC). This was dealt with In a letter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

DLO. This is not- acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this j 

information being disclosed. Furthermore/ if HKR continues to insist on its position,.; 

the Lands Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as ： 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a de  by ■ 
HKR. This subject is covered also in Sections B# above, and l, below,

d. Specific 7 - this is in respect of ownership and Is covered In the HKR letter mentioned i 

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial information
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HKR is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HKR's claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 

lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers" claim at face value since, e g., the LancJs 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission^ 

recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Lands 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored ail the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, safety 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do so. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable means of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-completion 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the sole 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

. constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does not have space for

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site Is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that "A rea  6 f is readily accessible, with on  extension to the e m ting  

Parkvale Drive1'. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, ait 

traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear from Annex 

A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.

PVOC Comments on Application number. Y/l-DB/2
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Aerial image of existing Parkvale Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The  4 7 6  units a n d  1,190 populations 
increase o s a  result o f  the p ropo sa l is very m odest developm ent intensities0. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

Settlement 

cracking evident in 

asphalt surface on 

Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pavement 

behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrow hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 

cracking evident 

in asphalt 
surface on 

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 - the ,,Passagew ay,,t as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DMC, providing 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and made of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start. 5

5. W e  noted In our previous comments that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a means of 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and its width constraints 

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.
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6. W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only means of access to Area 6f and that 

HK R  has not addressed our concerns in its Further Information.

7. State of Repair - As the photographs above show, the state of repair of Parkvale Drive Is 

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive was constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular. Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD 

regulations, and therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20 tonne FS and 

operational loading. There is significant concern over the existing and visible damage 

and settlement that has resulted from the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

Drive, especially of Section 3# the pedestrian pavement section. The surface was not 

built to be able to sustain usage by heavy construction-traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the number of buses, which would result 

from the number of proposed flats, being almost twice that of the existing Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale 

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 20 
tonne rated 

paving

resulting from 

current traffic 

loading at start 

ofproposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f.

8. Although this is known by HKR, no mention of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 

of Parkvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 

all other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

and 3 of Parkvale Drive are born by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

serve Parkvale Village. W e  are extremely concerned that the additional construction 

and operational traffic will cause serious dam a g e  and ongoing maintenance costs to 

the owners in Parkvale Village.

10. Width Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

heavy traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shuttle buses negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive/ other small vans or delivery 

vehicles need to give wa y  to them.

11
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•Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Section B of Parkvale 

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of Woodbury Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving 

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

• equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

rear of 

Woodbury 

Court,

illustrating the 
narrowness of 
the pedestrian 
pavement, its 
lack o f a 
carriageway to 
separate 
vehicles from 
pedestrians 
and Che 
inability o f  
vehicles to pass 
one another.

13. The considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate these problems, 

especially w hen a construction vehicle and a bus, or when two construction vehides, are 

travelling In opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.
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14. Emergency Access - In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

two or more large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 

whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 

construction site, the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird’s-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 
the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 
illustrating that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 
access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 
local bus services and delivery vehicles which may traverse at low speeds to park in one 
of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 
tx» allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 
sand underiay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 
heavy rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

and general recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

inaease in the number of buses, which would result from the number of proposed flats 

being almost twice that of the existing the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings.
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the DB Tunnel Link. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, rt is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise Woodbury Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 
Parkvale Drive.

View of the 
pedestrian 
pavement 
leading to the 
start of the 
proposed 
extension of 
Parkvale Drive 
to Area 6f, 
illustrating that 
it is primarily a 
pedestrian 
thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was made 
known, a member of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 
from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in March 

2016 an employee of DB Services Management Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HKR 

sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that:

19. uW e are aware o f  the potential traffic Im pact to the neighbourhood. A s such, HKR is 
favourably considering to build either a  temporary o r  perm anent haul rood  from  

Discovery Valley Road".

20. However, despite HKR's comment in the email. It has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic Impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in 

either its Application or Its Further Information. In fact, in those documents HKR states
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6 . S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1 . All the concerns and comments submitted to TP% in refpea &  sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to b€ ignored.

2. HKR has decided to build a separate s«wage tr»#tn^ef>i w orks (STW) m  Area 6f. This 
means that people living In Parkvalc VtMag« wiM have a S T W  adjacent to them. H KR Is

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  rt w*U be managed and 

maintained. As HKR will want to minimize costs, w t are coocem^d h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of tts breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HtcR to Hve next door to t 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including stronf foul odours, if th€ TPB approves th« 

application.

3. HKR Is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f throggt) a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier wtthout the need of a marine 

outfaR and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This Is an artifldaliy m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and sifted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shalfow 

seabed, less than 3 0 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry p^r, is
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5 . The cortvjftants hjy费  not 籲 sensttivity analysis regarding their various

Cilculatiom, n〇 f i  nsk aisess^^t as to environmental aspects, da«ly operattons and 

err>€f|{e^cy arrangerrirnts of a SrW  »n addit»on, there Is no mention of the assumptions 

and Umrtattons as ? 〇  t^eif app^o^c^ to mcxJeHmg in a pubhc consultation exercise there

should a layma<j gutd« to the s〇em»f»c and mathematical 麝cceptdb山ty of their 

approach (and its quaifty), s»«ce. without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 
to understand and to be »bf« to com»T>ent on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment ar>d divcharge has not been explained by HKR
to the wider community of 0 6 . 丨n v，e w  of this deficient and iub-optlmun、approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted f〇 r A/«« 1 0b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shoe Wan), hica is gu>tty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so dil«|ent»y over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPO, W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7 . in its Further Information of June and October HKR’s consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6 .2 .Hi of its original application, that ualternoti\/e on-site sew age  

treatm ent plant could be provided, e ither at A rea  6 f o r  A rea  JOb. This is not 

preferred, hav ing  num erous S T W  in the area Is considered  to be Ineffective In 

ach ieving econom ies fo r  ico ie  fo r tht infrastructure on d  lan d  a reaM. Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6 .2.2 of MKR*s Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that "Th is 5 T W  wilt treat ie w o g e  on ly  from  2 iin g le  residential 

towers fo r  4 7 6  units at A rea  6 f  i 〇  it is con sidered  not on  ejpclent sew a ge  p lann ing  

strategy^. Paragraph S.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a y  cause 0on  offensive 

sm ell a n d  is health hazarcT.

b. "Th is additional effluent w ou ld  have  im pacts on  both  w ater quality a n d  m arine  

ecology. All these w ould  require a quantitative  w ater quality m ode l to be established  

fo r  a sse ssm ent os part o f  the sub sequent E IA m. (June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there is no reference to a 

subsequent ElA, which likely means that the subject of an EIA has been dropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in \is October submission. Since the 

consultant has again in the Further Information Annex G  MR evised  Study on  Drainage, 

Se w a ge  a n d  W ater Supply^, paragraph 5.6.1.4, stated that MA s  this new  D B ST W  will

wiil encourage to»：c red tides as wed as
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only treat sew a ge  from  2  single  residential tow ers f o r  4 7 6  units a t A rea  6 f  so  this 

decentralized schem e  is considered  no t on efficient se w a ge  p lann ing  strategy*'.

8. Due to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in Area 6f̂  due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent ma y  

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  mention was m a d e  in HKR*s first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; “suitable backup" of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu Ho W a n  STW), and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu H o  W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing DB Services Manage m en t  Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both management and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu H o  W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements In the 

event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  STW, which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged Into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

(ured tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ''Harmful Algae", 

volume S, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, HKR tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more TINs and TPs which will Increase the probability of more red tides.

12. In response to the DSD request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 In Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's applkratlon, the June Further Information states that uThe Option  

2  se w a g e  h o ld in g  tank  a n d  Option  3  se w a g e  treatm ent p lan t  will be  m ain ta ined  by City 

M a n a g e m e n t  a t  the co sts  o f  und ivided  shareholders o f  A re a  6 f  a n d  A re a  1 0b  p ropo sed  

developm ents*1. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention Is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. H K K  continues to ma ke no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 

sewage pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be met by either H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. HKR should be required to confirm 

that afl capita! and operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by H KR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. A lso  th e  re s id e n ts  o f  P a rk v a le  V illa g e  a n d  o th e r  v illa g e s  in  D isco v e ry  B a y  sh o u ld  not 
h a ve  to  s u ffe r  th e  d istu rb a n ce  o f  la y in g  th e  g ra v ity  se w a g e  pipe  o r  the  co n n e ctio n  to  
th e  o p e n  n u lla h .

H. W A T E R  S U P P L Y  FR O M  T H E  O B  R E S E R V O IR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the SHV/WTA/ 

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 6f 

and 1 0b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. HKR has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw water stored 
in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private wBter 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. There is no 

information In the Further Information as to management, engineering environmental 

and public health implications of# after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for th€ 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  s h o u ld  a g a in  b e  a sk e d  to  co n firm  th a t  th e  c a p ita l  a n d  th e  o p e ra tin g  co sts  a ris in g  
fro m  u sin g  th e  re s e rv o ir  w ill be  b o rn e  b y  e ith e r  H K R  o r  th e  u n d iv id e d  s h a re h o ld e rs  of 
th e  A re a  6f  a n d  A re a  1 0 b  p ro p o se d  d e v e lo p m e n ts , a n d  n o t  b y  th e  o w n e rs  o f  P a rk v a le  
V illa g e  o r  b y  th e  o w n e rs  o f  a n y  o th e r  v illa g e  in  D is c o v e ry  B a y  w h ic h  h a ve  th e ir  w a te r  
s u p p lie d  u sin g  th e  S iu  H o  W a n  W a te r  T re a tm e n t  W o rk s  (S H W W T W )  a n d  th e  S H W  
F re sh  W a te r  P u m p in g  S ta tio n .

I. PROVISION OF O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overiooked. 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for 

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LPG supply, tetephone, TV and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with aH of these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrow and congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the consultants appear to b€ unaware 

that H K R  and the D B  community are awaiting the E M S D  and FSO reports into a major 

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 September 2016. There are senous concerns 

about the LPG system in DB. The reliability of expanding the use of the LPG system to 

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be considered and included In a submission of Furtfvef 

Information.
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3. HKR should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and how HKR will mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETYAND BUILDING CONCEPT

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e pointed out in the last PVOC submission that "HlGEO, 
CEDD) hod requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support o f the 
application to be submitted by HKR N O W  and  has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 
feasibility o f the proposed development. HKR has refused to do so and will only submit a 
GPRR prior to implementation.M W e  said that HKR's position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore CEDD’s requests and again has 
provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 
Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight down to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8#300m2 on rising ground from 4 4m PD  to 70mPD. What is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading down towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 170m2 GFA 3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 44 mP D  

to approximately a level $ 5 m P D / and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Cora! Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state h o w  it wilt eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP A N D  HKR^S RIGHT T O  USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a uPassagew ay0.

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that "the ownership o f the 
Passagew ays vests with the Registered Ow ner (HKR) who is entitied to grant o Right o f  

W ay to other parties to use the Passagew ays to the proposed development in Area 6 f .

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this MPassageway^ for the past 28 yews, 

w e  believe that HKR should present counsels' independent legal opinions supporting its 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR*s request to leave its detailed 

views on this subject within the ucommercially sensitive information" contained In HKR*s 

letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.



f f

t

4

AchS 〇 ^*y

〜 M  “xtw?w

9 Q V *

l̂»s>a»-^ fNfwpmNWfX*^ C1̂ *v^  *3«

« C^» •-rvGsjc |f>〇 « r^T\-f^ ^  

8qan>» 』I i (I_- T， TT^ po*^ 

TVBl1，.

tv>M>» u>' jf̂ if f>c|t
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〇e»*fim«#%l W  fe^M#st»e| tK« in#〇rm««)on to b« regarded at commerclatly 
t««u»t*v« In othrni w9^^> »hK U> Im  tfi»Uu»#d in a public coniuMation tMtrcUs, which 
ki wkcamnt^M wtti% M  ^  puMtc «：&nftultaUon

H  Xy^ Hn«i iletemwrwM t*Mi yH>m«i« d*v*lcipm«nt pottfntlal of the Lot (und«r the land 
6taai »nd ^  th« number {A Mndivid«d tharti remaining for allocation to
* 〇 Y t>rm Lot Tht f̂irw：ipal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC)

轟 in* trw* 〇 *v«»u« § ^ r*  r* f tnr>« … wt\icb the lot »i r>otion*lly divided Into 250,000 
uiHJivHSed sharti oPdJvidtd ^« re s  weft imm«di»te(y allocated to various us«$:
S6,SOO to *Urwl^nt iM D#vti〇 pm«m, 4 篡 !>〇  to Commercial development, 2,ISO to Oubs 
*n<i pub^c r*<.rc#t«〇 n aciiyit^ft, «nd d^SSO to hotel utt- S5,000 were defined it  

undivided S^*resM .

X 2  0«Wy 〇rHlivH)«d shafts «Aocatcd to Rcsidentisl Development may be &ub-aii〇cated to
Mttd看 •〇<} one* th•纛c h«vt been exhausted th« developer m 丨y drftw from the 

M »#rvc Ur%dMd#d Sh»TM.

1J. Tb* p ro b im m  t& there Is no record o f  how many Reserve UndMdcd Shares refrtaln for 
altocttton to the fv/(ure deve丨opment of th . Lot.

14. Uf^ortunattly thtfe 暑pjwsari to b« no accountabi€ transpareDt cerun^ register and

iruinj^emefU of the process of 3t(〇cating the shares which mesns that HKH cannot
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assure the TP8 that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 

other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, pnor to consideration of any 

proposal to ame nd the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned D B  owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in D B  in 

accordance with the terms of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners' Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016-: "J o  

p ropose  o  Resolution to require that H o n g  K o n g  Resort C om pany  L im ited  (HKR) se t  ou t  

the true n u m b e r o f  M a n a g e m e n t  Units (M U )  that they have  a llocated  to all com m ercia l 

units a t D iscovery  B a y  a n d  the ba s is  fo r  su ch  allocation. Further, to seek  com pensa tion  

from  H K R  f o r  a n y  shortfall in p aym en ts  to the M a n a g e m e n t  F un d  (o r re fund  f o r  a n y  

overpaym ent) sh o u ld  the p a s t  o r  p re se n t  a llocation no t a cco rd  with the term s o f  the 

D e ed  o f  M u tu a l C ovenant (DM C)'*.

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to k n o w  the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M. D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. The latest Further Information provided by H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A nn ex  A  to the Further Information ̂ Revised Concept Planw:

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were Indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.'

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan -  in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for

TTf
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 
Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as well as all
other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan-same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B# page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would m e a n  this would be very 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated by 

H K R #s consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H  to the Further Information) shows the ̂ negligible# effect of 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains relevant* 

This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual 

impact on the people w h o  would be really affected by the proposed development. I.e. 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Area 6f 

close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the P V O C  montage as contained 

In Annex 1 to this submission.

6 . The U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are induded in Annex 1 to this 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 

low quality photos as all of the m are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from D B  Plaza -  these poor quality photomontages hardly reflea the 

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the V O C  photos in Annex 1 to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout -  these poor quality photos hardfy reflect the views 

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these poor quality 

photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grairty and 

poorly lit.
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e. F»gure B.14 view from the D-Deck -  w h y  sh ow  this w h e n  there should be images 

from the m o r e  populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W oo dgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane -  w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more  populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W oo dgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this Is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

CONCLUSION

W e  (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 
considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 
of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the H K R  application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the Town Planning Board is in no other position 
than to reject HKR^s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

PVOC Comments on Application number. Y/l-DB/2

9 D ecember 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village O wners Com m ittee Chairman
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Annex 1: C o m m e n t s  on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.
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W 乎 申 請 W 1-D B / 2而 只 作 指 示 用 途 的 擬 謙 發 展 計 劃 的 槪 括 發 展 規 範  

B r o a d  D e v e l o p m e n t  Param e t e r s  of the Indicative 

D e v e l o p m e n t  Proposal in Resncct of Annlication No. Y/I-DR/2 
(於 20丨6 年 10月 2 7 曰 接 獲 的 進 一 步 資 料 而 修 訂 的 槪 括 發 展 規 範  

Revised broad development parameters in view of 
the further information received on 27.10.2016

i(a)牢謓编鱿

Application no
Y/I-DB/2

!(b)位’s / 地址  

i Local 丨 on/Address

愉 縈 漘 第 6 f 區 丈 置 約 份 第 3 5 2 約 地 段 第 3 8 5 號 餘 段 及 增 批  

部 分 （部 分 ）

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

|(c)地 盤 面 積  

j Site area
约 About 7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m:

f d ) 圖則 

Plan

愉 ft淹 分 區 計 劃 大 绸 核 准 圖 編 號 S/I-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4

( e ) 地 帶 + 

I Zoning

「其 他 指 定 用 述 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)j 

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"

(〇 擬 m 修訂  

1 Proposed 
I Amendmcnt(s) 

1

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 」 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 ( 5 ) j 地 帶 改 劃 為 「住  

宅 (丙 類 ）1 2」 地 帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 

annotated "Staff Quarters (5)M to "Residential (Group C) 12"

( g ) 總 樓 面 面 稹  

及 / 或 地 積 比 率  

j Total floor area 

and/or plot ratio

米 地 槓 比 率  
Plot ratio

住用  Domestic 约  About 

21,600

約  About 

2.83

莽 住 用  Non-domestic - -

⑻ 幢 數 住用  Domestic 2

No. of block 非 住 用  Non-domestic -

凉 合 用 途 Composite -

( i ) 建 築 物 高 度 (以 最 高  

實 用 樓 面 空 間 計 算 ） 

/

主用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 ）m p D  

18 層  storey(s)

馳
Building height 

(measured to the L

作住用  Non-domestic - 米 m

- 米 (主 水 平 基 準 以 上 )m P D  

•- 屑  storev(s)

highest usable floor 5 

space)/

No. of storeys

® 合 用 途  Composite • 米 m

- 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上 )m P D

- 層  storey⑻

p ) 上 g 面 積  

I Site coverage
約  About 30 %

4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Flats

- 私 人  Private

(k) 單位數 目  

I No. of units

恥 休 憩 用 地  

Open Space

|(n〇 停 車 位 及 上 落  

客 貨 車 位 數 目  

| No. of parking

j spaces and loading

I unloading spaces
» 有《資料是為方便市I

市 規 劃 娄 角 會 槪 不 負 貴 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 ，應 逛 閱 申 M 人 提 交 的 文 件

不 少 於  Not less than 1,190 平  

方 米 m 2

|高 爾 夫 球 車 停 泊 位 （申 請 人 未 有 提 供 停 泊 位 數 目 ）Golf cart parking 

space (number of parking space not provided by applicant)

|维 修 車 輛 上 落 客 貨 位 （申 誚 人 未 有 提 供 上 落 客 貨 位 數 目 ）Servicing 

jvchicles loading/unloading space (number of Ioading/unloading spade not 

jprovided by applicant)_______________________________________________



The information is provided for easy reference of the general public Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accqsi any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the informaiKW 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant
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申請編 號  A pplication N o .: Y/f-DB/3 

備註  Rem arks

於 2016年 10月 2 7 日 

總 綱 蓝 圖 、截 視 圖 、固

申請人提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交纟 I 修訂的發展 

設 計 總 圖 、環 境 影 尠 評 估 *規 劃 報 告 •排 水 、排污及供水研究 -
水 質 技 術 報 告 、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圖則

On 27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Response 
to departmental comments including revised Master Plan, sectional plan, Landscape Proposal, 
Environmental Study, Planning Statement, Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply, 
Technioal Note on Water Quality, updated photomontages and extract plans of Public 
Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan and Deed of Restrictive Covenant.

PVOC;

Please confirm where 

the responses are to the 

Residents /  P VOC 

concerns as they do not 

appear to have been 

reviewed or addressed.

PVOC;

Photo-montages are very poor quality, and are not 

reflective of the view from the majority of the 

community.

Note that there are over 523 flats that view directly 
on this site, with an average of 3 per unit, thats 

potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 

reflected in the photo-montages.

有關資料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供•對於所載資料在使用上的問败及文義上的歧異•城市規W 鏊負 

會概不負貴•若有任何疑問•應査闉申销人提文的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Tbwn 

Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the 

infonnation provided. * In case of doubt, reference should always be made to th« submission of the applicant
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5〆AREA6f
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Plan

PVOC；

Where are the area development 
water features thot were indicated on 

other ports of the submission 

submissions? Oearly those trees 

indicated cannot be planted in the 

areai shown elsewhere as water 

Jeatures. This Is a mis-leading Image.
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Y / N D B / 2申 U A M  AppT丨cation N o .: —

此H « B 中« 人« 交的文f t  *
This poft is  extoeicd from applicant’s submitted documenU.
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PVOC；
Added sight tines ond offt<ted units. 
Note thot this is qo underestunote o f  fAir 
brooder offected property num bers
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----------j *BROWN- • VtLLAGE RETAINED ASEA ^

t 2l Floo^r

\ 丨 ， 游 r
i 1 ， 今  /  I \ /

合 …

pv〇 c
Nott thot it would not be possible to build 
ond optrott this development without 
signt/kontty widening the designated 
passageway, w hkh  Is inodtqvate/or heavy 
traffic of present Any widening works wlU 
have a  huge impoct on the residents o/the 
W oods porticularty a  major safety risk and  
cvtting existing transportation routes. See 
prtvious responses from  PVO C

2i Flool^s^ 

2 U n its  ?，
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二 、 -\^•二 :
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Y/l-DB/2申U IC K  Application N o .:

目申l» 人设交的文件•
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PVOC:
Where are the area 
development water features 
that were indicated on othtr 
parts of the submission 
subm issions? Oearly those 
trees indicated cannot be 
planted in the areas shown 
elsewhere as ¥^ater features. 
This is a m isfeeding image.

\
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PVOC:

Approximate Location 

of Retaining Wall^ The 

excovatton for 

construction will 

remove those 

highlighted trees.

PVOC:

This statement is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the 

current plan, as there Is a requirement for 

a large retaining structure and site 

formation that would not allow these 

trees to be left In place. Also, simple 

construction logistics would m e a n  this 

would be very improbable.
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PVOC; %
incorrect Statement

This is not correct levtls 
as per the Lands 
Oer>artment Suryey.

V ,V | Y ^ O O O 〇 r ,,Y ^ r BY BIY BV

Appi*c*'ioo No Y * 1 • D B / 2
ttn*& 申 《 汴 •

T ^ t  pafc i t  exu^cicd (rom tpplicMU's tubmuicd docwncnls. KMltiW

PVOC;
Existing does not match the profile 
Indicated by the consultant.

PVOC;
This existing ground  
condition is Incorrect It 
does not match the HK  
Lands Department Survey 
Data for this area. There 
is no  account for the road  
or for the slope that exists 
at the rear o f Crystal Court
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PVOC;
These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 
Plaza on a clear day - see 
attached.
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申誚编號 
A p p l i c a t io n  No.

擬議用途/ 發展 
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城市規® !委貝會的決定旧期） | 
D ec is ion  of
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N il

有關資料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供•對於所載資料在使用上的問®及文義上的歧異，城市規饀娄典會《不 

負寅•若有任何疑問，應査閱申誧人提文的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the information 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant
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申請编號 ApP丨ication No.: Y/I-DB/2

申請人提交的圇則、飨ffl及報告書 
Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文 英文
Chinese English

阁目:1 及 银 F沼 Plans and Drawings
總绸發■展S E 1 / 布局設計E l Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) 

樓宇位置圖Block plains)

樓宇平面圖Floor plains)

截視圈  Sectional plpn(s)
立視圖 Elevation(s)

顯示擬議發展的合成照片Photomontage(s) showing the proposed
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□ □ MISSING
□ □' MISSING

□ 0

□ □ MISSING

□ 0
development 

囿境設計缌B 1/ 園境設計圖 Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s)

PVOC; ify)

There are many concerns here, that have 
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

J摘錄圖則 Extract Plans of Public 

an-apd Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規31丨研究 Planning studies

□
□

0
0

瑁境影氍評估（噪音、空氣及/ 或水 

Environmental impact assessment (noid 

就車輕的交通彩響評估 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles)
prort

3污染）

, air and/or water pollutions)
Snrrv>rt-rv^rW^rrvy-r>rrS

□
□

0
0

triUzii Visua/ impacraYsMsmenr

Landscape' irnpacfassessment 

樹木調査Tree Survey 

土力影響評估 Geotechnical impact as: 

排水影響評估 Drainage impact assess!

$ 風險評估 Risk Assessment

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 
do not make for a true visual impact 

assessment, why has this not been 

provided for the sensitive receivers?

□ Hi s s i n g

'ISSING 
飞 SSING 
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□ MISSING
□ MISSING

□ MISSING 

MISSING
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排水 - 排污及供水硏究 Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply/ 

水質技術報告Technical彳 e 尺从⑺沩e PM//C /s a

form - please refer to the previous 
PVOC submissions thot attached.
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5
3

8
8



0 9日 12月2016 , 〜 .，一 …  
tpbpd@pland.gov .hk
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f OBJECTION
PVOC Third Comments on the Section 12A Application further information ⑴ .pdf

John TerenziiM

附件:

Dear S ir/M adam ,

Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6 f

I have read the  attached su b m iss io n  from  the 

PARKVALE O W N E R S  C O M M I T T E E  fo r 6f , and 

I w ish  to re g iste r m y objection with the TPB accordingly.

Regards,

John Terenzini

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov


PVOC Comments on Application number： Y/l-DB/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

Com m ents on the Second  Further Inform ation Subm itted in Support of 
Section 12A A pplication  N um ber Y/l-D B/2 to am end Discovery Bay Outline  
Zoning Plan for rezoning the perm issible use from  staff quarters to flats at 
Area 6f, D iscovery Bay.

Introduction

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner's Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 

Limited's (HKR) Section 12A Application "7"o 々 mencf D/5C〇 ve/y floy Ot/t//"e Zonmg P/a/i /or 

rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Ba/\ Our 

comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the Town Planning Board 

(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response.to comments made by 

government departments.

Furthe r Inform ation
The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. H KR#s response to departmental comments made available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D  - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 

Covenant (extract).

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

N o  substantive change has been m a d e  to the Further Information submitted in June.

In its covering letter, Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only, 

to departmental comments. It is dear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed In our 

comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

in H K ^ s  responses to the departmental comments, nor in the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information, indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 

comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, w e  have drawn attention to many traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the
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Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything we have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, and, if 

consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 30B 

"Guidelines -  for submission of comments on various applications under ihe Tov/n 

Planning Ordinance''. Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: "Public comments should 

be related to the planning context of the application and submitted in accordance with the 

relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 

on a cose-by<ase basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account 

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support, 

against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intention, 

land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 

infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc.); (cf comments specific to the 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate.0

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amendment 

of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any way to restrict the contents of any 

application or comment made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 

information."

The PVOC considers that this third submission from the PVOC has again properly complied 

with TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further Information from HKR 

does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant's 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  GFA on a platform 

created to accommodate a 1 70m 2 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E.g. HKR has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C  Consultation with all relevant government departments and bureaux has been 

Inadequate and Incomplete.

D. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR’s responses to government department comments have beeninadequate and 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable In a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone
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to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon. 

All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 

public can comment on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

eiement of the development is the "access road", there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential 

lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and 

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

continues to not submit,.in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact Assessment on 

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 
the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's comments that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, HKT tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

sewage into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the sewage proposal w/s considered not an efficient sewage planning strategyn.

H. HKR is misleading the TPB by saying there are two options re water supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho 

W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and 

using water from the OB reservoir.

I. No information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f and how 
it will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no 

reference to the DB LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

J. Slope safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 

ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. HKR continues to ignore CEDD's request for HKR to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

1C Ownership issues - HKR#s right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and 

Outlir̂ e Zone Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of 

undivided shares and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly owned subsidiary, DB Management Services Limjted.
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M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality. 

Annex:

1. Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

Area 6f since April - June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e.g. 

over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation means 

that only residents who can read English will be able to read the application and submit 

comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M an y Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

submitted its application which, in view of the many public and government comments. 

Is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 

consultation exercise. This is because the key consultant, Ove Arup# has stated in 

respect of its reports the following: uThis report takes into account the particular 

Instructions and requirements of our client, it is not intended for, and should not, be 

relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken to any third party".

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full picture by bringrng

⑩
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together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from HKR its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

12A application and to confirm one wa y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC CONSULTATION

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f# the TPB states that aon the 27/10/2016, the 
applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to 

departmental comments ••••••" This means that HKR has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the DB community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is ''commercially sensitive information*'. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

Z. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of comments 

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to 

w h y  the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C  CONSULTATION W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. HKR and ma ny government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by members of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of HKR (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related comments do not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB, for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Oistribiftion by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on all the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial interests; dnd legal ownership.

0. W S K  AS SE SSMENT

1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as Indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public Is a major concern for this development and has not
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed many concerns about traffic; 
slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and HKR should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. HKR#S RESPONSE T O  G O V E R N M E N T  DEPARTMENTS

1. The Table in H K R ^  Further Information MApplicants response to the departmental 

comments m a d e  available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016u 

cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the D P O ^  two letters are not 

attached. Consequently^ it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR#s response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PVOCs comments 

on HKR's responses.

3. AFCO comments — as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR^ comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. DSD comments - HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR^s Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Mmost of the pollution concentrations woutd comply 

with relevant criteriaM. What about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 

. Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD*s requirements. Even after

such comments, HKR has only submitted a ^preliminary water quality assessment0, 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  "could meet" relevant technical standards 

for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that "there are too many sections 

in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out ip the 

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in £S 

reports. As an alternative please use o new section to summarise ttie EtAO 

implications of the proposed development". (I.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details ar»d a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully meet aW of €POJs requirements 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.
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d. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only wmostw. What about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 - again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 
method now proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box cufvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state now  which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste Management - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure — HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality - Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as Ha local 

roa^' and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is made of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodbury Court.

10. Lands Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HKR to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 -  HKR recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.0E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c  Specific 6 -  HKR refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 
which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be ^commercially sensitive0 information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250#CX)0 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (PDMd). This was dealt with in a 丨etter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

DLO. This is not acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if HKR continues to insist on its position, 

the Lands Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims made by 

HKR. This subject is covered also in Sections B, above, and L, below.

d. Specific 7 - this Is m  respect of ownership and Is covered In the HKR letter mentioned 

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial information
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HKR Is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HKR's claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 
lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.g., the Lands 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission's 

recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Lands 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental devel叩 ment projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, safety 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do so. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable means of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-completion 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the sole 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that uArea 6f is readily accessJbte, with on extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive1*. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, ail

traffic would have to pass through our v川 age to access Area This is ctear from Annex

A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.

8
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Aena* image of existing Parkvale Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The 476 units and 1,190 populations 

increase as o result of the proposal is very modest development Intensities". In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

ail traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase In the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

ttie Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Vlflage.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section l - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

I Settlement 
cracking evident in 

asphaft surface on 

Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pavement 

behind the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrow hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 

cracking evident 

in asphalt 

surface on 

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 -  the ,fPassagewayM, as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DMC, providing 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and made of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement Is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

I

!I

I

5. W e  noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a means of 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and its width constraints 

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.

10



W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only means of access to Area 6f and that 

H K R  has not addressed our concerns in its Further Information.

7. State of Repair - As the photographs above show, the state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive w a s  constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular. Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under B D  

regulations, and therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20 tonne FS and 

operational loading. There is significant concern over the existing and visible d a m ag e 

and settlement that has resulted from the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

Drive, especially of Section 3# the pedestrian pavement section. The surface w as not 

built to be able to sustain usage by heavy construction traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, which would result 

from the n u mbe r of proposed flats, being almost twice that of the existing W o o d b u r y  

Court, Wo odgreen Court and VVoodfand Court residential buildings.

I Section 3 of 
： Parkvale 
I Drive.

| Settlement 
i evident to 20 
I tciine rated 
j paving 
! resulting from 
j current traffic 
Ioadinga： start 

{ cf proposed 
| extension of 
j  Parkvale Drive 
| to Area 6fl

S. Although this is known by H)CR, no mention of it is made in its application or Further 
Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not b o m  directly by the owners 

of Partcvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 

ail other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

and 3 of Parkvafe Drive are b o m  by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

serve Paricvaie ViUage. W e  are extremely concerned that the additional construction 

and operational traffic will cause serious damage and ongoing maintenance costs to 

the owners m  Parkva!e Village.

10. Width Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

heavy traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shuttie buses negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 

vehicles need to give way to them.



Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

i The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

11. When a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian paveTiert Section 3 ?sjicva；e 
Drive there is no ability for other vehides to manoeuvre, especially wrrie tLrrs
in the cul-de-sac-

12. The com er of Woodbury Court is on>y 11 cm {see photcgraph be^ow) frorn fc s  e d ^  d i 

the Passageway. It seems unlikety that targe equipment, such as e2rtrjri〇v ^ g  
equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safe?y transit trJs c^ isricta d  
area, if at ail. In any event, there wouki be no safe place for pedestrians sî cn 
equipment or construction vehices passing.

S e c tio n  3 o f  
P a rk v a le  D rive .

V iew  o f  th e  
r e a r  o f  
W o o d b u ry  
C o u rt,
i l lu s t r a t in g  che 
n a r r o w n e s s  o f  
th e  p e d e s t r ia n  
p a v e m e n t,  i t s  
la c k  o f  a  
c a r r ia g e w a y  to  
s e p a r a te  
v e h ic le s  f ro m  
p e d e s t r i a n s  
a n d  th e  
in a b i l i ty  o f  
v e h ic le s  to  p a s s  
o n e  a n o th e r .

13. The considerable construction traffic win significsntJy exacerbate these probie^ 

espedalfy when a construction vehicle aivd a bos, of wtsefi t>wo constrxxticx? vehides. 

travelling in apposite directions along f^rkvale Drive.



14 Emergency Access - in the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

two or more large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 

whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 

construction site, the W oodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird*s-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 

illustrating that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 

access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 

local bus services and delivery vehicles which m a y  traverse at low speeds to park in one 
of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and iacks a camber 
to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 

sand underlay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 

heavy rainfall
I. _______________________________________________________________________________

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

and genera! recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in the number of buses, which would result from the number of proposed flats 

being almost twice that of the existing the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings.
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and »s primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the DB Tunnel Link. 
The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, it is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise Woodbury Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

pedestrian 

pavement 

leading to the 

start of the 
proposed 

extension of 
Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6 f, 
illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 
thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was made 

known, a member  of the Parkvale Village V OC proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 
from Discovery Valley Road- At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in March 

2016 an employee of DB Services Management Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HKR 

sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that:

19. MW e  are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. As such, HKR is 

favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul rood from 

Discovery Valley Roadn.

20. However, despite HKR#s comment in the email. It has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in 

either its Application or its Further Information. In fact, in those documents HKR states
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that there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 

Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f and the alternative access which w e  noted in our comments on the original 

application and in our comments on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require H K R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.

G. SE W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. HKR has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

means that people living In Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. HKR is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be managed and 

maintained. As HKR will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HKR to live next door to a 

S T W  with at! Its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. HKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artificially m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal far the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 3 0 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

Alternative 

access to Area 

6f from 
Discovery 

Valley Road.
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly 

In front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu m s  per day of sewage will be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD# etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Nlm Shue Wan)# HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPD# W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October HKR#s consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of Its original application, that "alternative o/vs/te sewoge 

treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area Is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land oreaM. Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR;s Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that ''This S T W  will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not an efficient sewage planning 

strategy/,. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a y  cause mon offensive 

smell and is health hazorcT.

b. MThis additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model to be established 

for assessment as part of the subsequent EiAm. (June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there is no reference to a 

subsequent EIA# which likely means that the subject of an ElA has been dropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in its October subnr>lss»on. Since the 

consultant has again in the Further Information Annex O  mRevised Study on Droinoge, 

Sewage and Water Supply^, paragraph 5 .6.1.4, stated that 0As ttus n e w  D S S T W  wiH
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 

decentralized scheme is considered not on efficient sewage planning strategy*1.

8. Due  to  its  p ro x im ity  to  o u r  v illa g e , w e  co n s id e r  th at  it  is in a p p ro p ria te  to  lo ca te  a S TW  
in  A rea  6f# due  to  the  p o te n tia l sm e ll and  health  h azard , especially as the effluent may 
be discharged into an open nullah.

9. No mention was made in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only n o w # in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power

.supply for the STW; ̂ suitable backups of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu Ho W a n  STW), and, as backup, the movement of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu Ho W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w 

this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing DB Services Management Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both management and. engineering severely challenged. 

Movement of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the governments efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, HKR has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu Ho W a n  STW.

10. In addition, HK R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu Ho W a n  STW, which HK R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged 丨nto the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides'*̂  particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ^Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds come from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, HKR tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more TlNs and TPs which will Increase the probability of more red tides.

12. in response to the DSD request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that MThe Option 
2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 
Management at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 

developments^. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. HKR continues to make no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 
sewage pipe to the $«a at the Plaza will be met by either HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. HKR should be required to confirm 

that all capital and operating costs arising from the proposed STW in Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE DB RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the S H W W T W  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 6f 

and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget DB when it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. HKR has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw water stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. There ts no 

information in the Further Information as to management, engineering, environmental 

and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. HKR should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either HKR or the undivided shareholders of 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of Parkvaie 

Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Bay which have their water 

supplied using the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION OF OT HER UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utifities is a key element for 

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LP6  supply, telephone, TV and 
street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, induding the existing narrow and congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the VVoodbufy Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing^ omission is that the consultants appear to be unaware 

that HKR and the DB community are awaiting the E M S O  and FSO sports into a ma/or 

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 September 2016. There art s«r>ous concerns 

about the LPG system In DB. The reliab̂ Uty expanding use of the IPG system to 

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be considered and »r>ctuded m  a submission of Further 

Information.
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3. HKR should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the Impact will 

be and how HKR will mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY A N D  B U 丨LDING CONCEPT

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, we pointed out in the last PVOC submission that nH(CEO, 

CEDD) hod requested o Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support of the 

application to be submitted by HKR N O W  and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibility of the proposed development. HKR has refused to do so and will only submit a 

GPRR prior to implementation.H W e  said that HKR#s position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore CEDD's requests and again has 
provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 
and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 
Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in Its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below ̂ and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight down to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,300^2 on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. What is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading down towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 6 FA 3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site Indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 44 mP D  

to approximately a level 55/nPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes.towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7, HKR should be required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP A N D  HKR#s RIGHT TO  USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a uPassageway.

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that "the ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Right of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6f.

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas arvd 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners cfi 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale VHUge 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this "Passageway* for the past 28 years, 

w e  believe that HKR should present counsels' independent legal opinions supporting 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR#s request to leave »ts d e t a ^  

views on this subject within the ̂ commercially sensitive k)forrnationm contained in HKk  s 

letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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1. P U N N I N G  CONTROLS

1 . Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 

undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it was pointed out in comment 4402 submitted last 

July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, In order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, It is essential that 

the existing M P  and OZP are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

much risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 

planned developments, HKR is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of

25,000, which is the m a x i m u m  as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 

considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 

current population was amended 19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 

Limited, the property management company of DB and a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This Is information in respect of the method of 

collection, management of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It Is 

essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since HKR is using figures provided 
by its wholly own ed subsidiary. The TPB is requested to address this serious issue 
before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

6. The difference between the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 and the s u m  of the current population 

and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery Bay which HKR Is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include that described in comment number 4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing HKR's application to develop an additional

124,000 m 2  under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats In 

Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5#600 people, m a y  be 

built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. W ha t this means is that HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population. 

Furthermore, it would appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is Ignoring what 

HKR is doings
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8. Before the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 

6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 

developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP m a x i m u m  population of

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 
10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need by 

government to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to why this issue was not addressed N O W  by 

the TPB and why HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,000- 

In view of the serious nature of this Issue, these comments will again be sent to both the 

Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is dear the administrative 

processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and management units is an issue which HKR is well 

aware of from the efforts of a DB owner over the last two years. This issue has been the 

subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Department and 

presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in comment number 4402 submitted last July to the TPB and the Lands 

Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. HKR has replied to the 
Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commercially 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

Is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

any n e w  development on the Lot. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) 

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notlonally divided into 250,(300 

undivided shares. These undivided shares were immediately allocated to various uses: 

56#500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial development, 2,150 to O uIjs 

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 were defined as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares'

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development may be sub-altocated to 

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the developer may draw from the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there Is no record of h o w  many Reserve UrwiMded Shares remain f〇 f 

allocation to the future development of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be r̂ o accountable af>d transparent c^tra< register and 

management of the process of allocating the shares means that HKR cafwot
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assure the TPB that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 
other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to amend the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB in 

accordance with the terms of the DMC. In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners' Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: "To 

propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 

units ot Discovery Bay and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from HK R  for any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)M.

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to know the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M. D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. The latest Further information provided by HKR contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A  to the Further Information ̂ Revised Concept Planw:

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees Indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 
Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan -  in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.
d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted In yellow are designated in 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that It is not possible to build and operate Area 

Sf without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as well as all 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would mean this would be very 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated by 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not refiea the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the "negligible" effect of 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains relevant/ 
This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual 

impact on the people wh o  would be really affected by the proposed development. I.e. 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Area 6f 

close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the PVOC montage as contained 

In Annex 1 to this submission.

6. The UPDATED P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 

low quality photos as all of them are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza - these poor quality photomontages hardly reflect the 

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the V O C  photos in Annex 1 to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout -  these poor quality photos hardly reflect the views 

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B .12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley • these poor quaiity 

photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grainy ar«j 

poorly lit.
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck -  w h y  s ho w  this w h e n  there should be images 

from the m o r e  populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W oo dgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane -  w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more  populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W oo d g r e e n  Court and W oodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which alt traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the H K R  application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject H K R #s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and me et  residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed  on b eh a lf  o f  th e  PVOC: D ate:

9 D ec em b e r  2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village Owners G am m lttee Chairman
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Annex 1: C o m m e n t s  on H K ^ s  diagrams and photomontages.
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關乎申請編號 Y/I-DB/2而只作指示用途的擬議發展計劃的概括發展規範 

B r o a d  D e v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  of the Indicative 

D e v e l o p m e n t  P r o p o s a l  in R c s n c c t  of A p p l i c a t i o n  No. Y/I-DB/2 

因應於 20丨6 年 10月 2 7 日接搜的進一步资料而修訂的概括發展規範 

Revised broad development parameters in view of 

the further information received on 27.10.2016

(a) 申謓編號
Application no.

Y/I-DB/2

( b )位置/ 地址

Location/Addrcss

愉 景 灣 第 6 f區 丈 置 約 份 第 3 5 2約 地 段 第 3 8 5號 餘 段 及 增 批  

部 分 (部 分 ）
Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

(c) 地盤面積 

Site area
約 About 7 , 6 2 3平 方 米 m 2

(d) 圖則 

Plan

愉 景 灣 分 區 計 剡 大 綱 核 准 圖 編 號 S/I-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4

(e) 地帶 

Zoning

「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)」

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"

(f) 擬議修訂 

Proposed 
Amendments)

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 」註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)」地 帶 改 M 為 「住 

宅 (丙 類 ）12」地帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 總樓面面積 

及/ 或地積比率 

Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

平$ 米 地槻比率 
Plot ratio

住用 Dor^estic 約 About 

21,600

約 About 

2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -

.㈨ 幢數

No. of block

主用 Domestic 2

非住用 Non-domestic -

綜 合 用 途 Composite -

( i )建築物高度O U最高 

寘用樓面空間計算) 

/
層數

Building height 

(measured to the 
highest usable floor 
space)/

No. of storeys

住用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米 （主水平蕋準以上）m P D  

18 B  storey(s)
非住用 Non-domestic - 米 m

- 米 （主水平基準以上)m P D

- 屑 storev(s)
综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m

- 米 （主水平基準以上）m P D

- 層 storey⑻

(i) 上蓋面積 

Site coverage
约 About 30 %

(k) 單位數目 

No. of units
4 7 6住 宅 單 位 Flats

(i) 休憩用地 

Open Space - 私 人  Private
不 少於  Not less than 1,190 平 

方 米 m 2
_ rm̂ _

----------------
(m) 停車位及上落 f  

客貨車位數目 f 
No. of parking r  
spaces and loading 

unloading spaces >

高爾夫球車停泊位（申誚人未有提供停泊位數目）Golf cart parking 

space (number of parking space not provided by applicant)

维修車輛上落客貨位 f申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing 

ĉhicles loading/unloading space (number of loading/unloading space not. 
provided by applicant)

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 麥 今 狗 飞 幻 疋 * ■取■货 j

市 埂 劃 委 貝 會 概 不 負 費 • 若 有 任 何 疑問 ' ，應 逛 M 申 饼 人 提 文 的 文 件



The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances w»ll the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the informatsem 
provided. In ease of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant.

* z *

- r w  i i m



Y/l-DB/2

_ 觀 :㈣ 翻

• 3 -



申請編號 App丨ication No. : V/T-DB/2

備註 Remarks

於 2016年 10月 2 7日 ，申請入提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交级修訂的S 展 

總綱藍_ 、截視圖、園境設計總圖*環境影遛評估、規劃報告*排水 •排污及供水研究• 

水質技術報告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圇則•

O n  27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 参 考 而 提 供 •對於所載黄料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異 •域市規 ® 委典 

會 概 不 負 黄 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 •'應 査閱申》人 提 交 的 文 件 •

The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Urvda no circumstances will (he Tewa 

Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuncies or discrepancies of the 

information provided. In case of doubt, reference should always b« made to the submission of the applicam.
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Thts o«f« is cxxracfed from applicafii's submitted documents.
PVOC:

Approximate Location 

of Retaining Wall? The 

excavation for 

construction will 

remove those 

highlighted trees.

PVOC:

This statement is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the 

current plan, as there is a requirement for 

a large retaining structure and site 

formation that would not allow these • 

trees to be left in place. Also, simple 

construction logistics would m e a n  this 

would be very improbable.
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PVOC;

^ ) j  Incorrect Statem ent

cxayt̂ ytl̂ x： UOM COiM̂：

is is n ot correct levels 

p e r the Lands

•parvnent Survey.

pape t  oc. *：te4 arW^oai s n^bnuiied dne^menti.

PVO C;
Existing dots not match the profile 
indicated by the consultantD ISCO V ERY  BAY OPTIMIZATION OF 1>WD USE - AREA  8F

P V O Q

This existing g round  
condition it incorrect It  

does n ot m atch  the H K  
Lands D epartm ent Survey  

Oata fo r  this a n a .  T h e n  

Is n o  a ccount fo r the rood  

or fo r th 看 s lop  看 thot exists 
at the rear o f  Crystal Court
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PVOC;
These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 
Plaza on a clear day - see 
attached.
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EirOPiE V O C  comme n t s  on AFf£ft

HKRs Si Planning Proposal
Fig. 1.1 BEFORE &  AFTER IMPRES5IOM F R O M  PLAZA
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^ v o c ；

These poor quality Photo-montages 

hardly reflect the views from the 

Lookout The Photos are grainly and 

poorly lit

W h y  are there no images from the mare 

populated areas where residents are 

impacted? Ref to page 7 of the Gist

申 SI 鏞供 Apt>lica6a* Ha •• ______ Y/>-DB<3
此HH自申a人繾文的文件•

Thin pa$» it cxiraciad &〇«〇

" M  PHOTOMONTAGE - VP12 (VSR  REC10) FRO M  D-DECK ocra»jM| B.14 |

. O IS C O V E R V  BAY O PT IM IZ A T IO N  O F  LA H O  U S E  .  R E F IN E M E N T  O F  A R E A  OF
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niXN t'

B.12
一 a S C O v C R Y  BAY 0»»T1MIZAT10W O P LAN D  U 6 6  - R E n N E M e N T  O F  A R EA  OP

PV O C ；

These poor quality 

Photo-montages hardly 

reflect the views from the 

Lookout The Photos are 

grainly and poorly lit
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J i m m m i s u i  m a t i '

VOC comments on 
HKRs 6f Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.2.1 AFTER IMPRESSION FROM DISCOVERY BAY VALLEY ROAD



\Arw Acii Soa tam M«Mie L»r« f̂ vpne« be<reb;mcnt

\PVOC;
iwhy is this Photo-montage used - there are very few 
ares/tfents or this location who would be affected.

I Why are there no images from the more populated areas 
J wherff residents ore impacted - see page 7?
I

These poor quality Photo-montages hardly reflect the views 
from the Lookout The Photos are grainly and poorly lit

^ffmVAppikaoMHo. Y /卜 D B / 2

itjui目申n人!*软文件.
T)us paf« b  cjctraoed (m a appncant's aubnined documests.

PHOTOMOMTAGE - VP15 (VSRT3) FROM MIDDLE LANE 〇C10fi4MM_ B.17

DfSCOVERT BAT 0»»T*yllZATtOW O f LAND U SE-REFIN EM EN T  OF AREA 8F



申請編號  Application No. : Y/I-DB/2

與申請地點屬相同地帶的先前申請

P r e v i o u s  A p p l i c a t i o n s  R e l a t i n g  to  t h e  A p p l i c a t i o n  S i t e  w i t h  th e  S a m e  Z o n in g ( s )

_申請编號 
A p p l ic a t io n  No.

擬讁用途/ 發展 
P ro p o s e d  U se /D ev e lo p m en t

城市規劃委貝會的決定( 日期）！ 
Decision  of

T ow n P la n n i n g  B o a rd  (D ate)
Nil

有關資料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供•對於所載資料在使用上的問頭及文義上的歧異•城市規聃委員會槪不 

負赀•若有任何疑問•應査閱申請人提交的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the T o v m  Planning 

Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the information 

provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be m a d e  to the submission of the applicant.

0

* » ^ # «



申 請 編 號 Applica丨io丨丨No.: Y/I DB/2

申誚人提交的圖則、繪圖及報告扭 
Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文 ■
Chinese English

麻目丨丨及始圖P丨ans and Drawings

總辦驳展藍圖/ 布周設丨计圖Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) □ 0

樓宇位置圖 Block phn(s) □ □ MISSING

樓宇平面圖 Floor plan(s) □ □ MISSING

截視El Sectional plan (s) □ 0

立視圖 Elevation(s) □ □ MISSING

顯示擬議發展的合成照片Photomontage(s) showing the proposed □ 0

development

IB境設計總圖/CBl境設計圇 Master landscape plan⑻/Landscape plan⑻ □ 0

ify) □ 0

There are many concerns here, that have 
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

7摘錄圖則 Ex丨ract Plans of Public 

jm-aiid Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規刺研究 Planning studies 

環境影響評估（噪 音 、空氣及/ 或 的 污 染 ） 

EnyirQnrnentaj impact assesstnent.

□
□

0

0

w'r-'orwvor y ww ww * '
:就車晚的交通影SP評估 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles) □

^^fcfe^ffl^Landscape iinpa^a^Ssment

t T
julUUUUUUUUUUkOylUUUUC^.

□ HISSING  
USSING  

^ M I S S I N G

H i s s i n g

樹木調査 Tree Survey

土力影經評估 Geotechnical impact as:

排水影 ®評估  Drainage impact assess!

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 
do not make for a true visual impact 
assessment, why has this not been 
provided for the sensitive receivers?

G
風險評估 Risk Assessment

Wiiers (please spealyf

排水•排污及供水硏究 Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Suppb^ 

水質技術報告 Technical jj PV〇C; The Risk to the public is a
major concern for this development

回應部門意見Response- and has not been addressed In any 
form - please refer to the previous 
PVOC submissions that attached.

a
□ MISSING

□ MISSING

□ MISSING

J 5 v ^ x ^ /SS/A/Gn n JMli

□
□
□

□ 1ISSING

有關資料是外方便市民大眾參考而拢供•對於所載資料在眈用上的問題及文枝上的歧興•城市规则费典會彳既不 

負e •若有任何疑問 *應《閱申練人提交的文件 •
The Information Is provided for easy reference of (he general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept tny 11 霾billUes fof fhe use of die Infoniullon nor any huccur霹del or discrcpanclci of the informatlort 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should jiw廉ys be mtde to the fubml窟sloii of tlie applicant.
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画明

寄f牛者： 
奇件曰期: 
收件者： 
副本： 
主旨：

09R12 月  2016'中 蚯 丨  W/l 1W/ 5390
tpbpd @ pland. go v. hk 
Connie Larson
Section 12A Application No. Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pail) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay Objection to the Submission by the 
Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Dear Sir,

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

❿ .
Ire fe r to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (UH KR ,5), Masterplan 

Lim ited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

I thank you in advance for your time and attention to this matter. Please note that I strongly object to the above 
mentioned submission.

1. A s the ownership of the land is in question, H KR5s claim that they are the sole owner is dubious and does not 
merit plans to develop said land. Such a crucial matter must be firm ly resolved before the Submission can be 
considered.

2. My w ife and I chose to live in Woodland Court, an apartment building adjacent to the proposed construction 
site, five years ago and have made long terms plans to stay here because it is relatively quiet» safe, and clean. We 
left our long-established home and jobs in Shanghai to escape noise, unsafe conditions, and pollution that 
exacerbated our daughter’s environmental asthma. That H KR  wishes to turn this area into a construction zone is 
anathema to our desires and needs as a fam ily. The proposed construction w ill mean years of heavy trucks on an 
ina^fluately small driveway, robbing children of a safe area to play and bicycle, continual noise o f blasting,

and construction, and untold amounts o f dust, heavy machinery exhaust, and construction em issions. This 
would be an unheakhy environment and radically change the landscape and atmosphere of the area in  negative, 
irreversible ways.

3 .  The Submission does not adequately address the reduction o f quality of life to Discovery Bay residents and 
owners. The felling of mature trees, combined with the increase in foot and vehicle traffic, noise，an#, waste， 
combined with the added strain on the existing infrastructure is a major deviation from H K R 5s previous published 
vision for the Discovery B ay. As such, H KR  must do much more to work with the residents and owners who have 
supported the development of Discovery Bay over the years if  they desire continued support, financial and 
otherwise, to address the needs of the. community that presently comprises Discovery Bay, particularly those 
affected by the plans outlined in the Submission.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review  and 
iJomment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn. •

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Richard David Larson, Jr.

mailto:tnbpd@pland.gov.hk


5390
ITie Sccretiiriat 

T o w n  Planning Board 

15/F, North Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tnhndffln]and.Q〇\'.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

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

Objection fo the Submission bv the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

27.10.2016.

I thank you in advance for your time and attention to tliis matter. Please note that I strongly object ̂ ^the 

above mentioned submission.

1. As the ownership of the land is in question, H KR5s claim that they are the sole owner is dubious and does 

not merit plans to develop said land. Such a crucial matter must be firm ly resolved before the Submission 

can be considered.

2. My wife and I  chose to live in Woodland Court, an apartment building adjacent to the proposed 

construction site, five years ago and have made long terms plans to stay here because it is relatively quiet, 
safe, and clean. We left our long-established home and jobs in Shanghai to escape noise, unsafe conditions, 

and pollution that exacerbated our daughter’s environmental asthma. That H K R  wishes to turn this area into 

a construction zoneDfe anathema to our desires and needs.as a fam ily. The proposed.construction w ill mean 

years o f heavy trucks on an inadequately small driveway, robbing children of a safe area to play and bicycle, 

continual noise of blasting, digging, and construction, and untold amounts of dust, heavy machinery exhaust, 

and construction emissions. This would be an unhealthy environment and radically change the landscape 

and atmosphere o f the area in  negative, irreversible ways..

3. The Submission does not adequately address the reduction o f quality of life to D iscovery Bay residents 

and owners. Tlie felling of mature trees, combined with the increase in  foot and vehicle traffic, noise, and 

waste, combined with the added strain on the existing infrastructure is a major deviation from H K R 5s 

previous published vision for the Discovery Bay. As such, H K R  must do much more to work with the 

residents and owners who have supported the development o f D iscovery Bay over the years if  they desire 

continued support, financial and otherwise, to address the needs o f the community that presently comprises 

Discovery Bay, particularly those affected by the plans outlined in the Submission.

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: 9 Dec 2016

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Richard David Larson, Jr.
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寄件曰期:

AnJicw Bums
09E112 月  2016^M 胃 丨 儉  4:1 

tpbivK^pland.gov.hk
dlois@landsd.gov.hk; sesis2@ Iandsd.gov.hk; csis2@ Iandsd.g@v.hk 
Application No. Y/l-OB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay -  Undivided Shares 
TPB YI-DB2 Area 6 f R3 Undivided Sharcs.pdf

收 ft-t : 

副本：

主 g : 

附件：

5391

To: Secre ta ry , Tow n  P la n n in g  Board  

D ate : 9  D ecem ber, 2 0 1 6

D e a r  Sirs,

Re: A p p lic a t io n  No. Y/l-DB/2. A rea  6f, D is c o v e ry  Bay  -- U n d iv id e d  Sh a re s

I take  p le a su re  in fo rw a rd in g  the  a tta ch e d  s u b m is s io n  to  th e  T ow n  P la n n in g  B o a rd  in re sp e c t  o f  the  su b je c t 

A p p lic a t io n .

Y o w s  s incere ly,

A i % ^ w  B u rn s

mailto:dlois@landsd.gov.hk
mailto:sesis2@Iandsd.gov.hk
mailto:Iandsd.g@v.hk


T o : Secretary, T o w n  P lan n in g  B oa rd
cc: District L a n d s  Office, Island s;  L A C O
Date: 9 Decem ber, 2 0 1 6

D e a r  S irs,

R e :  A p p l ic a t io n  N o. Y/l-DB/2. A re a  6f, D is c o v e r y  B a y  — U n d iv id e d  S h a r e s

I refer to the "R e s p o n s e  to C o m m e n ts " dated O ctobe r 2 0 1 6  on the Section  12 A  
App lica tion  No. Y/l-DB/2, subm itted  by M aste rp lan  Lim ited on behalf of the Applicant, 
H o n g  K o n g  R e so rt  C o m p a n y  Lim ited (H K R ).

A c c o rd in g  to the su b m iss io n ,  L a n d s  Departm ent stated (P a rag rap h  6):

The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (V D M C n) dated 30.9.1982 has 
notionally divided the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares. The Applicant shall 
prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation 
to the proposed development

A n d  M a ste rp la n  replied:

This is commercially sensitive information. The applicant has responded to 
District Lands Office directly via H K R ’s letter to DLO  dated 3 Aug 2016.

T h e  re fusa l to re le a se  e ssen tia l inform ation to the Tow n P lan n in g  B oa rd  un de r the 
g u is e  that the inform ation is  "com m erc ia lly  sensitive " is unacceptable. H K R  a re  
m ak in g  an app lication  to am e n d  the existing Outline Z o n in g  Plan. A  p roper reckon ing  
o f  the n u m b e r of und iv ided  sh a re s  still held by H K R  for allocation to new  
d e ve lo p m e n ts  is b a s ic  information. If H K R  have  insufficient undivided s h a re s  in hand 
to  allocate to new  d eve lopm en ts, there is  no point to co n sid e r the application further.

A s  L a n d s  D epa rtm en t correctly h ighlighted, the lot is held unde r a D e e d  of M utua l 
C o v e n a n t  (D M C ).  A c c o rd in g  to th e .D M C , undivided s h a re s  shall be allocated in sub - 
D M C s  a s  the lot is deve loped . A  review  of all existing s u b - D M C s  for D isc o v e ry  Bay  
s h o w s  that H K R  h a s  m isa llocated  undivided sh a re s  to un its at D iscove ry  B a y  over 
m a n y  yea rs. A  n o n -c o m p re h e n s ive  list o f the m isa llocation of undivided s h a re s  at 
D isc o v e ry  B a y  by H K R  is p rov ided  at the  Appendix.

U nd iv ided  S h a re  R e g im e  in D isc o ve ry  B a y

T h e  follow ing b ackg rou n d  information will help m em bers o f  the Tow n P la n n in g  Board 
to  unde rstand  the un ique  nature o f the undivided share  reg im e  at D iscove ry  Bay.

A t  P a g e  7  o f the D M C ,  the lot is notionally d ivided into 2 50 ,0 0 0  undivided sh a re s. 
H ow ever, the D M C  g o e s  on e  step  further. It im m ediately a llocates the se  undivided 
s h a re s  to va r io u s  u se s .  T h e s e  u s e s  co rre spond  to the u s e s  permitted under the 
D isc o v e ry  B a y  M a s te r  P lan, w hich is described  at Spec ia l Condition 6 o f the N ew  
G ran t for D isc o v e ry  B a y  dated  10  Septem ber, 1976  ( IS  6 1 2 2  in the Land  Registry).

Page 1 of 3



Referring to P a g e  7 of the D M C ,  we se e  that 56,500 undivided sh a re s  were allocated 
to the Residentia l D eve lopm ent (as defined in the D M C ); 4 ,850  undivided sh a re s  to 
the C om m erc ia l Developm ent; etc. A s  the lot is developed, it is the intention of the 
D M C  that these  defined undivided sh a re s  will b6 allocated to the appropriate units 
(Residentia l D eve lopm ent undivided sh a re s  allocated to Residentia l Units, etc).

A t Section  III of the D M C ,  it is stated clearly that ^  undivided sh a re s  allocated to a 
particular u se  m ay  not be reallocated to other u ses, except that a n y  su rp lu s 
undivided  sh a re s  not required for a given u se  m ay  be deem ed  to be C om m on  Area  
an d  Facilities undivided sha re s.

Therefore, for a n y  exten sion  to the Residentia l Developm ent, including that p roposed  
u nde r the current application, H K R  m ust sh o w  that they have  sufficient Residential 
D e ve lopm en t undivided  s h a re s  to allocate to new  Residentia l Units.

H ow ever, a review  o f the s u ( > D M C s  for D isc o ve ry  巳ay up to and  includ ing Neo 
H o rizon  V illa ge  s h o w s  that H K R  had allocated all 56 ,500  R e siden tia l D eve lopm ent 
und iv ided  s h a re s  to Re siden tia l Units in D isc o ve ry  B ay  upon the com pletion of N eo  
H o rizon  V illa ge  in 2000 .

A s  su ch , the origin o f the undivided  sh a re s  allocated to the Re siden tia l U n its 
com p leted  after the y e a r  2000 , including tho se  at S ie n a  O ne, S ie n a  T w o  B, Chianti 
a n d  A m alfi \ I B g e s  an d  S ie n a  T w o  A  sub-v illage, is unclear. T h e  re levant s u b -D M C s  
a n d  s u b - s u b - D M C s  d o  not sh e d  any  light on  this matter. W h ile  R e se rv e  U nd ivided  
S h a r e s  m a y  be  allocated u n de r certain conditions, there is no  record  ava ilab le  o f the 
n u m b e r o f R e se rv e  U nd iv ided  S h a re s  u sed  or rem aining.

L a n d s  D epa rtm en t is  not a  party to the D M C .  Further, L a n d s  D epa rtm ent d o e s  not 
a p p ro ve  the a llocation  of und iv ided  sh a re s, but only fo llow s the su b m is s io n  of the 
A u tho r ized  P e rso n .  It is the eo -ow ners of the lot w ho  suffer the c o n se q u e n c e s  of 
m isa llo cation  o f und iv ided  sh a re s.

H K R  m u st  “p ro ve ” （to u se  L a n d s  Departm ent’s  la nguage ) that they h a ve  not 
b re ach e d  / v f l n o t  b reach  the undivided  sh a re  regim e u nde r the D M C  if they are  
a llow ed  to p roceed  with the p rop o se d  new  deve lopm ents.

T o  protect the in te re sts o f all ex isting and  future ow n e rs  o f the lot u n d e r the D M C ,  
that p roo f m u st  be  a va ilab le  to all ow ne rs to a llow  them  to rev iew  a n d  com m ent for 
con sid e ra t ion  b y  the T o w n  P la n n in g  B oa rd  before  app rova l o f the application, if any.

Y o u r s  since re ly,

A n d re w  B u rn s
O w n e r  a n d  resident, D isc o v e ry  B a y
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5 3 9 1

A p p e n d ix

N o n - E x h a u s t i v e  L i s t  o f  th e  M i s a l l o c a t i o n  o f  U n d iv id e d  S h a r e s  a t D i s c o v e r y  B a y

V il la g e Y e a r D e ta il

Parkridge 198 7 A  su b -su b -D M C  is is su e d  for Park land  D rive  1-7 ( IS  136799), 
allocating undivided s h a re s  from the Parkridge  V illage  S u b -D M C  
( IS  112092). However, no Residentia l Deve lopm ent undivided 
sh a re s  rem ain under the su b -D M C ,  a s all had a lready been 
allocated to the Parkridge  tower blocks. H K R  allocate undivided 
sh a re s  w ithout having a n y  undivided sh a re s  to allocate.

G reenva le 1 9 9 4 A  su b -su b -D M C  is is su e d  for G reenva le  7 C 2  ( IS  213300 ). 
However, there are insufficient Residentia l D eve lopm ent undivided 
sh a re s  rem aining under the G reenva le  V illage  S u b - D M C  ( IS  
164194 ) to allocate to all Residentia l Units in the s u b - p h a s e H K R  
allocate on e  le ss  undiv ided sh a re  than m anagem ent units to all 
Residentia l Units.

P en in su la 1 99 6 A  s u b -su b -D M C  is is su e d  for C oa stlin e  ( IS  231338). However, 
there are insufficient Residentia l Deve lopm ent undivided  sh a re s  
rem ain ing under the Pen in su la  V illage  S u b -D M C  ( IS  1 62615 ) to 
allocate to all the Residentia l U n its  in the sub -phase . H K R  sp read  
the  shortfall am ong all R e siden tia l Units and  allocate fractional 
undivided sh a re s  to e ach  unit.

G reenva le 2 0 0 3 A  su b -su b -D M C  is is su e d  for S ie n a  Tw o A  (IS  3 14645 ), allocating 
undivided sh a re s  from the G reenva le  V illage  S u b - D M C  ( IS  
164194). However, insufficient Residentia l D eve lopm ent undivided 
sh a re s  rem ain under the s u b -D M C ,  a s  m ost had  a lready been 
allocated to the G reenva le  tow er blocks. H K R  allocate undivided 
sh a re s  w ithout having a n y  undivided sh a re s  to allocate.

P o st  2 00 0 2 0 0 0 -> H K R  exhausted  all of their Residentia l Deve lopm ent undivided 
sh a re s  with the com pletion of N e o  Horizon V illage  in 2000. W h ile  
the D M C  allows H K R  to substitute  R e se rve  Und ivided  S h a re s  
w hen  sh a re s  of a g iven  u se  are depleted, there is no  public record  
of the u se  of R e se rve  Und ivided  S h a re s  or how  m any  H K R  s t i H  
hold.

P o st  2 00 0 2 00 0 -> A  review o f the A P  Certificates fo r all deve lopm ents from  2 00 0  
onw ard sh o w s  that undivided s h a re s  have  been allocated on the 
b a s is  of G ro s s  F loor A rea, w hich is the net floor area after 
deductions allowed by the  Bu ild ing Authority. U nder the  D M C , 
undivided sh a re s  m ust be allocated on the b a s is  of G B A .  G B A  is 
defined in the D M C . jl-js the floor area before any  deductions 
allowed by the Building Authority. Hence, few er undivided sh a re s  
than stipulated by the D M C  h a ve  been allocated to all Residential 
Un its built since  2000. T h is  h a s  allowed H K R  to retain more 
Undivided Sh a re s  than permitted under the D M C .
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f
PVCX̂  Tliird Comments on the Section 12A Application further information (l).pdf

Soshima Safaya
09曰12月2016年M期 五 18:24

5392
Dear Sir/Madam,

Application No. Y/T-DB/2 Area 6f

I have read the attached submission from the 

PARKVALE OWNERS COMMITTEEfor 6 f ,and 

I v \ ^ t o  register my objection with the TPB accordingly.

Regards,

Soshima Safaya

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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Parkvale Village Owners7 Committee

C o m m e n t s  o n  the Second  Further Information Submitted in Support of 

Section 1 2 A  Application N u m b e r  Y/ 卜 D B / 2  to a m e n d  Discovery Bay Outline 

Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use f r o m  staff quarters to flats at 

Area 6 f, Discovery Bay.

PVOC Conun^nLs on Applicator, number； Y/J-DB/2

Introduction

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owners Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 

Limited's (HKR) Section 12A Application w7*o D/scoi/ery Zon/ng P/fln/oz*

rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Boy\ Our 

comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the Town Planning Board 

(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments made by 

government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental comments m a de available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 

Covenant (extract).

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

N o  substantive change has been m ade to the Further Information submitted in June.

In fts covering letter. Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only 

to departmental comments. It is clear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed in our 

comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

in HKR*s responses to the departmental comments/ nor in the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 

comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

for example, w e  have drawn attention to m a n y  traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the
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Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, and, if 

consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 308 

"Guidelines - for submission of comments on various applications under the Town 

Planning Ordinance''. Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: ̂ Public comments should 

be related to the planning context of the application and submitted in accordance with the 

relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Bocrd 

on a case-by-case basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account 

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support, 

against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intention, 

land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic. 

Infrastructure, landscope, visual and the local community etc.); (c) comments specific to the 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amendment 

of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any wa y  to restrict the contents of any 

application or comment made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 

information."

The P V O C  considers that this third submission from the PVOC has again property complied 

with TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further Information from HKR 

does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant's 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  GFA on a platform 

created to accommodate a 1 70m 2 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E.g. HKR has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by rts proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant government departments and bureaux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR’s responses to government department comments have been inadeq⑽te and 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable In a public consultation exercise for the appJicant alone
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to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon. 

All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 

public can co m m e n t  on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the ''access roadw, there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential 

lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and 

HKR#s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact Assessment on 

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 
the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it Is clear from HKR's comments that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, HKT tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

sewage into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.gv red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants 

say that the sewage proposal uis considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy1'.

H. HKR is misleading the TPB by saying there are two options re water supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho 

W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there Is only one which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and 

using water from the DB reservoir.

!. No information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f and h o w 

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no- 

reference to the DB LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

J. Siope safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 

ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. HKR continues to ignore CEDD#s request for HKR to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

K. Ownership issues - HKR#s right to use Parkvale Drjve as access to Area 6f is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and

OOtnne Zone Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of 

undivided shares and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of Interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly owned subsidiary, DB Management Services Limited.
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M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

Annex:

1. Comments on HKR#s diagrams and photomontages.

A. I N A D E Q U A T E  A N D  UNRELIABLE I N F O R M A T I O N  HA S  BEEN PROVIDED BY HK R

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

Area 6f since April - June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e.g. 

over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-!ingual. The current situation means 

that only residents w ho can read English will be able to read the application and submit 

comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M an y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

submitted its application which, in view of the many public and government comments, 

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

.study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 

consultation exercise. This is because the key consultant, Ove Arup, has stated in 
respect of Its reports the following: uThis report takes into account the particutgr 

Instructions and requirements of our client It /s not intended for, and should not, be 

relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken to any third party".

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation Is distorted, not transparent and 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full picture by bringing

PVOC Comments on Application number. V/10B/Z
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together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports m  view of the statement about liabilityl

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from H K R  its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

12A application and to confirm one w a y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC C O N S U L T A T I O N

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states that uon the 27/10/2016, the 

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to 

departmental comments ……•• This means that HKR has only addressed government 

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public commen t s 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the D B  community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is ''commercially sensitive information''. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of commen t s 

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as tc 

w h y  the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C  C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. HK R  and m a n y  government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by m e m b e r s  of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of H K R  (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from tw o  deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N ew .Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC))# the application and all the related commen t s do not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB, for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Distribution by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on all the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial interests; and legal ownership.

D. RISK A S S E S S M E N T

1. A  Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated in the table of the Gist. This Is. 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed many concerns about traffic; 
slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and HKR should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. HK ^s  RESPONSE TO G O V E R N M E N T  DEPARTMENTS

1. The Table in HKR#s Further information "Applicant̂  response to the departmental 
comments made available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016" 
cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the D P O #s two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PVOC's comments 

on HKR's responses.

3. AFCD comments -  as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR's comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable. •

4. DSD comments - HKR#s statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR's Ann0 ( C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Mmost of the pollution concentrations woald comply 

with relevant criteria". What about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W 

within Area 6f.

' 6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD#s requirements. Even after 

such comments, HKR has only submitted a Mpreliminary water quality assessment01 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  "could meet* relevant technical standards 

for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that "there are too many sections 

in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out in the 

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in the ES 

reports. As an alternative please use a ne w  section to summarise the ElAO 

implications of the proposed development**. (I.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details and a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully rneet all of EPD*s requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.
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d. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 
reiev3nt cnteria but only "most' What about the ones which do not?

e. Specific S - again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the STW  and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 
method now proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box culvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state now which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste Management - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality - Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as wo local 

roacT and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is made of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodbury Court.

10. Unds Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HKR to the TPB.

b. Spedfic 4 - HKR recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.0E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c. Specific 6 - HKR refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

which require that all information Is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be ^commercially sensitive" information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (POMC). This was dealt with in a letter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

OLO. This is not acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore^ if HKR continues to insist on its position, 

the Lands Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m ad e  by 

HKR. This subjea is covered also in Sections B, above, and i, below.

d. Specific 7 - this is In respect of ownership and Is covered In the HKR letter mentioned 

under Spedfic 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial Information
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HKR is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HKR's claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 
lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.gw the Lands 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission's 

recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Lands 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, safety 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do so. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic Information in respect of the 

Impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable means of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-completion 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the sole 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site Is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that "Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive11. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, ail 

traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear from Annex 

A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.

8
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Aeria! .*mage of existing Parkvale Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The 476 units and 1,190 populations 

increase as a result of the proposal is very modest development intensities0. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

cracking evident in 

asphalt surface on 

Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive

Settlement

9
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pavement 

behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrow hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 

cracking evident 

in asphalt 

surface on 

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 -  the uPassagewa/,l as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DMC, providing 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and made of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

5. W e  noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a means of 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and fts wwidth constramts 
and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.

10
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6. W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only means of access to Area 6f and that 

HKR has not addressed our concerns in its Further Information.

7. State of Repair - As the photographs above show, the state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive w as constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD 

regulations, and therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20 tonne FS and 

operational loading. There is significant concern over the existing and visible damage 

and settlement that has resulted from the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

Drive, especially of Section 3> the pedestrian .pavement section. The surface was not 

built to be able to sustain usage by heavy construction traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the n u m be r of buses, which would result 

from the number of proposed flats, being almost twice that of the existing Wo od b ur y 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodla nd Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale 

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 20 

tonne rated !

paving *

resulting from 

current traffic I 

loading at start 

j of proposed 

extension of I 

Parkvale Drive j 

to Area 6C

1

8. Although this is known by HKR# no mention of it is made in its application or Further 
Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 
of Parkvaie Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 
aN other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 
and 3 of Parkvale Orwe are born by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 
serve Parkvale Vrttage. We are extremely concerned that the additional construction 
and operational traffic will cause serious damage and ongoing maintenance costs to 
th« owvners in Parkvale Village.

10. Width Constraints - As w e ll  as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 
heavy traffic, width does not support usage by large vehicles. When residential

buses n«g〇tiart« th« sh批 p bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 
v«hicies to g iv t  way to them.

11
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Seaion 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus turns 

In the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

rear of 

W o o d b u r y  

Court,

illustrating the 

narrowness of 

the pedestrian 

pavement, its 

lack of a 

carriageway to 

separate 

vehicles from 

pedestrians 

and the 

inability of 

vehicles to pass 

one another.

13. The considerable construction tr»#fk

esp^cialty whtn a c〇nstrv»ct»on v>d » bui, V ttc  cowirvctKm
tfivtlUng In opposite d*rectt〇Aj ttong
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14. Emergency Access - In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

two or mor e  large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 

whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 

construction site, the W o o d b u r y  Court, Wood g r e e n  Court and Woodland Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird*s-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 

the Woodb ury  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 

illustrating that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 

access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 

local bus services and delivery vehicles which m a y  traverse at low speeds to park in one 

of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 

to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 

sand underlay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 

heavy rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that 丨s used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

and general recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in the number of buses, which would result from the number of proposed flats 

being almost twice that of the existing the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings.

13
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the D B  Tunnel Link. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, it is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise Woodbury Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open direaly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

pedestrian 
pavement 

leading to the 
start of the 
proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f, 

illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.

|

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was made 

known, a mem ber of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 

from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in March 

2016 an employee of DB Services Management Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary 

HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HICR 

sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that:

19. nW e  are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. As such, HKP is 

favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul road fro^ 

Discovery Valley RoacT.

20. However, despite HKR's comment in the email, it has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic Impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery valley Road 

either its Application or its Further Information, in fact these documents HKR states

14
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that there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 

Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f and the alternative access which w e  noted in our comments on the original 

application and in our comments on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require H K R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.

G . SEW A G E  T R EA TM EN T

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. HKR has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

means that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent ta them. HKR is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be managed and 

maintained. As HKR will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HKR to live next door to a 

S T W  with â l its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

appHcatlon.

3. HKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artificially m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than S O O m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

Alternative 

access to Area 

6f from 
Discovery 

Valley Road.
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu m s  per day of sewage will be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. that it will build a gravity pipe,

! which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPD# W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October HKR#s consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that ^alternative on-site sewage 

treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land areaM. Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR's Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that uThis S T W  will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not an efficient sewage planning 

strateg/*. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  may cause "an offensive 

smell and is health hazard".

b. uThis additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model to be established 

for assessment as port of the subsequent EIAm. {June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further information there is no reference to a 

subsequent EIA, which likely means that the subject of an EIA has been dropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 12A appHcation.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f Is still sub-optimum in its October submission. Sir̂ ce the 

consultant has again in the Further Information Annex G  "Revised Study on Droinage, 

Sewage ond Woter Supply^, paragraph 5.6.1.4, stated that mAs ttiis new O B S T W  will

16



only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area Sf so this 

decentralized scheme is considered not on efficient sewage planning strategy1'.

S. Due to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in Area 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

be d?scharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  mention was m a d e  in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; ’’suitable backup" of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  STW), and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu Ho  W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action would be m a n a g e d  (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both m a n a g e m e n t  and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Ho n g  Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu H o  W a n  STW.

10. In addition H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu Ho W a n  STW, which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of "Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds c o me  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, HKR tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more TINs and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.

12. In response to the DSD request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of H K ^ s  application, the June Further Information states that "The Option 

2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 

Management at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 

developments^. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. HKR continues to make no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 

sewage pipe to the sea at the Plara will be met by either HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. H K R  should be required to confirm 

that all caprtaf and operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f and the

PVOC Comments on Applica^^^number. Y/I-DB/2
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE DB RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previousfy 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the S H V / W T W  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 5f 

and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for sev/age and water. HK R  has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw water stores 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private '/^ter treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. There is no 

information in the Further Information as to management, engineering, environmental 

and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. HK R  should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either HKR or the undivided shareholders of 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of Parkvale 

Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Bay which have their water 

supplied using the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION OF OTHER UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for 

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LPG supply, telephone, TV and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrow and congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the Woodbury Court, W o o d  green Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the consultants appear to be unaware 

that HKR and the DB community are awaiting the E M S O  and FSO reports into a major 

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 September 2016. There are serious concerns 

about the LPG system in DB. The reliability of expanding the use of the LPG system to 

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be considered and included in a submission of Further 

Information.
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3. H K R  should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and h o w  H K R  will mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY A N D  BUILDING CONCEPT

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last PVOC submission that MH(GEO/ 

CEDD) had requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support of the 

application to be submitted by HKR N O W  and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibility of the proposed development HK R  has refused to do so and will only submit a 

GPRR prior to implementation." W e  said that HKR's position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore CEDD’s requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope .down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight down to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8/300m2 on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. What is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading down towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 GF A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level 55mPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Cora! Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parlcvaie 

Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP AND HK^s RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junaion with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that "the ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) w ho is entitled to grant a Right of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area Sf*.

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficuft for a lay

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and
Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

A. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this "Pcsso^ewoy* for the past 2S years, 

w e  believe that HKR should present counsels' independent t«gal opinions supporting ̂ ts 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area Si

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR^s request to leave «ts detailwl 

views on this subject within the "commercialty sef̂ sitive informatx>fy cont»irved in HKR s 

letter to the DIO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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l. PLANNING CONTROLS

1. Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 

undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it was pointed out in comment 44〇 2 submitted last 

July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline 2〇 ning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  and OZP are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

much risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 

planned developments, HKR is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of

25,000, which is the m a x i m u m  as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 

considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 

current population was amended 19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 

Limited, the property management company of DB and a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 

collection, management of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 
essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary. The TPB is requested to address this serious Issue 

before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

6. The difference between the m a x i m u m  of 25#000 and the sum of the current population 

and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery Bay which HKR is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include ttiat described in comme nt number 4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing HKR’s application to develop an additional

124,000 m 2  under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats in 

Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5^600 people, m a y  be 

built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. What this means is that HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population. 

Furthermore, rt wouJd appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is ignoring what 
HKR is doing.
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8. Before the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 

6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 

developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP m a x i m u m  population of

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 

10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, to 

Indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need by 

government to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to wh y  this issue was not addressed N O W  by 

the TPB and why HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments will again be sent to both the 

Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and management units is an issue which HKR is well 

aware of from the efforts of a OB owner over the last two years. This issue has been the 

subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Department and 

presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in comment number 4402 submitted last July to the TPB and the Lands 

Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to the 

Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commercially 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

any n e w  development on the Lot. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) 

contains this unique share.regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into 250,000 

undivided shares.. These undivided shares were immediately allocated to various uses:

56,500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial development, 2,150 to Clubs 

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 were defined as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development m a y be sub-allocated to 

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the developer m a y  draw from the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there is no record of h o w  many Reserve Undivided Shares remain for

allocation to the future development of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no accountable and transparent centra! register and 

management of the process of allocating the shares which means that HKK cannot
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assure the TPS that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 

other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to amend the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB in 

accordance with the terms of the DMC. In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners’ Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: "To 

propose o Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 

units at Discovery Bay and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from HKR for any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutvol Covenant (DMC)'’•

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to know the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments In DB 

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M. D I AG RA MS  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. The latest Further Information provided by HKR contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A  to the Further Information "Revised Concept Plan":

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A • the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c  Concept Plan - in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the sub O M C  as Passageways. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which Is inadequate for
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as well as all 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current pla^ as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would mean this would be very

.Improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated by 

H KR ^  consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the "negligible* effect of 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains relevant/ 

Thfs statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual

. impact on the people w h o  would be really affected by the proposed development, l.e. 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Area 6f 

close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the P VO C montage as contained 

in Annex 1 to this submission.

6. The UPDATED P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 

low quality photos as all of them are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza - these poor quality photomontages hardly reflect the 

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the V O C  photos in Annex 1 to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout -  these poor quality photos hardly reflea the views 

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these poor quaWty 

photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grainy and 

poorly lit.

PVOC Comments on Application number： Y/l-DB/2
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck - w h y  show this w h e n  there should be images 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane - w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, Wo odbur y Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB# if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

CO NC L U S I O N

W e  (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As dearly demonstrated In our submission the H K R  application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject HKR^s application to rezone Area 6f.

We again encourage the Town Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 
so, many of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 D ecember 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village O w ners C om m ittee Chairman
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A n n e x  1 : C o m m e n t s  on H K R’s diagrams and photomontages.



贫乎申誼S8 «  V ' l -DB/2而只作指示用途的擬譏發展計劃的栩括發展規範 

B r o a d  D e v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  of the Indicative 
n  r \ e I o p ̂  f n t P r o p o s a l  in R f s n c c t  of A n n l i c n t i o n  No. Y /I -PB /2 

S3 . 5 ?  2016年 10月 2 7日接搜的進一步資料而<|訂的槪括發展規範 

Revised broad development parameters in view of 

the further information received on 27.10.2016

( a ) 申 E l s S S

Arrlicadon no.
Y/I-DB/2

愉 景 莺 第 6 f區 丈 量 约 份 第 3 5 2约 地 段 第 3 8 5號 餘 段 及 增 批  

loa^Address | 部 分 （ 部 分 ）

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

丨(c) 面積 

Site area
約 A b o u t  7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m 2

；(d) m i
Plan

愉 景 灣 分 區 計 劃 大 網 核 准 圖 编 號 Sn-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4
丨(e) r〇

Zoning
「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)」

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)*
桀議修訂
Proposed

A m e n d m e n t s )

把 其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)」地 帶 改 劃 為 「住 

宅 （丙 類 ）12」地帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses

kg) 總樓面面積

Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

地槓比率 
Plot ratio

住用 Domestic

L
约 About 

21,600

约 About 

2.83

非住用 Non»domestic - -

|(h) 撞數

No. of block

住用 Domestic 2

非住用 Non-domestic -

综 合 用 途 Composite -

p i ) 建築挖高S (以最高 

貢用嘍面空間計算) 

/
S 數

Building hei^it 
(measured to the 

highest usable floor 
space)/

No. of storeys

住用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米（主水平基準以上）m P D  

18 屑 storev(s)
非住用 Non-domestic - 米 m

- 米 （主水平基準以上 )m P D

- 靥 storey(s)

综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m
- 米 （主水平基準以上)m P D

- 層 storey⑻

b
Site coverage

約  About 30 %

卜） 單位數目 

*̂o. of units
4 7 6住 宅 單 位 Flats

f(l) 休憩用地 

Open Space - 私 人  Private
不 少於  Not less than 1，190 平 

方 米 m 2

| n
(m) 停車位及上落 

客貨車位數目 

No. of parking 
spaces and loading 
unloading spaces 1

s

HJ

高爾夫球車停泊位（申諝人未有提供停泊位數目）Golf cart parking 

space (number of parking space not provided by applicant)
维修車輛上落客貨位（申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing 

vehicles loading/unloading space (number of loading/unloading space not 

provided by applicant)

驪 霣 科 是 為 方 便 市  

規 酌 委 員 會 坻 不 負 霣 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 • 應 逛 閲 申 谀 人 提 交 的 文 件

籲- 1 -



The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Plannmg 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of th« mfonnation 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant.
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申 請 編 號  A p p l i c a t io n  N o . : Y/I-PB/2

於 2016年 10+月 2 7 日 ，申請人提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交經修訂的發展 

總 綱 藍 圆 、截 視 圇 、園 境 設 計 總 圖 、環 境 影 響 評 估 ，規 剌 報 告 、排 水 、排污 及 供 水 研 究 • 

水 質 技 術 報 告 、合成照片及公共休憩 IS施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圖則 •

O n  27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses 

to departmental comments including revised Master Plan, sectional plan, Landscape Proposal, 

Environmental Study, Planning Statement, Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply, 

Technical Note on Water Quality, updated photomontages and extract plans of Public 

Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan and Deed of Restrictive Covenant.

PVOC;

Please confirm where 

the responses are to the 

Residents /  PVOC 

concerns as they do not 

appear to have been 

reviewed or addressed.

PVOC;

Photo-montages are very poor quality, and are not 

reflective of the ylew from the majority of the 

community.

Note that there are over 523flats that view directly 

on this site, with an average of 3 per unit, thats 

potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 

reflected in the photomontages.

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 參 考 而 提 供 • 對於所 JR資料在使用上的間題及文 * 上 的 歧 興 ，城 市 嫌 ®要 負  

會概不負 R •若 有 任 何 疑 問 •懕 査 閱 申 》 人 择 交 的 文 件 •
The information is provided for easy refcience of th« gcnenl public. Under no cvcumsiances will the Town 
Plonning Board accept any liabilities for th« viae of the inibrmatkw roc wiy inoccuracws or discrepancies the 
information provided. In case of doubt, reference should tlwtys be made to the submission of the appi>c*nt
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PVOC:

Approximate Location 

of Retaining Wall? The 

excavation for 

construction will 

remove those 
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PVOC:

This statement is Incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the 

current plan, os there is o requirement for 

a large retaining structure and site 

formation that would not ollo\y these 

trees to be left In place. Also, simple 

construction logistics would m e a n  this 

would be very improbable.
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^ P V O C ;

^ Incorrect Statement

iXfSlfiQBlVPi
：PVOC;
This is not correct levels 
as per the Lands 
Department Survey.

^lASiKApfJtc^ion No.:_______Y /卜 DB/2
ItJJlS自卬M人庞20!)文件•

This pa§e a  cxM cicd front Applicanf's Sttbmilled documents.
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oeiouctSECTION A-A_______________________________

DISCO VERY  BAY OPTIM IZATION  OF l> N D  U SE  - AREA  8P

PVOC；
Existing does not match the profile 
Indicated by the consultant._______

PVOC;
This existing ground 
condition is incorrect It 
does not match the HK 
Lands Deportment Survey 
Data for this area. There 
is no account for the road 
or for the slope that exists 
at the rear of Crystal Court
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PHOTOMONTAGE -VP1 (VSR REC1) FROM DISCOVERY BAY PLAZA

" MW*CT D IS C O V E R Y  BAY O PTIM IZA TIO N  O F  LA N D  U SE  • ReFINEM ENT O F  A R E A  SF

PVOC；
These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 
Plaza on a clear day - see 
attached.

Doveiepmonl

申 H U J K  AppUcaiion N o .: _________ Y / l - D B / 2

此頁W 自申» 人设文的文件•
Th ii page it extracted from oppliconi's submined documents.
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Fig. 1.1

V O C  comments ori AFTER

HKRs 6f Planning Proposal 

BEFORE &  AFTER IMPRESSION F R O M  PLAZA
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'xiÛxits



PVOC；

These p o o r  quality  
Photo^m ontages hardly 
reflec t th e  v iew s from  the  
L ookou t The P hotos ore  
grainly a n d  poorly  lit.
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P V O C ；

These poor quality Photo-montages 

hardly reflect the views from the 

Lookout. The Photos are grainly and 

poorly lit.

W h y  are there no Images from the more 

populated areas where residents are 

impacted? Ref to page 7 of the Gist
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PVOC;
These poor quality 

Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 

Lookout. The Photos are 

grainly and poorly lit
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VOC comments on 
HKRs 6f Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.2.1 AFTER IMPRESSION FROM DISCOVERY BAY VALLEY ROAD
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PVOC;

W h y  is this Photo-montage used - there are very few 

residents at this location who would be affected.

W h y  are there no images from the more populated areas 

where residents are impacted • see page 7?

These poor quality Photo-montages hardly reflect the views 

yfrom the Lookout. The Photos are grainly and poorly lit.
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i m i  m m 1 ^ x i m s  w M m m a m u

申請編號  Application No. •• Y/I-DB/2

與申請地點屬相同地帶的先前申請
P r e v i o u s  A p p l i c a t i o n s  R e l a t i n g  to  t h e  A p p l i c a t i o n  S i t e  w i th  t h e  S a m e  Z o n in g ( s )

申請編號
A p p lic a t io n  N o.

擬謎用途/ 發展 
P r o p o s e d  U s e /D e v c lo p m c n t

城市規剡委員會的決定( 日期） | 
D e c is io n  o f

T o w n  P la n n in g  B o a r d  (D a te )  |
N il 1

有關资料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供• 對於所戰資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異•城市規劃委貝會槪不 
負寅• 若有任何疑問• 應査閲申誚人提交的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 

Board accept any liabilities for the use of the infonnation nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the information 

provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant

❿
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申請编號 Application N o .: Y/I-DB/2

申請人提交的圉則、绾圖及報告書
Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文 英文
Chinese English

商貝H及 绝 苟  Plans and Drawings
總线發展藍圖/ 布局設計圈 Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) 
樓宇位置圖Block plau(s)

樓宇平面圖Floor plan(s)

截 視 圖  Sectional plan(s)

立 視 $  Elevation(s)

顯示擬議發展的合成照片Photom〇 mage(s) showing the proposed

□ 0
□  □  MISSING

□  □  MISSING
□ 0

□  □  MISSING

□ 0
development

園境設計總圇/ 圍境設計S Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s)

PVOC; ify)

There are many concerns here, that have 
been previously raised to the Board, over

7摘錄圆則 Extract Plans of Public

safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

(Hi

T.
規 Si!研究 Planning studies

□
□

0
0

環境影響評估（噪 污染）

□
□

0
0

jEnyironrnental iy  pact assê STnent (noiyair and/or,water,pojl_utionsj

•就車耗的交通影裝評估 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles)

； impact^ assessment^ 

I^dscape ̂ pact a^sSment

JISSING

HISSING
ISSING

樹 木 調 查 Tree Survey 

土力影S 評佐 Geotechnical impact as 

排水影響評估 Drainage impact assess 

进汚影男評佐 Seweraee Imaa」

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 
do not moke for a true visual impact 
assessment, why has this not been 
provided for the sensitive receivers?

□
□
□

£ 風險評估 Risk Assessment

} tuners^e^specilyr

广 ~ V-W W —V_V~li_V— ，

□ □

□  M ISSING
□  M ISSING
□  M ISSIN G  * 

M ISSING
ISSIN G

□ Ml■rSrs
n  M

排水•排污及供水研究  ̂ tudy on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Su卯I# 

水質技術報告 Technical ijPVOC; The Risk to the public is a
回應部門意見 Response-:

major concern for this development 
and has not been addressed in any 
form - please refer to the previous 
PVOC submissions that attached.

有K 資料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供 •對於所載資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異•城市規刺委負會槪不 

負 資 •若 有 任 何 疑 問 •應査 K 申辑人提文的文件 •-
The Informafion is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any UabUiCies for the use of the Information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of die Information 
provided. la case of doub(. reference should always be made to (he submission of the appUcanL
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寄件者： 
寄件曰期： 
收件者： 
主旨： 
附件：

tpbpd

Dear Sir/Madam,

Suren Safaya 1_________
09 日 12月  201 18:20
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f
PVOC Thiixl Comments on the Section 12A Application further information (l).pdf

5393

Application No. Y/T-DB/2 Area 6f

I have read the attached submission from the 

PARKVALE OWNERS COMMITTEEfor 6f ,and 

I to register my objection with the TPB accordingly.

Regards, 

Suren Safaya

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


PVOC Comments on Application number: Y/I-DB/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee
Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 

Section 12A Application N u m b e r  Y/卜DB/2 to a m e n d  Discovery Bay Outline 

Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 

Area 6f, Discovery Bay.

Introduction

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner's Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

the 606 flats in the village, submitted, our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 

Limited's (HKR) Section 12A Application aTo A m e n d  Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan for 

rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Bay". Our 

comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the Town Planning Board 

(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments made by 

government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR#s response to departmental comments made available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Ann6X6sr

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds of Restrictive 

Covenant (extract).

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

N o  substantive change has been made to the Further Information submitted in June.

In its covering letter, Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only 

to departmental comments. It is clear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed in our 

comments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

in HKR^s responses to the departmental comments, nor in the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information. Indeed, It appears that the TPB has not circulated our 

comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, w e  have drawn attention to many traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

emergency situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

1



PVOC Comments on ApplKation number Y/l-06/2

Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, and, if 

consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this key 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 30B 

"Guidelines - for submission of comments on various applications under the Town 

Planning Ordinahce". Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: nPublic comments should 

be related to the planning context of the application and submitted in accordance with the 

relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 

on a case-by<ase basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account 

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views In support, 

against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intention, 

land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 

infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc.); (c) comments specific to the 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriated

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amendment 

of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any way to restrict the contents of any 

application or comment made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 

information/*

The P VO C considers that this third submission from the P V OC has again properly complied 

with TPB Guideline No. 30B. whereas the Submission of Further Information from HKR
I '
does not.

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

•resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultants 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission w e  again highlight our principal concerns regarding the proposed 

development of two 18 storey buildings, Including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  6FA on a platform 

created to accommodate a 170m2 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E.g. HKR has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoicfmg having to 

study the impact on the community and people most affected by Its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant government departments and bureaux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR's responses to government department comments have been inadequate and 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable In a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone

2



PVOC Con^mcnts on Application number； Y/I-DB/2

to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon. 

All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 

public can comment on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the ’’access road' there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential 

lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and 

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact Assessment on 

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 

the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's comments that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, HKT tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

sewage into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g.# red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKRrs consultants 

say that the sewage proposal uis considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy1*.

H. HKR is misleading the TPB by saying there are two options re water supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho 

W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one which is a potable water 

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and 

using water from the DB reservoir.

!. N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f and h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the development is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no 

reference to the DB LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

J. Sk)pe safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 
ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. HKR continues to Ignore CEDD's request for HKR to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the proposed development and to submit a 

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

K. Ownership issues - H K ^ s  right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f is'still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery Bay are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and

Outline Zone Plan (OZ?) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of 

undivided shares and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

furthermore, H*CR has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly o wne d subsldia^ DB Management Services Limited.

3



M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

Annex:

1. Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE A N D  UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

Area 6f since April -  June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e.g. 

over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-!ingual. The current situation means 

that only residents w h o  can read English will be able to read the application and submit 

comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 

sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have never been provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HICR first 

submitted its application which, in view of the m a ny  public and government comments, 

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

,c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

i study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultants reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 

consultation exercise. This is because the key consultant, Ovc Arup, has stated tn 

respect of Its reports the following: ^This report takes into account the particulcn 

instructions and requirements of our client, tt is not Intended for, and should not, be 

relied upon by any third party and no rcsponsJbiUty is undertaken to any third party"-

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and
patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct ar»d fun picture by bringing

春
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PVOC Comments on Application number； Y/l-DB/2

together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from HKR its full and detailed 

instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

12A application and to confirm one wa y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC CONSULTATION

1. Public Consultation is supposed to be open, transparent and not distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states that uon the 27/10/2016, the 

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

departmental comments.. w This means that HKR has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB# including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the DB community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is ncommercially sensitive information''. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be open and transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of comments 

procedure in respect of the second round of comments. This raises the question as to 

why the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C  CONSULTATION W ITH G O V E R N M E N T  DEP A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R EA UX

1. HKR and many government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

been negligent and failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

concerns and issues raised by members of the public in their well-reasoned submissions.. 

Based on the three submissions of HKR (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC}), the application and all the related c o m 巾 ents do not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB, for analysis and comment, to all relevant 

government departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

and Transport.

2. Distribution by the TPB to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining government views on all the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive commercial interests; and legal ownership.

D. RISK ASSESSMENT

1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as Indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not

5
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PVOC Comments on Applicat'.cr! number. Y/l-DB/2

been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed many concerns about traffic; 

slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A  Risk Assessment is required and HKR should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. H KR #S RESPONSE TO G O V E R N M E N T  DEPARTMENTS

1. The Table in HKR's Further Information °Applicants response to the departmental 

comments m a d e  available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016u 

cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the D P O’s two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, It is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the P V O C s  comments 

on HKR's responses.

3. AFCD comments -  as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, below and fn Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR*s comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. DSD comments -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR's Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Hmost of the pollution concentrations would comply 

'with relevant criteria". What about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD#s requirements. Even after 

such comments, HKR has only submitted a ̂ preliminary water quality as5essmentmf 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  "could meet1 relevant technical standards 

for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that "there are too many sections 

in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out in the 

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in the ES 

reports. As an alternative please use a new section to summarise the ElAO 

implications of the proposed development", (l.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details and a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to ful〜  meet all of EPO's requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.

6



PVOC Comments on Application number Y..M-DB/2

d. Specific 4 - H K R  confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with

relevant criteria but only W h a t  about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 一 again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  ana the discharge pipe and provides no details about 

ongoing ma«ntenance and management.

f. Specific 7 -  H K R  does not provide any c o m m e n t s  regarding the ongoing maintenance 

and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

method n o w  proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 

recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 

nullah and box culvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state n o w  which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD and Waste Management - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality -  Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as °a local 

rood" and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the proposed only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a means of access to the site. 

See section F below. In particular, the section of Parkvale Drive adjacent to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is m a d e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there Is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and Woodbury Court.

10. Lands Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 - this is missing and should be provided by HKR to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 -  HKR recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

MP6.0E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that HKR deals first- 

with the Master Plan issue before proceeding any further with this application.

c  Specific 6 -  HKR refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be "commercially sensitive11 information in respect of the management and 

accountability of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

Covenant (PDMC). This was dealt with in a letter of 3 August 2016 from HKR to the 

DLO. This is not acceptable, and the Lands Department must insist on this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if HKR continues to insist on its position, 

the Lands Department must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a de by 

HKR. This subject is covered also in Sections B, above, and L# below, 

d. Specific 7 -  this is in respect of ownership and fs covered in the HKR letter mentioned 

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commercial information

7



HKR is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HKR's claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 

lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers' claim at face value since, e g., the Lands 

Department will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission^ 

recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Lands 

Department and HKR's response will be sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of traffic access, safety 

and emergency situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. HKR still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, which is a gross simplification of what will have to be constructed to do so. 

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

b. HKR still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable means of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-completion 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the sole 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2» The proposed access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact the 

application states that "Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive". As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, all
! traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear from Annex

A of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.

PVOC Commenu* or. Application number Y/l-DB/2
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Aerial irr^ge of existing Parkvale Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that ,fThe 476 units and 1,190 populations 

increase os a result of the proposal is very modest development intensities*1. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hil! past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 

The Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hiH covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

9m m

Settlement 

cracking evident in 

asphalt surface on 

Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pavement 

behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrow hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 

cracking evident 

in asphalt 

surface on 

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 -  the ^Passagewa/*, as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DMC# providing 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and m a d e  of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

5. W e  noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Drive Is totally unsuited as a means of 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and Its width constraints 

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.
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14. Emergency Access - In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

two or more large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 

whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 

construction site, the Woo db u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 

the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird's-eye view of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 
the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 
illustrating that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 
access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access .to service vehicles, 
local bus services and delivery vehicles which may traverse at low speeds to park In one 
of che only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 
to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 

I sand underlay. This renders the surface prone to subsidence and minor flooding during 
heavy rainfalL

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

and general recreation. It is also used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable for heavy traffic flow 

and poses a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 

for the proposed construction and the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

Increase in the n u mbe r of buses, which would result from the n u m b e r  of proposed flats 

being almost twice that of the existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and, 

Woo dla nd  Court residential buildings.

1 3
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the D B  Tunnel Link. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, it is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise Wo od b ur y Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and play on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

! Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

pedestrian 

pavement 

leading to the 

start of the 

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

• to Area 6 f,

, illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was m a d e  

known, a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 

from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in March 

2016 an employee of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR, noted that H K R  was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HK R 

sent an email to the Chairman of the P V O C  which stated that:

19. HW e are aw are  o f  the po ten tia l traffic im pact to  the neighbourhood As such, HKR is 
favou rab ly  considering to  build e ith er a tem porary o r perm anent haui rood  from  
Discovery Volley Road*’.

20. However, despite H K R #s c o m m e n t  In the email. It has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery VafJey Road tn 

either its Application or Its Further Information, in fact, tn those documents H K R  states

14
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that there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 

Orive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f and the alternative access which w e  noted in our comments on the original 

application and in our comments on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The atternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require HK R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate why it cannot be used.

Alternative * 1 * 3

G. S E W A G E  TREATMENT

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2< HJCB has decided to bui丨d a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

means that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. HKR is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h ow  it will be managed and 

maintained- As HKR will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h ow  adequate such a 

fsdJity will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, wi" be forced by HKR to live next door to a 

S T W  with all rts negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. HKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall aod located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artiftcialfy made beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tal Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 300m from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

access to Area 
6f from 
Discovery 
Valley Road.
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as we:! as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that d.schargi^.g 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds d-rectJv 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu m s  per day of sewage wi；l 〇e 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This "option would appear to be

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR v/iH adopt this

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, £PD# etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the pubfic are unltkely 

to understand and to be able to c o m m e n t  on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HK R  is guilty of abusing the so called pubRc consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for m o d e m  sewage treatment and 

discharge prartices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by govemmsrt, 

namely EPD, W S O  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October HKf^s consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of Its original application, that "alternative onsite sewage 

treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land area1". Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR’s Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water  ̂ yppty Systems 

for Area 6f notes that "This S T W  will treat sewage only fivm 2 singie residential 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not an efficient sewage planning 

strategy,t. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a y  cause "an offensj^e 

smell and is health hazard0.

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model to be established 

for assessment as part of the subsequent ElAm. (June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there is r»o reference to a 

subsequent EIA# which likely means that the subject of an ElA has been chropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in its October submission. Since tNe 

consultant has again in the Further Information Annex G  "Revised Study ort Oraina〇e, 

Sewage and Water Supplym, paragraph S.6.1.4, stated that mAs tha new D R S T W  witt
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 

decentralized scheme is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategyn.

8. Due to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in Area 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  mention was m a d e  in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; "suitable backup** of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

systern (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  S TW )# and, as backup, the moveme n t of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu H o  W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services Man a gement Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both ma nagem ent and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and Is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, HKR has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu Ho W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements In the 

event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Oiscovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  STW, which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ""Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier'} and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H KR tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more U N s  and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.

12. In response to the D SD request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HK R #s application, the June Further Information states that MThe Option 

2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 

M a n a g e m e n t  at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 

developments^. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. HKR continues to m ake  no reference in Its further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  In Area 6f together with the gravity 

sewage pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be met by either HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. HKR should be required to confirm 
that aM capital and operating costs arising from tht proposed STW In Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by H K R  and/〇 f the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gra'/ity sewage pipe or the connecHon to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE D B  RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give tre ；̂ p ressi〇 " tnat

there are two options available regarding the supply cf potabie water As Drevi〇 ŝ>v 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu He W a n  Water "^reatme^t 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the Sr*WWrrW , 

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the pctent.ai A reas 6f 

and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the fereseeabie ■jture, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for not

to forget DB when it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. h <P has nc 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from tne ra w  st〇 fed 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment wor^s 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to "nake a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub~optirmim appro驀 ch. There is no 

information in the Further Information as to m a n a g e m e n t  engineering, environmental 

and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. HK R  should again be asked to confirm that the capital and th« operattr^ costs artsmg 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either H K R  or the undivicteti sharehoWers 〇( 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the ovb*ners 〇1 Parkvale 

Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Ba>* which have their water 

supplied using the Slu H o  W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION OF O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that afl other utiMics have

despite this Further Information stating that the proviston erf utilities is a key eiement for

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LPG supo^y. TV and

street 丨ighting, as wel丨 as likely substation capacity issud all of tt̂ ese sc〜

needing to be 丨aid through Parkvale VUUge, inckjcfirv̂  c〇f>*es^ <3
pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the Woodbury Court, Wooogr^en Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings, leadir\{ tc Area 6f

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the consu^u^ts appear to b«

that HKR and the DB community are E M S O  iAd fSO rtoofts 时 〇  i

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland 〇 nv« on 5 Septembec 2C16. Thene s«nous concefw 

about the LPG system In DB. Tbt rdi«fixi4t> of ^

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be consideresS fts a Uibmtision of

Information.
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3. HKR should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities wilt have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and ho w HKR will mitigate their Impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY A N D  BUILDING CONCEPT

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, we pointed out in the last PVOC submission that ''HfCEO, 

CEDD) hod requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support of the 

application to be submitted by HKR N O W  and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibility of the proposed development HKR has refused to do so and will only submit o 

GPRR prior to implementation. W e  said that HKRys position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore CEDD's requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight down to Cora! and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site fs defined as 8,300m2 on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. What is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading d ow n towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 GFA 3 Story Building and most, If not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 44m P D 

to approximately a level 55mPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state how it will eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP A N D  HKR#s RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCES5 TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a nPassageway1.

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that "the ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who Is entitled to grant a Right of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6{".

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this uPassagewa/1 for the past 28 years, 

w e  believe that HKR should present counsels' independent legal opinions supporting Its 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR#s request to leave Its detailed 

views on this subject within the ucommercially sensitive information1* contained In HKR^s

. letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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L  PLANNING CONTROLS

1. Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 

undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it was pointed out in comment 4402 submitted last 

July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  and OZP are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

much risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 

planned developments, HKR is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of

25,000, which is the m a x i m u m  as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 

considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15#000 

and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25#000. Subsequently the 

current population was amended 19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 

Limited, the property management company of DB and a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no Information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 

collection, management of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

by its wholly owned subsidiary. The TPB is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

6. The difference between the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 and the s u m of the current population 

and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery Bay which HKR is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include that described In comment number 4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing HKR’s application to develop an additional

124,000 m 2  under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats in 

Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2#240 flats, housing 5#600 people, m a y  be 

built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. What this means is that HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population. 

Furthermore, it would appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is Ignoring what 

HKR is doing.
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8. Before the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 

6f and 10b will not contribute^ together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 

developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP m a x i m u m  population of

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 

10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need by 

government to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue was not addressed N O W  by 

the TPB and w h y  HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments will again be sent to both the 

Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and management units is an issue which HKR is well 

aware of from the efforts of a DB owner over the last two years. This issue has been the 

subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Department and 

presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in c o m men t number 4402 submitted last July to the TPB and the Lands 

Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to th€ 

Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commercially 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

any n e w  development on the Lot. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (POMC) 

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into 250,000 

undivided shares. These undivided shares were immediately allocated to various uses:

56,500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial development, 2,150 to Clubs 

and public recreation activities, and 3#5S0 to hotel use. 55,000 were defined as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares'

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development m a y  be sub-allocated to 

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the developer m a y  draw from the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there is no record of h o w  many Reserve Undivided Shares remain for 

allocation to the future development of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no accountable and transparent central register and 

management of the process of allocating the shares which means that HKR cannot
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assure the TPB that there are sufficient shares to be allocated to Areas 6f and 10b and 

other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of ail the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the 丁 PB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to ail Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to amend the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB in 

accordance with the terms of the DMC. In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners, Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: "To 

propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of Management Units (MU) that they hove allocated to all commercial 

units at Discovery Bay and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from HKR for any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)" •

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to know the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters In managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M. D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. The latest Further Information provided by HKR contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) induded In the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A  to the Further Information ̂ Revised Concept Plan/#:

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan -  in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for

•，一 .， ‘ 一，IT ^0 V ^ _ • •替  _  卜 _• •今 舞
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as well as a!! 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would mean this would be very 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated by 

HKR^s consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H 0 T 0 M 0 N T A 6 E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the "negligible* effect of 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains relevant." 

This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual 

impact on the people wh o  would be really affected by the proposed development. Le. 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Area 6f 

close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the PVOC montage as contained 

in Annex 1 to this submission.

6. The UPDATED P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 

low quality photos as all of them are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza - these poor quality photomontages hardty reflect the 

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the V O C  photos in Annex 1 to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout - these poor quality photos hardly reflect the views 

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these poor quality 

photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grainy and 

poorly lit.

❿
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck - w h y  show this w h en  there should be Images 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane -  w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

CON CLU SI O N

W e  (the Parkvale Village .Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HKR application continues to be deficient In 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject H K R ^  application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale V̂ iiige Owners Committee Chairman
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Annex 1: Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.



關乎申請編號 Y/I-DB/2而只作指示用途的擬議發展計劃的概括發展規範 

B r o a d  D e v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  of the Indicative 
D e v e l o p m e n t  Proposal in Respect of Annlication No. Y/I-DB/2 

因應於 2016年 】0 月 2 7 日接獲的進一步資料而修訂的概括發展規範 

Revised broad development parameters in view of 

the further information received on 27.10.2016

fa) 申請編號 

Application no.
Y/I-DB/2

( b )位置/ 地址 

Location/Address

愉 景 灣 第 6 f區 丈 童 約 份 第 3 5 2約 地 段 第 3 8 5 號餘段及增批  

部 分 （部 分 ）

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

(c) 地盤面積 

Site area
約 About 7,623 平方米  in2

⑷ 圖 則
Plan

愉 景 灣 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 核 准 圇 編 號 S/I-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4

(e) 地帶 

Zoning

「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)」

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"

(f) 擬 議 紐  

Proposed 

Amendments)

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 」註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 (5)」地 帶 改 劃 為 「住 

宅 (丙 類 ）1 2」地帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 總樓面面積 

X / 舰 積 比 率  

Total floor area 

and/or plot ratio

地槓比率 
Plot ratio

住用 Domestic 約 About 

21,600

約 About 

2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -

㈨ 幢數

No. of block

住用 Domestic 2

非 f主用 Non-domestic -

綜 合 用 途 Composite -

( 0 建築物高度(以最高 

實用樓面空間計算) 

/
雇 數 •
Building height 

(measured to the 

. highest usable floor 

space)/

No. of storeys

住用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米（主水平基準以上）m P D  

18 層 storey(s)
非住用 Non-domestic

• ¥ ( 主水平基準以上）m P D  

- 層 storey(s)

综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m

r 米 （主水平基準以上)m P D

- 層 storey(s)

① 上 g ® 積 

Site coverage
約 About 30 %

(k) 單位數目 

No. of units

4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Flats

(I) 休憩用地 

Open Space
• 私 人  Private

不少於  Not less than 1,190 平 

方 米 m 2

_______________q
⑽ 停 車 錄 技 c  

客货車位數目 
No. of parking T 
spaces and loading 
unloading spaces r

高爾夫球車停泊位（申請人未有提供停泊位數目）Golf cart parking 

space (number of parking space not provided by applicant)

维修車輛上落客貨位（申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing 

vehicles loading/unloading space (number of loading/unloading space not 
provided by applicant)

m 規 劃 委 貝 會 概 不 負 衆 * 若 有 任 何 疑 問 ，應 査 閱 申 》 人 拢 交 的 文 件 *
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The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the information 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be madĉ to the submission of the applicant.
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申請編號  A p p 丨丨cation No. : Y/I-DB/2

備許  Remarks

O n  27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses 

to departmental comments including revised Master Plan, sectional plan, Landscape Proposal, 

Environmental Study, Planning Statement, Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply, 

Technical Note on Water Quality, updated photomontages and extract plans of Public 

Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan and Deed of RVstrictive Covenant.

會 概 不 負 實 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 •應 査 M 申 謓 人 提 交 的 文 件 •

The information is provided for easy reference of the genera) public. Under no circumstances will the Tovm 

Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccurncics or discrepancies of the

PVOC;

Please confirm where 

the responses are to the 
Residents/PVOC 

concerns as they do not 

i appear to have been 

reviewed or addressed.

PVOC;

Photo-montages are very poor quality, and are not 

reflective of the view from the majority of the 

community.

A/ote thot there erre over 523/fats that vfew c//>ect/y 

on this site, with an average of 3 per unit, thats 

potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 

reflected in the photo-montages.

!
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P V O C ;
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PVOC:
Where ore t̂ ie oreo 

development water/eoiures 
thot were indicoted on other 
ports of the submission 
submissions? Cltoriy those 
trees indicated cannot be 
plonted in the oreas sho^/n 
elsewhere as woter fcotura.  
This is a mls-leoding image
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PVOC：

Approximote iocotion 
〇/ Retaining Wall? The 
exco\/otio:n for 
.construction wf" 
remove thoset 
highlighted trees.
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PVOC：

This stoternent is Incorrect These trees 
cannot be maintained bosed on (he 
current plan, os there is a requirement for 
a targe retaining structure and site 
formathn that wouldoot ollow these 
trees to be left In ploce'. Also, simple 

constru<tion logistics would mean this 
■ would be very improbable.
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LANDSCAPE MASTER PLAN B.1

DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE - AREA 6F



I J B  暴 篇  A  1 -  I. T T ： * ^  l< A « ifH 1 tiA. .171 ft. i l l  ft
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B.2

PVOC；
This existing ground  
condition is Incorrect. It 

not match the HK  
Department Survey 

Data for this area. There , 
is no  account for the road  

for the slope that exists : 
at the rear o f  Crystal Court

SECTION A^A

o i s c o v e r y  a>y optimization o f  i a w d  u s e  - a r e a  6F

PVOC;
Existing does not match the profile 
indicated by the consultant
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ouWWesi tcwat̂ f »〇|rftc_on 
Omt̂ ofsntank

PVOC;
T h ese  p o o r  q u a li ty  
P h o to -m o n ta g e s  h a rd ly  
r e f le c t  th e  v ie w s  f r o m  th e  
P la za  o n  a  c le a r  d a y  - s e e  
a tta c h e d .

H iV l ie K  Applicalion No. ： _________ Y / I Q B / 3

此 自 中 M 人说交的文 汴 •

Thia poge it exiracied from cppliaml's tubminad documents.

P H O T O M O N T A G E  - VP1 (VSR R E C 1 )  F R O M  D I S C O V E R Y  B A Y  P L A Z A

m ajicr 〇i S C O V E « Y  S A Y  O PT IM IZA T IO N  O F  LA N D  U S E  - R E F IN E M E N T  O f  A R 6 A  S f
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F i g - 1 ,1  B E F O R E  &  A F T E R  1 M P R E S 5 IO N  F R O M  P L A Z A
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PVOC;

These poor quality 

Photo-montages hardly 

reflect the views from Che 

Lookout. The Photos are 

grainty a n d  poorly lit

< 分  inm   ̂u Pr* 丨 Cw¥K〇a) VPS NAew 6〇u^v-€a«t (dv«i〇s *pp<<iur% i/ vn \ \.〇 f u  T«u Pnyai^ ccA o^  Pr〇p〇9C0
Dovciop̂ oai

I <r»Me ABtrfkanoiNo. ： Y/I-DB/2 
kji»  自申a  人aaftxfr.

I Tlnf pm§§ b cxsaucd fwn sppbcMi's mibmitied docviiiefits.

^  I  TIM
g  | PHOTOMONTAGE -VP5 (VSR REC4) F R O M  LO FU TAU PERGOLAA.OOKOUT OCIC«C_ M 鷗 B.10

咖 . tWCOVERY BAY OPTIUZATION Of LANO USE • HEFlNeMENT OP AREA OF
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* n o i « i  o j s c O V E R Y  BAY O P T lM lZ A T JO N  O F  LA ND . U S E  -  R E R N E M E N T  〇P  A R E A  OF

Y/l-DB/2申R i f l K  Application N a  : ______ ______________
*t霣 n a 申 w i n 文 的 文 ~

This paft is cxmclcd from tpplicanfc's submiOcd doconcnts.



________ Y / l - O B / 2

此这对隼M人ttJZWJtfr •
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PHOTOMONTAGE - VPS (VSR R£C7) FROM HIKING TRAIL SOUTH OF DISCOVERY VALLEY

OtSCO^ffY B^YOPTfhKZAJCU O f L M O  US€ • REFMEtiCNT O ： AREA Cf

PVOC;
These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 

reflect the views from the 

Lookout. The Photos are 

groinly and poorly lit

OcvTtOprrwfH



VOC comments on 
HKRs 6f Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.2.1 AFTER IMPRESSION FROM DiSCOVE^V/ BAY  VALLEY ROAD
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申m 绲號 App丨ication N o .: Y/I-DB/2

申請人提交的圈則、繪圖及報告書 

Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文 英文 

Chinese English

Plans and Drawings

结iS發:U S ® / 布局設計圖Master 〗ay〇ut P〗an⑻

樓 宇 位 置 Si Block plan(s)

樓 手 平 面 S  Floorplan(s)

截視E  Sectional plan(s)

立視圈 Elevation (s)

顯示擬議發展的合成照片Ph〇〖〇montage(s) showinS 此 ProPosed

□ 0
□  □  MISSING

□  □  M ISSING

□ 0

□  □  MISSING

□ 0

development

園 境 設 計 總 固 / 園 境 設 計 圖  Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s)

ify)PVOC;
There are many concerns here, that have 
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety tv pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

□
□

0

0

J摘錄圖則 Extract Plans of Public 

id Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規®i硏究 Planning studies 

瑁境影響評估（噪 音 •空氣及 / 或  ̂

Enyironmenta] iri^act ass^snien^(noj^

污染）

air and/or water j)〇_llutionsj.

□
□

丨：就車爵的交通矣搜評估 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles)

visual impact aissessment

□

貪㈤丢

樹 木 調 査 Tree Survey 

土力影響評估 Geotechnical impact as 

排水影媒評估 Drainage impact assess

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 

do not moke for a true visual impact 

assessment, why has this not been 
provided for the sensitive receivers?

^ S e w e r n g e  iropact assessiueot. 

- Risk Assessment

□
□
□
□

7SS/A/G 

HISSING 

ISS IN G  
CTM ISSING
□  M ISSIN G

□ MISSING
□  M ISSIN G

A M  Vs^ l±4^ / Olliers'(j^ea^sp^ilyj1"

排水 '排污及供水硏究  Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply^ 

水質技術報告 Technical\pv〇 C; The Risk to the public is a
major concern for this development

回S 部門意見 Response-

□
n/W/SS//VG

〇 \ l l S S I N G

w

and has not been addressed in any 

\form - please refer to the previous 
\PVOCsubmissions that attached.

有 «資 料 s 為方 * 市民大眾參考而提供 •对於所 ® 資料在 ffi用上的 w 妞及文典上的歧異 .城市規劃委具會概不 

角 -资 •若有任何疑問，® 査 M 申M 人提交的文件 •
The la/orm»tSon is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will (he Town Planning 
Bn«fd teetpi any lUbiilries for die use of (Jic information nor any inAccuraciei or discrepancies of the Information 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be nude (o (he submission of (he applicant.
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寄件者： 

寄件日期: 
收件者： 

主旨：

Chiu Kitty |
09日12月 2D16年 星 期 五 17:13
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f 5394

Dear Sirs,

/ hove read the attached submission from the PENINSULA OWNERS COMMITTEE for 10b ( PARKVALE 
OWNERS COMMITTEE for 6f) and I wish to register rr]  ̂objection TPB accordingly

Chiu Kit yee

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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KH Lai
0 9 E 3 l2 F H ) t6年 M W )ii 17.09 
tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & E xt (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay Objection to  the Subm ission by the 
A pplicant on 27.10.2016

The Secretariat
Tow n Planning Board
15/F, N orth Point Governm ent Offices
333 Java Road, Noitli Point (Via email: tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

D ear Sir,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
A rea 6f, L o t 385 RP & Ext (Pait) in D.D. 352, D iscovery Bay
O bjection to  the Subm ission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I to the  Response to Comments subm itted by the consultant o f  Hong K ong R esort (<CH K R ,,)J 
M asterp lan  Limited, to  address the departm ental comments regarding the captioned application on 
27.10.2016 .

K indly  p lease note that I strongly object to the subm ission regarding the proposed  developm ent o f 
the Lot. M y  main reasons o f objection on this particular subm ission are lis ted  as follow s:-

1. H K R  claim s that they  are the sole land ow ner o f  A rea 6 f is in doubt, as th e  lot is now h e ld  under 
the Principal Deed o f  M utual C ovenant ("PD M C ') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6 f  form s part o f  either 
the  “C ity C om m on A reas” or the ”C ity R etained A reas” as defined in the PD M C . Pursuant to 
C lause 7 under Section I o f  the PD M C , every O w ner (as defined in  the PD M C ) has the rig h t and 
liberty  to g o  pass and  repass over and along and use A rea 6 f for all purposes connected w ith  the 
p roper use and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to  the C ity Rules (as defined in  the PD M C ). The 
app lican t h a s failed to consult or seek  proper consent from  the co-owners o f  the L o t prior to  this 
u r e t e r a l  application. T he property rights o f  the  existing co-owners, i.e. all p roperty  ow ners o f  the 
L o ^  should be considered, secured and respected.

2. T he disruption, po llu tion  and nuisance caused by the construction to the  im m ediate residents 
and property  owners nearby are substantial, and the  subm ission has not b een  addressed.

3. T here is major change to the developm ent concept o f  the L ot and a fundam ental deviation to the 
land use o f  the original approved M aster P lans o r the approved Outline Z on ing  P lan  in th e  
app lication , i.e. from  s ta ff  quarters into residential area,
and approval o f it w ou ld  be an undesirable precedent case from environm ental perspective  and 
against the  interest o f  all property ow ners o f  the  district.

4. T h e  original stipu la ted  DB population o f  25 ,000 should be folly respected  as th e  underlying 
m frastructure capacity  could not afford such substantial increase in population  by the subm ission, 
and all DB property ow ners w ould  have to suffer and pay for the cost out o f  this subm ission in 
upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to  provide adequate supply or support to th e  
proposed developm ent, e.g. all required road netw ork and related u tilities im provem ent w orks 
a rised o u t o f  this subm ission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise w ith  all property owners

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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b e in g  affec ted  and  undertake  the  cost and expense o f  all infrastructure  out o f  th is developr. .t. Its 
d isru p tio n  d u rin g  con stru c tio n  to  o th er p roperty  ow ners in the  v ic in ity  should  be properly 
m itig a ted  and  ad d ressed  in the  subm ission .

5. T he  p ro p o sed  fe lling  o f  118 nos. m atu re  trees in A rea  6 f  is an eco log ical d isaster, and poses a 
su b stan tia l en v ironm en ta l im pact to  the  im m ediate natural setting. T he  p roposal is unacceptable 
a n d  th e  p roposed  tree  p reserv a tio n  p lan  o r the  tree com pensatory  p roposal are unsatisfactory.

6 . T he  rev is io n  o f  dev elo p m en t as ind ica ted  in the R evised  C oncep t P lan  o f  A n n ex  A is still 
u n sa tis fac to ry  in  te rm  o f  its p ro p o sed  heigh t, m assing  and d isposition  in th is revision . T he tw o 
to w ers  are still s ittin g  to o  c lose  to  each  o ther w hich  m ay create a  w a ll-e ffec t to  the  existing rural 
n a tu ra l se tting , and  w o u ld  p o se  an  u n d esirab le  v isual im pact to  the  im m ediate  surrounding, 
e sp ec ia lly  to  th o se  ex isting  to w ers in  the  vicinity .
U n le ss  and u n til the  ap p lican t is ab le  to  p rov ide  deta iled  responses to  the  com m ents fo r farther 
re v ie w  and  com m ent, th e  ap p lica tio n  fo r A rea  6 f  should  be w ithdraw n.

S in cere ly  y o urs,
K H L a u _________ ______  ( J

D isco v ery  B ay 5335
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附件：

Sukcy
09B1
lpbpd@pland.2-ov hk 
Objection to the Submission by 
3533^001.txlf

Dear Sir/Madam,

Attached is m y  objection letter. Thank you



T he Secretariat 

T ow n Planning Board 

15/F, N orth  Point G overnm ent Offices 

333 Jav a  Road, North Point

(V ia em ail: tDbD<J@ nland.irov.lik  or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Section 12AAonUcation No. Y A - D B / 2  

Area 6f Lot 385 Rl> & Ext TPart) in D.D. 352, Discovet-y B a v

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 (tcH K R ,,)J 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. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City 

Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of 

the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  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 P D MC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the 

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

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

secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

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

i 〇 f2
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area, and approval o f  it would be an undesirable precedent case from 
environmental perspective and against the interest o f  all property owners o f  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 subm ission, 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 

w ith all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f all 

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

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

submission.

5. The proposed felling o f  118 nos. mature trees in A rea 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 

com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision o f  developm ent as indicated in the R evised Concept Plan o f  Annex 

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 to each other w hich may 

create a  wall-effect to  the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual im pact to the  immediate surrounding, especially to  those 

existing tow ers in the  vicinity.

U nless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to  the comm ents

for further review  and com m ent, the application for A rea 6 f  should be withdrawn.



寄件者 ： Aiucna m m m m
寄件曰期： 0 9 U 1 2 月 2016年 M W m  丨0:38

收件者 ： tpbpd @ pi and. gov. hk
主旨： Discovery Bay objection
附件： PastedGiaphic-4.pdf; ATT00084.txt; PastcdGraphic-5.pdf; ATT08087.txt

❹



T he Secretariat

T o w n  Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(V ia email: tpbnc1@plancKs：ov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426) 

D ear Sir,

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

Area 6f» Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in 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 (“H K R ”)，Masterplan Limited, to address the deparlmenlal comments 

regarding tlie captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

proposed development of the LoJ. M y  main reasons of objection on  this particular 

submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  clmms that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ( " P D M C 1) dated 

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the ’’City 

Retained Areas11 as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I 

of the P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the P D M C )  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 P D M C ) .  The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent 

from the co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property 

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

considered, secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the 

submission has not been addressed,

3. "Hierc is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a flmdameatal 

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

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

l 〇f2
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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 stipulaled D B  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 D B  property owners would have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

works arised out of this submission etc. Tlie proponent should consult and liaise 

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infirastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other 

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

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

ajid pQses a substantial enyironinental imp夺qt to the immediate r^tural 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 m a y  

create 汪 wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting，and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : 〆  _____________ Date: 〇f \ ^ {

N a m e  of Discovery Bay O w n e r  / Resident:______U  ________________

Address:



寄件曰期: 
收件者： 

主旨：

09 日 12 月 2016 年 M 期5 H  6^3 
lpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
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The Secretariat

Town P lanning B oard

15/F, N o rth  Point G overnm ent Offices

333 Java  R oad, N orth  Point

(Via em ail: tpbpd@ pland.g〇v.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /  2522 8426)

D ear Sir,

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

Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y

Obiection to the Submission by the Applicant oh 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to C o m ments submitted by the consultant of H o n g  K o n g  Resort (MH K R ,,)J 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. M y  

main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is n o w  held under the Principal 

Deed of Mutual Covenant ( " P D M C 1) dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or 

the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  every 

Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  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 

P D M C ) .  T h e  applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent j&om the co-owners of the Lot prior to this 

unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be 

considered, secured and respected.

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

oviTiers nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

mailto:lpbpd@pland.gov.hk


3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the \l • use of 

the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application，i.e, from staff quarters 

into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and 

against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated D B  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 D B  property owners 

would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to 

provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities 

improvement works arised out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property 

owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this development. Its 

disruption during construction to other property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed 

in the submission.

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

environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the propose^Jree 

preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision.of. development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of A n n e x  A  is still unsatisfactory in 

term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revrsion. The two towers are still sitting too close to 

each other w W c h  m a y  create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting，and would pose an undesirable visual 

impact to the immediate surrounding，especially to tibose existing towers in the vicinity.

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

comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Regards 5398
Pushkar Vijay Sane

Discovery Bay

H o n g  K o n g



tpbpd

寄件者： 

寄件曰期: 

收件者： 

主旨： 

附件:

John  Cam pbell
〇9 日 1 2 « 2 0 1 6  年  五丨 5:31
tpbpci@pland.ii〇v.hk
Planning  A pplication Y/I - DB/2
Y I - D B2 l.p d f; C om m ents on  A pplication YI - DB2.docx

5399

Please fmd attached the comments form for the Planning Application Y/I - DB/2.

Regards

John

m mIII





S m i E l申請提出觀

C o m m e n t s  on Planning Application

請勿填寫此欄 檔案編號Reference No.

For Official Use Only 收到日期Date Received

Important Notes:

⑴  意 見 必 須 於 指 定 的 法 定 期 麵 灘 向 城 委 員 會 （委員會）提 出 ；

the comment should be made to the T o w n  Planning Board (the Board) before tlie expiry of the 

specified statutory period;

(2) 委員會考慮申請的暫定會議日期已上載於委員會的網頁(WWVV.isfO-j^JlMpb/) 〇考慮規劃 

申 麵 舉 行 ^ 餓 進 行 讎 的 部 分 除 外 ) ，會向公眾開放。如 欲 観 看 ，請 顧 陆  

日 期 的 一 天 前 以 電 話 （2231 5061) 、 傳 真 （2877 024 5或 2522 8426)或 電 郵  

(tpbpc!@pland.gov.hk)向委員會秘書處預留座位。座位會按先到先得的原則分配；

the tentative date of the Board to consider the application has been uploaded to tiie Board’s 

website (www.info.gov.bk/tpbA- The meeting for considering planning applications, except the 

- - - deliberation parts, will be open to the public. For observation of the meeting, reserv^ion of 

seat can be made with the Secretariat of the Board by telephone (2231 5061), fax (2877 0245 or 

2522 8426) or e-mail (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) at least one day before the meeting. Seats will be 

allocated on a first-come-first-served basis;

(3) 縣 員 餡 考 盧 申 聞 贼 件 ，餘 委 員 餘 員 後

詢 處 (麵 _  2231 5 0 0 0 )，以及在會議當日存放於t 議 綱 撞 ，以 供 公眾査閱；及

the paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the application will be available for public 

inspection after issue to the Board Members at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the Planning 

Department (Hotline: 223 1 5000) and at the Public Viewing R o o m  on the day of meeting; and

(4) ^ 員會考慮申請後，可致電2231 4810或2231 決 定 ，或是在會議結束後，

錢 員 働 願 。

after the Board has considered the application, enquiry about the decision m a y  be made at tel. no. 

2231 4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at the Board's website after the

meeting.

http://www.info.gov.bk/tpbA-
mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


送 華 道 3 3 3 號 北 麵 合 署 1 5 樓 .

： tpbpd@pland.g〇v.hk

To： Secretary, T o w n  Planning Board

B y  G ~ m  〇ffiCCS* 333 ̂  R〇ad> ̂  H o n g  Kong

B y  e-mail: tpbpd@pJand.g〇v.hk

The application n〇. to which the comment relates 7 ( X _  卜

意見詳情（如有需要，請另頁說明） f )

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

^ 一 ---------------- -~

從息兒人J姓名/ 名俏

f Signature

&

-2 -



傳真號碼 Fax No. —

電郵地址  E-mail address

個人資料的聲明 S t a t e m e n t  o n  P e r s o n a l  D a ta

l. The personal data submitted to the Board in this comment will be used by the Secretary o f  the Board and 

Government departments for the follow ing purpose:

(a) the processing o f this application which includes making available the name o f  the Mcoramentef* for 

public inspection when making available this comment for public inspection; and

(b) fecilitating communication behveen the “commenter” and the Secretary of the Board/GoYernment 

departments

in accordance with the provisions o f  the Town Planning Ordinance and the relevant Town Planning Board 

Guidelines.

rV-r tVr7 R  f j • 4 -a s tn iM r  K i \ \  - r ? 丄n H a



The proposed site is single road without sufficient passing space for EV A  if 
there is any blockage of the road. The road up to the site is steep and if there 
is a  breakdown or accident E V A 's  will not be able to get to the proposed 
development. This site should for safety reasons have a second acce ss road. 
The single track road is almost 400m  from a dual entry road and with 2 to 3 
years of construction traffic going constantly up and down there is a very good 
chance that it will be blocked to E V A 's  at som e point and once is too often.

M any people now work from home either full time or part time and to have 2-3 
years of construction noise including the rock piling is unacceptable in a 
residential area. M y wife and I often have conference calls and these will be 
impossible for the first year at least. Will compensation be offered to find 
alternative accommodation during the noisy construction period?

Th^re are many young children getting on and off buses and generally playing 
around in the road in front to Woodbury/Woodgreen/Woodland Courts and 
having construction traffic passing frequently is not safe. This links back into 
the site needing a second access road for construction traffic.

I arid m any others try to ventilate Ifoeir properties naturally to reduce energy 
consumption but this will not be possible with all the consiruction pollutants in 
such c lose  proximity.

The b u se s  serving Woodbury/Woodgreen/Woodland Courts are already full to 
the point that the driver can 't see out of the entrance door and to add another 
400 flats worth of passenge rs will not work.

The view  on the Photomontage V P  14 from Tai P ak  W an Public Beach clearly 
show s that the new development will create a  wall effect closing the gap 
between the Woodbury/Woodgreen/Woodland Courts and Crystal/Coral 
Courts. Tm not convinced that the correct height for the new development is 
shown on this photomontage.

The v iew  from the rear of this flat like many others will be significantly blocked 
(see attached].

Comments on Application Y/l -  DB/2

W here will all the construction huts, ve h ic le s  a n d  m ate ria ls  be  s to red  Without
taking down many more tress and shrubs than is currently show n on the 
design d raw ings? A  construction layout plan is required to test its operability.

How will all the hikers be given safe access to the walk adjacent to the
proposed development?

John Campbell 09 Dec 2016



C o m m e n ts  on  A p p lic a t io n  Y/l -  D B/2

5399

The  p rop o se d  site is sing le  road without sufficient p a ss in g  sp a ce  for E V A  if 
there is  any  b lockage  of the road. T h e  road up to the site is steep and if there 
is a b reakdow n  or accident E V A 's  will not be able to get to the proposed  
developm ent. Th is site shou ld  for safety rea son s  have  a second  a c ce ss  road. 
The  s in g le  track road is a lm ost 400m  from a dual entry road and with 2  to 3 
yea rs o f  construction traffic go ing constantly up and dow n  there is a very good  
ch a n ce  that it will be  b locked to E V A 's  at som e  point and  once  is too often.

M a n y  peop le  now  w ork  from  hom e either full time or part time and  to have  2-3 
years o f  construction n o ise  including the rock piling is unacceptable  in a 
residential area. M y  w ife and I often have  conference calls and these  will be 
im p oss ib le  for the i f e t  yea r at least. Will com pensation  be offered to find 
alternative accom m odation  during the no isy  construction period ?

There  a re  m any y o u n g  children getting on and off b u se s  and generally p laying 
a round  in the road in front to W oodbury/W oodgreenAA/ood land  C ou rts and 
having construction traffic p a ss in g  frequently is not sa fe . T h is  links b ack  into 
the site  need ing  a se c o n d  a c c e s s  road for construction traffic：

J  a n d m a n y  others try. to ventila te the ir properties ..naturally to reduce e n e rgy  
co n sum ption  but th is will not be p o ss ib le  with all the construction pollutants i^. 
su ch  c lo se  proximity.

T h e  b u s e s  se rv ing  W oodburyA A/oodgreenAVood land  C o u rts  are a lready full to 
the po in t that the driver can 't  s e e  out o f the entrance d o o r  and  to add another 
4 0 0  fla ts worth of p a s s e n g e r s  w iH o t  work.

T he  v ie w  on  the Ph o tom on tage  V P  14  from  Ta i P a k  W a n  Public  B e a ch  clearly 
s h o w s  that the n e w  deve lopm ent will create a wall effect c lo sing  the  gap  
betw een  the W oodburyAA/oodgreen/W ood land  C o u rts  and  Crystal/Coral 
C ou rts. I'm  not co n v in ce d  that the correct height for the  new  deve lopm en t is 
sh o w n  or^捧is  photom ontage.

T he  v ie w  from  the rear o f  this flat like m any  others will b e  significantly b locked  
(se e  attached].

W h e re  will all the construction  huts, veh ic le s and  m ateria ls be stored w ithout 
taking d ow n  m an y  m ore  tre ss  and  sh ru b s  than is currently sh ow n  o n  the 
d e s ig n  d ra w in g s ?  A  construction  layout plan is required to test its operability.

H ow  w ill all the h ike rs  be g iven  sa fe  a c c e s s  to the  w alk  adjacent to the 
p ro p o se d  d e v e lo p m e n t?

Jo h n  C am pbe ll 0 9  D e c  2 0 1 6



tpbpd @ pland. gov. hk
Objection to HKR's plans iji^ilinuc eroding our quality of life in DB vvithlhesc illegal and corrupt plans 
Aica 10b Objection doex r* Resident Objcction.docx 5 4 0 0

DearTPB,

I just want to make it clear, that H K R  abuses its power at every level, engaging in coercion, intimidation and downright 

illegal methods to develop as it pleases. THESE M U S T  STOP. W e  have democratically always opposed their non- 

inclusive planning approaches. Its very top down, and N E V E R  with consent of residents. All they do is hold village 

meetings, and make their own decisions anyway after having "ceremoniously informed" us the residents. There is no due 

diligence, no representation and we have the feeling its just corruption at every level of government that authorizes all 

these re-zoning issues for example. Kindly see my rejection of their absurd, detrimental plans for any further 

developments in Discover Bay, thank you.

Kind regards,

_ r - a long time resident in DB and H K  since 1992.



This is Parkvale

The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(V ia  email: j p _ @ i ) l a n d , g〇v.hk  or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sirs,

Section 1 2 A  Application No. Y/I-DB/2 

A rea 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  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  H o n g  Kong 

Resort (UH K R 55), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

K in d ly  please note that I  strongly object to the subm ission regarding the 

proposed development o f  the Lot. M y  main reasons o f  objection on this particular 

subm ission are listed as follows:-

❿

i. The H K R  claim  that they are the sole land owner o f  A rea  10b is in doubt. The lot 

is now  he ld  under the Principal Deed o f  M utua l Covenant ( P D M C )  dated 

20.9.1982. A rea 10b forms part o f the "Service A rea " as defined in  the P D M C .  

Area  10b also form s part o f  either the "C ity  C om m on Areas" o r the "C ity 

Retained A reas" in  the P D M C .  Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I  o f  the 

P D M C ,  every Ow ner (as dejBned in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go 

pass and repass over and a long and use A rea  10b fo r all purposes connected with 

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

the P D M C ) .  Th is 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  tlie lot prior to th is 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.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is and w ill be substantial. This
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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 D B  population of 25,〇||| should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 

population implied by the submission. All D B  property owners and occupiers 

would have to suffer and pay the cost 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 eivvironmental 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.

Signature Sameer s»faya ______Date: 9/12/2016__________

N a m e  of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _____Sameer Safaya_______________

Address:
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Hi,

P le a se  se e  m y  c o m m e n t s  a tta ch e d .

R e g a rd s ,

J e r k e r  B e r t h o u

C
D
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The Secretariat

T b w n  Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sir,

Section 1 2A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 

Area 6f. Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Parti in D.D. 352„ Discovery B a y

Obiection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

G
I rejfer to the Response to Comments submitted by the cons\iltant of Hong Kong 

Resort (<CH K R ,,)} Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC) dated 20.9.1982.

Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City Retained 

Areas" as delBned in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  

every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  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 felled to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of 

the Lot prior to this unilateral applicatioa The property rights of ftie existing co_ 

owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

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

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not 

been addressed.

3 . There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline 2Soning Plan in the application, Le. from staff quarters into residential area,

' 乂 : 〜 乂 〜 ；. .. ：. .,：■ ■ ； ■.乂… 一 . ........:....., ■■ ■. .
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and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be folly respected as the 

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 

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

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

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

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of tliis development. Its disruption during construction to other 

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

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y

. create a wall-ejBFect 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 coniment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn
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Billy Chi Ho Wong; tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Objection to the submission by the applicant on .27.10.2016

Dear Sir / Madam,

I am a Discovery Bay resident and 1 attached naif objection letters for the Sestifli i2A Application No. 

and Area 10b, Lot 385 RP &  Ext Cfa£〇 ie：D J D ^ 2  ̂ Dis&Q^ry Bay respectively for your record.

Thanks and Regards,

Chi Ho W o n g

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


^ ® ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f e l i n- ePDMG-：
说 (is— d6fined in th

辑 fthbr Suj^iis琴ion: kga^di^g • ^he 
bf^bbjectirin on' this^particular

tlie^soie l^ d  p ^  as the lot is
Coy：6nant' (VPDMC) - dated 

City,Common,Areas,> or the "City 
iPursuant. to Clause 7 under Section I of



^Vrksiclehu approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case ifrom

^  environmental perspective and against the intê est of ail'property owners\of .the

v 4.^- The propoised reclamation and constmcdori of a ̂ ecldng with a w id ^  of 9-34ni 

: . pose environmental hazard to the immediate rural natural surrounding. There are 

、bqs'sihle sea {jolludon b夕：the propbsdd feblqmati〇4, Violafiori of thp lease 

v： conditions, contraveridon of the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamation) Ordinance, 

and encroachment: cin. ’ GciVernrhenli Lands etc. The submission has not 

satisfactorily addressed these issues and without any proper consultation with the 

co-owners. /. * ；：-

5. The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 

underlying infrastnicture could not afford such substantial increase in population 

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

; the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as 

. to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all 

..required road network and related utilities improvement works arised out of this 

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

being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure out of this 

development. Its disraption to other property owners in the vicinity should be 

properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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

disastei:, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural 

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

the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

parks in Area 10b open space are "eyesores11. W e  respect that Aiea 10b has been 

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

and operation modes of Area 10b, and would prefer there will be no change to 

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

8/ ：The proposed extensive fully enclosed podium structure to house the bus depot, 

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

; and R C P  are unsatisfactory and would cause operational health and safety hazard 

;̂:to the workers within a fully enclosed structure, especially in view of those 

'^onuted air and volatile gases emitted and the potential noise generated within 

|§‘® l ‘Vo.mjp〇unds. The proponent should carry out a satisfactory environmental



and .(safety. hazard of the workers 

propose suitable mitigation measures to 

^ i i i i n i n i i r  cljccIs kV\he;workers and ihe'residents' nearby；
4^*' - ' i f  V '  t • V *  • '  ̂  ̂ * •

1'hoS, pioposeB&ernoval o f »helipad for emergency* use from Area 10b is 

^Tdicsiiable iri viewof its possible urgent use for rescue and transportation of the 

^patient^tto^the'acute hospitals due to'thejrural and remote setting of Discovery 

B ；r\^'hi^Jproposal ：shoul be .accepte'd without a proper re-provisioning 

pYopc^aKbyr^e^applicant^tb the'satisfaction of all property owners of Discovery 

Bav;

l〇. I disagree the applicant's response in item (b) of U D & L ,  PlanD's comment in 

RtC that, the proposed 4 m  wide waterfront promenade is an improvement to the 

existing- situation of Area 10b. The proposed narrow promenade lacking of 

adequate landscaping or shelters is unsatisfactory io view of its rural and natural

setting.；

l l ^ J h e  m v i si〇n ^eve^°Pm e n  ̂as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 

^^i»iyJ'tUh.ur^atisfactory and I agree that the comments made by Architectural 

^ ^ S e w i ^  ；pepartment that "....The podium of the building blocks nos. L7 to L14 

•^is?{abput525bm in length that is too long and monotonous. Together with the 

ntii^ous1 ayout5 of Ihe medium-rise residential blocks behind, the 

^.^developmenrmay have a wall-effect and pose considerable visual impact to its 

’r邊 券 by Planning Department that "“..towers closer to the coast should 

u^ed -in height to minimize the overbearing impact on the coast" and that 

,^^}^lic*yievvers from the southwest would experience a long continuous 

名车4huildingf、massvabu【tine the coast. Efforts should be made to break down the 

Vr^ilding^ass with wider building gaps...." are still valid after this revision.

f ; —編 製 ，:啦 ^a'pplicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments 

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

Date: 7

r， ,y / Resident: / Z j —/  ■ f fo  / . \ ) 。 / \  J ( jr
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The Secretariat

T o w n  Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java R o a d，North Point

(Via email: tpb|Kl@pland.gov.hlc or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

Section 1 2 A  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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (“H K R ”)，Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Xindly please note'that I strongiy object to the submission regarding the proposed 

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1 • H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is

now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. 

Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City Retained 

Areas" as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  

every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass and 

repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper 

use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). 

The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of 

the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co

owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

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

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not 

been addressed. 3

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential area,
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and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. ! The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected â> the

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 

population by the submission, and all D B  property owners would have to sutler 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

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

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction lo other 

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

submission.

5. ! The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. ! The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. T he two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

N a m e  of Discovery B a y  O w n e r  -LBLeetdefifT Chan Sin K o n g

Address:
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sir,

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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (^HKR^), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

1. H K R  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 ('TDMC1) dated 20.9.1982. 

Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City Retained 

Areas*' as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  

every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass and 

repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper 

use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). 

The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of 

the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co

owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

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

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not 

been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

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

l of2
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and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. ! The original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 

population by tlie submission, and all D B  property owners would have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

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

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other 

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

submission.

5. ! The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. ! The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too dose to each other which may 

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature : Date:
9-12-2016

N a m e  of Discovery Bay Owner  ̂ JSLesktenfT Chan Siu Kong

Address:

〇/«#$%•
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. The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sir,

Section 12AApplication 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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (“H K R ”)，Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding 

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

development of the Lot. M y  main reasons of objection on this particular submission are 

listed as follows:-

L H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is 

n o w  held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (,,P D M C ,) dated 20.9.1982. 

Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” or the "City Retained 

Areas11 as defined in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  

every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass and 

repass over and along and use Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper 

use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). 

The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of 

the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co

owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

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

residents and property owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not 

been addressed.

3. There is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental 

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

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i*e. from staff quarters into residential area,
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and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. ! The original stipulated D B  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 D B  property owners would have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g, all required road network and related utilities improvement 

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

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other 

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

submission.

5. ! The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. ! The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which m a y  

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.





The Secretariat

T o w n  Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tpbi)d@|}land.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426) 

Dear Sir,

Section 1 2 A  Application No. Y/I-DB/2 

A r e a  6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on  27.10.2016

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

Resort (UHK R,5), M asterplan 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 th is particular subm ission are 

listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claim s that they are the sole land owner o f  A rea 6 f  is in doubt, as the lo t is 

now  held under the Principal D eed o f  M utual Covenant ( nP D M C ) dated 20.9.1982. 

A rea 6 f  form s part o f  either the “ C ity Common A reas” or the "City R etained 

Areas" as defined in the PDM C. Pursuant to Clause 7 un d e r Section I o f  the  PD M C , 

every O w ner (as defined in the PD M C ) has the right an d  liberty to go pass and 

repass over and along and use A rea 6 f  for all purposes connected w ith the  p roper 

use and enjoym ent o f  the same subject to the City R ules (as defined in th e  PD M C ), 

T he applicant has failed  to consult o r seek proper consen t from the co-ow ners o f 

the  Lot p rio r to  this unilateral application. The property  rights o f  the ex is ting  co

owners, i.e. all property  owners o f  the Lot, should be considered, secured  and 

respected.

2. T he disruption , pollution and nuisance caused by the construction  to the im m ediate 

residen ts and property  owners nearby are substantial, an d  the subm ission  has not 

been addressed .

3. There is m ajo r change to the developm ent concept o f  th e  L ot and a fundam en ta l 

dev ia tion  to the land use o f  the original approved M aste r Plans or the approved  

O utline Z oning  Plan in  the application , i.e. from sta ff quarte rs into residential area,

lof2



5 4 0 6

and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4.1 The original stipulated D B  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 D B  property owners would have to suffer 

and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the surrounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities improvement 

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

with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all 

infrastructure out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other 

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

submission.

5. ! The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster,

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. ! The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex

A  is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may 

create a wall-effect to .the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.



寄件曰期: 
收件者： 

主旨：

09曰丨2月2016年M期 l i 〗_ •  
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Objections to HKR* s two applications to the Town Planning 
watcrfi-ont of Peninsula Village) in Discovery Bay
Area 6f (Behind Pavkvale) - Objection Letter to TPB.docx; Area 10b (Peninsula) - Objection Letter to TPB.docx

5407
Dear Sir.

In response to the applications by HKR to the Town Planning Board for the 
development o f the areas cited in the Subject heading above, please note that 
I strongly object to such kinds of developments. Full arguments against the 
same are attached.

Grateful if you would pay due attention to the reasons and reject the 
applicant’s submissions •

Thank you,

Lau Tak Chi

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


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

Dear Sir,

Section 12A A pplication  No. Y/I-DB/2 
A rea  6f, L o t 385 R P & E x t (P a rt) in D.D. 352, D iscovery B ay

O b jection  to the  Subm ission by the  A p p lican t on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f  H ong K ong 
Resort (“H K R”) ， M asterplan Limited, to address the departm ental com m ents 
regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to  the subm ission regarding the 
proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. My m ain reasons o f  objection on this particular 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. HK R claim s that they  are the sole land owner o f  A rea 6 f  is in  doubt, as the lo t is 
now  held under the  Principal Deed o f  M utual Covenant ("PDM C') dated 
20.9.1982. A rea 6 f  forms part o f  either the “C ity Com m on A reas” o r the "C ity 
Retained Areas" as defined in  the PD M C. Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I 
o f  the PD M C, every  Owner (as defined in  the PD M C ) has the  right and liberty to 
go pass and  repass over and along and use A rea  6 f  for all purposes connected 
with the proper use  and enjoym ent o f  the sam e subject to  the City R ules (as 
defined in  the PD M C ). The applicant has failed to consult or seek p roper consent 
from  the co-ow ners o f  the L ot prior to this unilateral application. T he 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 
im m ediate residents and property owners nearby  are substantial, and the  
subm ission has no t been addressed.

3. There is m ajor change to the developm ent concept o f  the L o t and a fondam ental 
deviation to  the land  use o f  th e  original approved. M aster P lans or the  approved 
Outline Z oning P lan  in the application, i.e. from  sta ff quarters into residen tial 
area, and  approval o f  it w ould be an 'undesirab le  precedent case from  
environm ental perspective  and against the  in terest o f  all property  ow ners o f  the  
district.

4. The original stipulated  DB population o f  25,000 should be  fully  respected  as the  
underlying infrastructure capacity could  not affo rd  such substantial increase  in 
population by th e  subm ission, and all D B  property  ow ners w ould  have to su ffer 
and pay for th e  cost out o f  this subm ission in  upgrading the  surround ing  
infrastructure so  as to provide adequate supply  or support to  the p roposed  
developm ent, e.g. all required road netw ork and related u tilities im provem en t 
works arised  ou t o f  this subm ission etc. The proponent shou ld  consult and lia ise  
w ith  all p roperty  ow ners being affected and undertake the cost and expense o f  all

l 〇f2
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infrastructure out o f  this development. Its disruption during construction to other 
property owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the 
submission.

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

6. The revision o f  developm ent as indicated in the Revised C oncept P lan o f Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory in term o f  its proposed height, m assing and disposition in 
this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may 
create a w all-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 
undesirable visual im pact 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 com m ent, the application for A rea 6 f should be w ithdrawn.

Signature : Date: 9 th  D ec 2016

Nam e o f  D iscovery B ay Owner / Resident: Lau Tak Chi

Address:



奇件者： 

寄件日期: 
收件者： 

主旨：

5408

Dear Sir/Madam
I wish to register my strong objection to the above 2 developments in my home town of Discovery Bay. I am a 
permanent resident of Hong Kong, having lived here for over 15 years now. I chose to live in Discovery Bay because of 
the relatively low density population, hence lower levels of pollution and the access to nature and currently own 3 
properties in  Discovery Bay. I am very concerned about the proposed developments as it is my belief that, with the large 
increase in population, they will alter Discovery Bay beyond recognition. Neither c ff l  believe that DB has the 
infrastructure to support such a large increase in population. What about sewerage, buises, rubbish collection, schools, 
leisure facilities, medical facilities,water etc etc?- the proposed plans do not adequately explain how this can possibly 
work. As a resident, I also worry about the noise levels during renovation and the disruption to resident's every day lives 
during the very long renovation period for a project on such a large scale.

To summarize, I wish to object to applications Y/l-DB/3 and Y /l-D B /2. Such an enormous increase in population is 
s @ ly  not feasible in Discovery Bay and cause widespread 叩 set.

Yours faithfully 
Catherine Mackinnon



哥件者 
哥件fi期: 
收件*

W仵：
f>_r，.声.• . 一，

> r-̂  \ . *1

Dear Secretari6t of Town P i a w g  3c；ar:

Please find objection letters re丨a、 d to c o v r  ;

Many thanks,
Ms YEUNG



The Secretariat : • •
TownP|ai\ningBoard : .

；15/.F, Nortli Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, NorthPoint .

. (Via email; d @ p l i m d v J i  1c or fax: 2877.0245 /  2522 8426)

： ： Dear Sir̂  :： ' ：. v ； :• ' .  ' ； '• *'v ；' ：

Section 1 2 A  Application No. Y/I-PB/2 

Area 6f, Lot 385 JRP & Ext (Part) in D.P. 352, Discovery B a y
'■ • V； . .. . : ； ：.* ；'

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016
；；N  ■； .

I refer to the Response to Comments subinltted by the consultant o f  H ong  Kong 
. ：Resort (UH K R 55)> M astpiplan Limited, to address ： the  departm ental comments 
regaiding th e  captioned application on 27.10.2016. . : : . . i

.：■ ：,.■： • ... . . . d . 士....

.■..•■'Kindly please .n.ote..%at I strongly objept ..to .'中6 subm ission regardiiig ；the 
/proposed developm ent o f  the Lot. M y m ain rpasons o f  objectloflL on this particular.
■submission are listed as .follows:- ; ：'-V: V-

••

•.I. H K R  claims that they  are the sole land o ^ n e r  of A rea 6 f is in  doubt, as the lo t is ■
• now  held under the Principal p e e d  o f Mutual C ovenant ("PDM C') dated 
i20.9,1982. A rea  6 f  ,fonDS p art o f either the "City C om m on Areas^ .or th e  "City

• . R etained A reasM'as defined.in  the.PDM C. Pursuant to C lause 7 under Section I
o f  the PDMC, eveiy Owner (as deJSned in. the PDM C) has. th e  right and.liberty to. 
go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6 f  for a ll purposes connected 
with th e  proper use and enjoym ent o f the same subject to  the C ity R ules .(^s 

: defined in the PDM C). The applicant has.failed.to consult .or seek proper c o n sen t.
；fiom the co-owners.of the Lot prior to. this miilateral application. IlhLe property 

• '.riglits of the.easting；po-owners, i.e. all property owners of t h e . shpuld.be.. 

:，'.":；- considered, secured ̂ nd respected. V.: /；：'：.'• V .  ' • ： - \

'2 ..；；；；T h e：.disruption, poH ution-.a^d./nuisance.caused .by the -.construction .to  the
• ： .• >. im m ediate residents , and -p ro p erty  owpers ^nearby are substantial, and the
；. ' ： .sitbmission ha$ no t been addressed. 7 v- • >. ； . . ■ l. ■>..' .'•；

v：>- ••• * ： >- ■* ̂ i^* \** 'Vi"v; **-+: - V ；* ^  ^ i ，丨胃▼冒,1
3 ,  :!ITiere is  m ajor .chanjge to .title developm ent .concept o f  the L o t and a fundam ental 
; ; ： .̂ ； deviation to the land iiise o f  the original approved M aster .Plans or tlie approved.

\ O utline Zoning f l a p  in ithe  appUcati^ i-e. fi：om s ta ff quarters into, t e s id ^ t i a l . 
;• : .知钟，.如 d  approy泣 :. 6.f :be an  iinclesirable .jDrecedent ..case irpm .

/. environm ental perspective, and against .the interest o f  all p roperty  ownei'S.of the

:憩 議 ® ^
4. •； -The original stipulated D B ,population o f  25,000 should be  .fiiily respected as th e . 

； • underlying infrastiucture capacity could not. afford suph substantial increase in
• ;； .population  by the subm ission, and all DB property owpers w ould  have to  suffer 

■ and p a y  foi* the cost out o f  this submission in upgrad ing  the siurpunding
•. .•/ in fras tru c tu re 'so  as to  provide adequate supply o r /su p p o rt to the proposed 

: ' developm ent, c.g. all required road netw ork and related utilities im provem ent 
-.works arised ou t o f  this subm ission etc. The proponent should  consult and liaise 

.". w ith  all property  owners being affected and unde^ake the c o s t and expense o f  all
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infrasti* *ucture out o f  this development. Its disruption during constiuction to other 
. property owners in the vicin ity  should  be properly mitigated and addressed in  the 
^ subm ission..；

5 ..^；̂  proposed fe lling  o f  11?  nos. mature trees in  Area  6 f  is an  ecological disaster, 
t ：and  poses a environrneutai .impact to the immediate natural setting.

- proposal  is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan  or the tree 
com p en sa to r  propos al are u n s a d s f a c t o r y . .

. 6 .. i T h e  revision  o f  development as indicated in  tlie Revised  Concept Plan  o f  Annex  
\  A  is  still unsatisfactoiy  in  term o f  its proposed height, m assing  and  disposition  in  

. . this revision. The  two towers are still sitting too close  to each other w hich  may 
l..: ::；*::: crs9te a.wall-effect to the Existing rurgl natural setting, and  .would  pose  an 

; :' V̂： yuqdesiraW^ visual impact to the iini*nediate surrounding, especially to those 
：；；〇；^ is t in g t o w e r s  ； ： •. • '

1;  ̂  ̂ , .......... .
:;；U n le ss  and  until the applicant is able to provide  detailed responses to . the comments 
, comment ,  tiie appHcation^fo 10b shpuld.be withdrawn.

•Signature . Date: '• ^  | M  'h )] V

• 访  Pisqoyejry B a y  Oy/ner / R^sic^ent:

Address:

O
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寄件者: 

寄件曰期: 

收件者： 

主旨： 

附件：

Ebba I

0 9日12月 幽 ■零M 

tpbpd@planci.gov.hk

Rc  Objection: Area 10b and area 6f, D isc o v e r  Bay

imagcl.JPG; ATT00013.Ut; image2.JPG; ATT00016.txt; imagc3.JPG; ATT00019.txt; image4.JPG; ATT00022.〇a
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To w h o m  it m a y  c o n c e rn ,

P is  se e  a t t a c h e d  o b je c t io n s  re la te d  to :

- A re a  1 0 b , L o  385 , R P  &  Ext (P a rt) in D.D. 3 5 2 ,  D is c o v e r y  Bay 

- A r e a  6f, L o t  385 , R P  &  Ext (P a rt) in  D.D. 3 5 2 ,  D is c o v e r y  Bay  

B R  E b b a  L o

0

.

mailto:tpbpd@planci.gov.hk
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l i t  w 嘉 道 理 農 場 暨 植 物 園 公 司
Kadoorie  Farm & Botan ic  Garden  Corporat ionK  F B G

& R〇lc,<ii»v Go'Clen

grounds, nursery  grounds) should also be considered  as specified in  the Technical 

M em orandum  on Environm ental Im pact A ssessm ent Process. T he im p ac t assessm ent 

regarding these sensitive receivers and other m arine ecological sensitive receivers (like the  

seagrass beds a t Nim  Shue W an and corals) largely depends on the  results o f  th e  m arine w ater 

quality im pact assessm ent.

5. We w ould like the B oard  to clarify w ith the  re levan t authorities and th e  applicant as to  

w hether p roper w ater q u a lity  m odeling  analyses have b een  conducted  to a sse ss  the potential 

m arine w ater quality  im pacts that w ould be caused by th e  proposed p ro jec t (i.e ., Y /I-D B /3). 

We hope that such m odeling  analysis has been carried o u t and the  resu lts a re  accep tab le  to  th e  

relevant authorities. If  n o  such m odeling an aly sis 'h as been undertaken , w e  w ould like th e  

Board to  request for the  ra tionale  and explanations for su ch  an o m ission  fro m  the  assessm ent 

process.

6. W e are h igh ly  concerned  abou t the potential eco log ical im pacts that w o u ld  be caused b y  

these p ro jects. W e co n sid e r th at com prehensive eco log ica l im pact assessm en ts should b e  

carried out fo r both p ro jec ts  and th e  results o f  such stud ies p resen ted  to  the  B o a rd . W e co n sider 

that it is not acceptable  to  approve  these applications w ith o u t th e  B o ard  b e in g  provided w ith  

such inform ation .

7. T hank  y o u  for your a tten tion .

E cological A dv iso ry  P ro g ram m e 

K adoorie F arm  and  B o tan ic  G arden

cc. Hong Kong Bird Watching Society

W W F - H K

香港新界大埔林錦公路
Lam Kam Road, Tai Po, Now Territoried, Hong Kong

Emoil: oap@Kfbg.org

mailto:oap@Kfbg.org


Append

K _ F J  B  ̂ G Kadoorie  Farm &. Botan ic Garden Corporation

The Secretary,
Town Planning Board,
15/F, N orth Po in t Governm ent Offices,
333, Java R oad, N orth Point,
Hong Kong.
(Email: tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk)

12th July, 2016 . By em ail on ly

Dear S ir/ M adam ,

T o  rezone the application site from " O t h e r  Specified Uses” annotated

T o  rezone the application site f r o m  !lOt h e r  Specified U ses11 annotated n Staff Quarters 

(l)n , ytO t h e r  Specified U s e s n annotated M Scrvice Area**, n O ther Specified Us e s fl 

annotated tfD a n g e r o u s  G o o d s  Store/Liquefied Petroleum G a s  Store1*, M O t h e r  Specified 

Uses’’ annotated n Pier (3)’’，’’O t h e r  Specified U s e s” annotated ’’Petrol Filling Station’’， 

’’O t h e r  Specified U s e s’’ annotated ’’M a r i n a’’ a n d  ’’G o v e r n m e n t , Institution or 

C o m m u n i t y” to "Residential ( G r o u p  C) 1 3 '  " G o v e r n m e n t ,  Institution or C o m m u n i t v ”， 

’’O t h e r  Specified Us e s’’ annotated ’’Residential A b o v e  Service A r e a’’ a n d  ’’O ther  

Specified U s e s ty annotated MP r o m e n a d e y, a n d  to extend the Outline Z o n i n g  Plan * 

b o u n d a r y  b e y o n d  the existing seawall a n d  zone it as ’’Residential (Grout) C)  1 3’’ and 

’’O t h e r  Specified Uses" annotated ’’P r o m e n a d e’’

(Y/I-DB/3)

1. W e  refer to the captioned.

2. W e  are highly concerned about the potential ecological impacts that would be caused by 

these projects. W e  consider that proper ecological impact assessments should be carried out 

for both projects and the results of such studies presented to the Board. W e  would consider that 

it is not acceptable to approve these applications without the Board being provided with this 

information.

3. As can be seen from an aerial photograph taken in 2016 (Figure 1), the site for the first 

application (Y/I-DB/2) is quite weli-vegetated and would be ecologically linked with the

’’Staff Quarters (5VT to ’’Residential ( G r o u卩 〇  12n 

(Y/I-DB/2)

&
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Kocioono r〇rm  & ooKmic •
羼 込 U 肩丨< I I 丨A 祕 |k)

siuTounding hillside vegetation. A ccord ing  to the AFCD, there  are also seagrasses p resen t at 

N im  Shue W an 1. In addition, we w ould like the Board to clarify  with the ap p lican t as to  

w hether reclam ation o f  the foreshore is required for the second application (Y /I-D B /3). I f  the  

answ er is we are highly concerned that the  seagrass beds will be seriously a ffec ted  by 

the future scale o f  engineering works associated  w ith this application.

4. W e urge the  B oard to clarify w ith th e  applicant and the re levan t authorities as to  w he th er 

ecological im pact assessm ents have been  carried out to identify  and evaluate the  eco log ica l 

value o f  the app lication  sites and th eir surroundings as well as th e  potential eco log ica l im pacts 

o f  the proposals. I f  n o t yet done, w e urge the  B oard  to consult w ith  th e  C onservation A u th o rity  

and request fo r  such assessm ents fo r these  applications. R elevan t m itigation m easu re s shou ld  

also be c learly  articulated i f  eco log ical im pacts are identified fo r these sites an d  th e ir  

surroundings.

5. T hank  y o u  for your attention.

Ecological A dv iso ry  Program m e 

K adoorie F arm  and B otanic G arden

,https://www-8fcd.gov<hk/cnglislT/conservation/con_wet/con_wet_sea/con_wet_sea_dis/images/Thecurrentdistri

butionofscagrassesiHongKong201402EngMP.jpg
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l he Secretary, 5411
Town Planning Board,
15/F, North Point Governm ent Offices,
333, Java Road, North  Point,
H ong Kong.
(Em ail: tpbpd@pIand.gov.hk)

9th December, 2016. B y  em ail on ly

Dear Sir/ Madam ,

To rezone the application site from >fOther Specified Usesn annotated nStaff Quarters 
"Other Specified Uses” annotated "Service Area”， "Other Specified Uses” 

annotated ’’Dangerous Goods Store/Liciuefied Petroleum Gas Store’’， ’’Other Specified 
Uses” annotated "Pier (3)’’， ’’Other Specified Uses’’ annotated ’’Petrol Filling Station”， 

’’Other Specified Uses” annotated ’’Marina’’ and ’’Government, Institution or 
Community" to "Residential (Group 〇 1 3 ' "Government, Institution or Community’’， 

"Other Specified Uses” annotated "Residential Above Service Area” and "Other 

Specified Uses’’ annotated "Promenade” and to extend the Outline Zoning Plan 
boundary beyond the existing seawall and zone it as ’’Residential (Group 〇 13’’ and 

’’Other Specified Uses” annotated ’’Promenade’’

(Y/I-DB/3)

L We refer to the captioned.

2. We consider that tlie comments made in our previous submission are still valid; please 

refer to Appendix 1.

3. In addition, we would like to provide our views regarding some recent responses made by 

the applicant to the comments of the authorities.

4. We would like to make clear that impact on fisheries does not only cover impacts on Fish 

Culture Zones (FCZs), Impacts on capture fisheries and fisheries resources (e.g., spawning

To rezone the application site from nOther Specified Uses11 annotated 
MStaff Quarters (5V* tolLResidential (Group O  12M
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