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& 071272016 1230 5218
_ to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

From: Paula Lepore Burrough —

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

[ Mark Subject Restricted [ Expand groups

Dear TPB
1t is really frustrating that HKR have resubmitted a 3rd application for the change of land 6F

use without addressing the objections that were submitted in the first 2 rounds by the
residents. They count on wearing down the residents and then winning by persistence rather
that the facts of how this will affect all of Discovery Bay. I do hope that the TPB will do their
diligence by reviewing all previous submissions, concerns and note that HKR have not
actually considered any of the objections.

The road that they are planning to use will be a hazard to all who live in the village. It would
be advisable that some one from the TPB come to visit the site to see what the situation
would be. We want to protect the residents and children from future accidents. At the moment
the transport to this area is not sufficient and will be made even more difficult if more
residents are bussed up to this area.

I sincerely and genuinely hope that the TPB are in a position to consider all the concemns and
make HKR responsible for addressing them before any change of use is granted. It is not

fathomable that they say they will address it without being clear and forthright about it prior. .

Paula Burrough

—rea 6f (Behind Parkvale) - Objection Letter to TPB (2).docx
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F. North Point Government Offices

333 Java Read, North Point

(Via email: tpbpd@pland.cov.bk 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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

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

L B

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

now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC’) dated
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of

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

* secured and respected. -

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

There is'major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation to the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.. from staff quarters into residentiai
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arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
envirommental perspective and against the inlerest 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 fo 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.

Signature :__ Paula Lepore Date: _Dec 7,
2016

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: __Paula Lepore
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This is Parkvale
92189
The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd(@pland.gov.bi or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs, -

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

m Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016
g

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

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

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

is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated I
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the “Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. I
. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas” or the "City

Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section [ of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area ) 0b for all purposes connected with 1
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 prepesty ?wners of the Lot should be maintained,
secured and respcctcd—,w--; 2

e
R - ,
2. The disruption, gollu;‘::knd.#ms%ce caused b_y the construction to the

immediate residents 3“3 P.P.E‘?’.‘y QwWiiers nearby i§ drid will be substantial. This
the submission has rrur addressed
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3. The Proposal is major changé to the development concept of the Lot and 2
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i’e. & change
from service into residential area. Approval of it ‘would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all
resident and owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of
infrastructure o 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.
Distuption 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 environmenta] impact to the iramediate 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
Alis still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in
this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may
create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an
undesirable visval 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 commegt, the application for Area 10b should be withdrawn.

Signature ' Date: (ﬂ 20( 6
Y
Name ofDiscoveryg'u/ Owner/%r AU SIAL H[/\/é]

Address:

1T
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(aﬁ E 3 Objection to HKR application for development Area 6F
07/12/2016 14:06

\H
Brendan Rosco: |
y Y/ 1-D8f2

To: Ipbpd@pland.gov.hk,

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

Brendan John Roscoe
Sharon Lesley Roscoe
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This 1s Parkvale

The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot
O is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC.
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the
existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained,
secured and respected.

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This
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the submission has not addressed. 9229

The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and 2
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the épplication, le. a change
from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all
resident and owners of the district.

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

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

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

e

o

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

Signature : ' Date:

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:

20f2
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352, Discovery Bay

{«ﬁ) Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.
wu.-— 07/12/2016 15:57

IR (> 755 @pien gov ik
From: illy cheng GG

Ta: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

The Secretariat
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

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

' Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016
1 refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(“HKR”), Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned
application on 27.10.2016.
Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed
development of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed
as follows:-
The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held
under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part
of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City
Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under

Q Section ] of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper
use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has
effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. The Applicant has
failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral
application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot,
should be maintained, secured and respected.
The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents
and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This the submission has not addressed.
The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental
deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout Plana and the approved
Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change from service into residential area.
Approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and
against the interests of all resident and owners of the district.

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

T—
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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 minimoum undertake the cost and expense of all
infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. Disruption to all
residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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

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

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

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _

Cheng hok lun

Address: I
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IR (o: (55pd@pland.gov.hi

(‘ﬁ) Objection to Planning Application Y/I-DB/2 - Area 6f - Discovery Bay.
\, hd

From: Seb Breanner

To: "tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>,

Dear Sirs,

| write to you concerning my objection to Planning Application Y/I-DB/2 - Area 6f Discovery
Bay.

The principle of the development is not satisfactory. The application is contradictory

with the OZP stipulation for the provision of Low rise staff quarters. The visual and

@ environmental impact of the proposal is not acceptable. The scale and intensity of

! the proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building
heights (128 meters) are too large and too dense for the site. The ongoing
construction will prevent members of the public from fully enjoying the existing
natural environment and hiking trail. The application proposes to change the usage
of the site from staff quarters to commercial apartments without explaining where
alternative staff quarters will be provided and / or why staff quarters are no longer

- required. The proposed development is not in keeping with the overall character of
the surrounding villages or Discovery Bay as a whole. Width constraints of Parkvale
Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles such as construction, delivery and bus
services to navigate the drive safely would be amplified by the proposed
development which is unacceptable. The numerous issues and concerns contained
in the PYOC Comments on Application number: Y/I-DB/2’ dated 12 July 2016 have
not been addressed by the applicant and therefore remain valid. The application
would overstrain current educational and community facilities within Discovery Bay.

' Sincerely,
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E3-H Obgection to Planning Application Y/I-DB/2 - Area 6f - Discovery Bay.

Dear Sirs,

write to you concerning my objection to Planning Application Y/I-DB/2 - Area 6f Discovery Bay.

The principle of the development is not satisfactory. The application is contradictory with the OzP
stipulation forthe provision of Low rise staff quarters. The visual and environmental impact of the
proposal is not acceptable. The scale and intensity of the proposed development including the plot ratio,
site coverage and building heights (128 meters) are too large and too dense for the site. The ongoing
construction will prevent members of the public from fully enjoying the existing natural environment and
hiking trail. The application proposes to change the usage of the site from staff quarters to commercial
apartments without explaining where alternative staff quarters will be provided and / or why staff
quarters are no longer required. The proposed development is not in keeping with the overall character ot
the surrounding villages or Discovery Bay as a whole. Width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the
ability of larger vehicles such as construction, delivery and bus services to navigate the drive safely would
be amplified by the proposed development which is unacceptable. The numerous issues and concerns
contained in the PYOC Comments on Application number: Y/i-DB/2’ dated 12 July 2016 have not been
addressed by the applicant and therefore remain valid. The application would overstrain current
educational and community facilities within Discovery Bay.

Sincerely,
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[ Mark Subject Restricted

5224

O Expand groups

=3

Area 6f Redident Objection.pdf


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

2 - S

This is Parkvale

The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sirs,

Section 124 Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 61, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot
is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC.
Area 10b also forms part -of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City
Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the

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

'

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This
the submission has not addressed.
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3. The Proposal is major changé 10 the development concept of the Lot and a
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plana and the approved Oudine Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change
from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all
resident and owners of the district.

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

Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and
addressed in the submission. l

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, especiaily 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.

! il
Signature : A=Y, X Date: ( 20( 6
Name of DiscoveryEJOwner | Resigont: M[J\' K I / & )
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Good day,
Kindly find attached letiers.

Regards,

Nadine

P




“The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, Norih Point Govemment Offices

333 Java Road, North Poini

(Via emaik: tpbpd@pland.gov.vk 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 Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

2. The 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 1o the land use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved

Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from slat quarters into residential
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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 is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

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

Signature : @M Date: & (2. 06 »

Name of Discovery Bay O/wuer/ Resident: MQC\; L @c‘; ,y\ml()&f\

|
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pbpd@pland.gov hk
Bhavna Shivpuri - personal \
Feedback on Section 12A Applications ndg Y/I-DB/2 related 1o Area 6f and Y/I-DE/ reimed 1c Area 1b

Area {0b letter 7 Dec.pdf, Area 6f letter 7 D

9226

Dear Sir
Please note my objection to the submission by the Applicant on 27/10/2016 in relation to the captioned.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to my comments per the attached for
further review and comment, both these applications shou!d be withdrawn.

Sincerely
Bhavna
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Bhavna S. Shivpur]

7" Docenther, 2016

e Secretariat

Town Planninrg Board

13/F. North Poimt Government Offices
ana

333 Java Rozd. North Point

(Via email: tpbpd% plund.oov.hic or fax: 2877 0245 /2322 §426)

Dear Sir.

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

1 refer to the Response to Comments submitied by the consultant of Hong Xonz Resort

("HKR™). Masterplan Limited, 1o address the departmental comments regarding the captione
application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that ] strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed developmen:
of the Lot. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-
1. HXR claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6fis in doubt. as the 1ot is now held under
the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') -dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms past of
either the “City Common Arcas™ or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC.
Pursuant 1o Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has
the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 6f for all puiposes
connected with the proper use and enjoyment .of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined
in the PDMC). The applicant has failed 1o consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of
the Lot prior 10 this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all
property owners of the Lot, should be considered. secured and respected.

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

There is major change 1o the development concept of the Lot and a fundamental deviation to the

tand use of the original approved Master Plans or the approved Qutline Zoning Plan in he

lof2

2
¥
i
‘;;
1
b

—y




¥
|

Sa-aen o

wn

~Bhavna S. Shivpuri 5226

B L O A TN L T L Ll e Y R B T M E N e IO 1 £ e ms 9 g

application, ie. from staff quarters into residential arca. and approval of it would be an
undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interest of all

property owners of the district.

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
subnussion, and all DB property owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this
submission in upgrading the surrounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or
support 1o the proposed development, e.g. all required road nelwork and related utilities
improvement works arised out of this submission ete. The proponent should consult and liaisc
with all property owners being affected and undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure
out of this development. Its disruption during construction to other property owners in the

vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in the submission.

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

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

The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Amex A is still
unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height. massing and disposition in this revision. The two
towers are still sitling too close 1o 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 :

o - 3)i2 e

Date:

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Bhavna Shivpuri

Address:

20f2
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FEE: Aleks Bobrowski P
FHEEM 012820168 £ = 21:52 5 2 27

Lol - \whpd@pland.gov.hk
IE: Objections to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 *
e Objections ajb07122016.pdf

Dear Surs,

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

Section 12A Application No. Y/I-DB/3

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

Section 12A Application N(fY/I-DB/Z

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

Best regards

Aleks Bobrowski

__
C
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This is Parkvaie

The Secretariat
. Town Lmnmg Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
{Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 124 Application No. Y/I-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery, Bay

Objection to the Submission vby the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I refer to the Responsé to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort
(*HKR?”), 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. My main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed
as follows:-

. The HKR cleim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now
held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b.
forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part qf
cither the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. MUmt to
Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMé) has the -
right and liberty to go.pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all pmpos&é
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-tswners of the Jot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existiﬁg
so-ownere, ie. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and

respected.

2. The diuption, poliution and nuisance caused by the construction to the. immediate

ressdent. and property owners nearby is and will be substantial, This the submission has
aui acdreused.
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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.. a change from service into
residential area. Approval of it would be‘an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interests of all resident and owners of the
district.

4. The original stipulated DB populatioﬁ 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 Jiaise 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 pteservation 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 patural setting, and would pose an undesirable “visual >irnpact to the
immediate surroundings, especially to_tﬁos«;: 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 : /W __ Date: YDMUZO/é |

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

Address:
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N wopd@pland gov.hk
E4-H Application No. YA-DB2 5 2 2 8

l

Dear Sirs,

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

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

Obgxction to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 .

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

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

1. HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the Principal Deed of
Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area
10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7
under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over
and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City
Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be extinguished. The
Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application.
The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and
respected.

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

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

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure 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 submusston. 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,
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5. The pmwoced %eillng of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ccological disaster, and poses a substantial environmental -

impact 1o the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree

Sompensaiory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

U [2a)

Uniess and untl the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments for further review and comment, the
appacaton for Ares 10b should be withdrawn. ,,)
4
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Tk Stephen Pill

THEM: 0781282000+ Yy )~ 20.28

T tpopd@pland. gov.hk 5229
x8: Objection - Y/A-DB/2 Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352

K3 ¥ Area 6f Redident Objection SP.pdf

Dear Sirs,

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

Kind regards

Stephen Pili ©
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F. North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

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

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

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

1of2
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underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in
population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers

would have to suffer and pay the cost of  the necessary upgrading of
infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed
development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities
capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and

liaise with all property owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost

and expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently

agreed to. Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated -
and addressed in the submission.

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

i

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 : //’/’;7/\/ Date: 7 December 2016

=
Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _Stephen Pill




Yasmin Jiwz,
T 1R2ANIELT= 2119
whpd@pland.gov.hk

Ubjection ! 5 2 3 0

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Apglication No. Y/-DB/2

Area 6, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay
Objection to the S\lbmission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Kirf} please note that I sirongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. My main
rezsons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the Principal Deed of
Mutrel Covenant PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area
10b 2lso forms part of either the "City Common Areas” or the "City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7
wmder Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over
exé 2long and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City
Rales (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.

-1 The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and

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

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

e ——




4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure can.  stand
up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers
would have to suffer and pay the cost of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support
to the proposed development. For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works arising out
of this submission. The f)réponent 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 environmentale
impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

M

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

i may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to the

i immediate surroundings, especially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

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

Regards,

Yasmin Jiwa
5230 @
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Dear Sirs, i E'
I
Please find enclosed my objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016 regarding Section 12A Application No. Y/-DB/2 Area |
61, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay. ; l
i
Kind regards f‘
Wong Ka Yun Anita i :
. » I
i
? i
ki ;1
iy
3 8]
3
1
i
H i
!
{
,
1 5 |
!
B L .
1
@ ¥
i
{ ]
13 ) :‘
j
g :;I
H ; :'1
5
i
o )
i ¥
' ¢
*




kL

e 1t Vi X LU | mlid ¢ W - 70 sroc b M e |l S r -

The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, Notth Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

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

1.

The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot
is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC.
Area 10b also forms part of either the "City Common Areas" or the "City
_ Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the

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

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

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

The Proposal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a
fundamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change
from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable

precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all
resident and owners of the district,

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

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 : A/ 'b - Date: 7 December 2016

%
o

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _Wong Ka Yun Anita
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Please see attached voice of opposition.

Best regards,

Suzie Nuttall

Director of Advancement
International College Hong Kong (Hong Lok Yuen)

i { ) international College
+ Hong Kong
’ * HONG LOK YUEN

A Community Leaining for Tomorrow
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This e-mail (including any attachments) may contain information that is privileged or confidential. The sending of this e-mai to

any person other than the intended recipient is not a waiver of the privilege or confidentiality that attaches to it. If you are
not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately, delete the email and do not copy, distribute or disclose rts

contents.
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Subject: Office Copier
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Govermment Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear S, ;

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

submission are listed as follows:-

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

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

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

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

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

é, g0 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, securéd and respected. i

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
Cuiline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into residential
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arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from
environmental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the

district.

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

submission.

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments
for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signature ;_ Mmﬁﬂ,ﬂ Date: _§ q@ﬁ/ 2/ L

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: Samnm f\)wHkH

—

Address: _

2012
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xH: OBJECTION TO APPLICATION NO. Y/-DB/2 SECTION 12A, AREA 6F, LOT 385 RP &EXT (PART) IN DD 352 DISCOVERY BAY

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Application No. Y/1-DB/2
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Kindly please note that 1 strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. My main reasons of objecli;n on this
particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant
(PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area” as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City
Common Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the
PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The
property rights of the existing co-owners, i.¢. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: ELIZABETH RAWSON

Address:
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Dear Town Planning Board Representative,

S G

I am a resident of Discovery Bay who is very concerned about Application Y/I-DB/2.

H Overcrowding in Discovery Bay is an issue, these further flats and the impact that this will have on the facilities
f ! such as water, gas, traffic and environmental pollution is significant.

Inote that "treated effluent to be discharged to a gravity sewage pipe, which will eventually discharge to the
neighbouring marine waters without the need of a marine outfall”. | am sure you aware of all the medical waste

on cur beach in Discovery Bay, now the water will have even more pollution.

:,  The developer already struggles to maintain DB roads and facilities, this is an operation to make money and
i provide less and less as things fall apart in DB (see recent gas explosion, trees pulled up, damaged roads).

Regards,

£ Joanna Reid
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Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government OfTices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tphpdapland.gov.hk or fax. 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,
- Section [2A 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
(ﬁr" I refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong

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

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

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

1. HKR claims that'they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is
now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC") dated
20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the "City
Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section [ of
the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty to go
e 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-owncrs, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered,
secured and respected.

[IS]

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

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

(")

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

lof3




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

district.

4. The origial supulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respecied as the
underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in
population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have 1o 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 utifitigs improvement E’
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.

1

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 s 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 10 those

existing towers in the vicinity.

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

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

Date: %‘ [))’“‘. {:J

Signature :

U
Name of Discovery Bg@ Resident: u‘(k S (uin Kosk

—

Address:

20f3
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The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Officcs

333 lava Road, North Point

(Via email: tphnd a pland.gov. bk 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 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 captiohed application on 27.10.2016.

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

submission are listed as follows:-

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

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

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

Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of

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

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

the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in
the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the
co-owners of the Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of
the existing co-owners, 1.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be considered,

secured and respected.

I

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.

2

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

E 1of3




arca, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case frorms
environmental perspective and against the imerest of all property owners of the
district.

4. The onginal 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 suifer
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

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

i @ 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 serting.
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 1o the existing rural natvral setting, and would pose an
undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially 10 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 WW/'\ /\ Date: 7 LD‘?(/ 2@[(/)

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: \E&. /HA&Z Mjb\f Q\

e e T AR O
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Reference Number: 161206-152718-24122

ERRY

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

XM REE

Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 15:27:18

A RACAR R SRR

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

TRERA, #2418

Mr. Franklin Wright
Name of person making this comment: 5%4 Mr. Franklin Wrigh

G
BRE#ERE
Details of the Comment :

I am the owner and resident of —

[ submit the following comments which are as a result of me reading the Applicant’s latest subm
lission containing: Additional information on the 27.10.16.

JA.. Road Access.

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

2 . The Passage way does not have the space for additional designated pedestrian pavement nor is

Q it designed nor constructed for use by heavy vehicles, such as piling equipment and cement lorri
jes. .

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

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

5. The legal Position.

[There is serious doubt, confirmed by legal opinion, that the Applicant has a legal right to resume
the primarily pedestrian thoroughfare within Parkvale v1llage which is specified as a Passagewa
v in the relevant DMC and sub-deed.

6. Discovery Bay Services Management Limited, the Manager under the DMC has treated this P
lassageway as de facto Village Common Arca since the occupation of Parkvale Village, thus for




el AU AR IR AR AR

around 30 years it has been maintained at the expense of the owners of Parkvale Village. The A
pplicant has no right to reswne control of this Passageway.

B. Sewage Treatment,

1.The Applicant has provided no details about exact location of the onsite local sewage treatmen
t plant other than it will be within Area 6f. That the area is of sufficient size and geographical st
ble enough to be suitable for such is doubtful. Its construction would probably involve earth mo
ing and vegetation destruction that would affect considerably slope stability .

2.1t is understood that the Applicant proposes to allow ‘treated’ sewage to be discharged into a
marine outlet next to the ferry pier. The depth of the water affected is such that séwage discharg
e would be likely to cause red tides and affect the bathing beach adjacent to it.

3.1t must be that such a sewage treatment works would involve unpleasant and unhealthy odors,
especially during high summer. Its geographical position in relation to Discovery Bay Valley Ro
ad with its surrounding hills on both sides will ensure for at least for the greater part of the year

strong winds will blow such odors into the neighbourhood causing offense and affecting public
health.

IC. Conclusion.

The Applicant’s proposal to construct the two multi storey blocks at 6(f) and the building of the
Inew sewage worles:and the tige of these affer comiptétion would alter significantly the quality of 1
ife of Parkvale residents which they expected when purchasing their properties. And whilst one
must be conscious of the ever increasing need for housing this should not be to the detriment of t|
he common right of quiet enjoyment enjoyed not only by the residents of the immediate area but
lalso those in neighbouring villages as well.

[Franklin Wright
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SRR I TR R L R Maliing Commen on Flannlag A pplicstion / Reviev:
&5t 161206-161057-37603

Reference Number:

e X 09/1272016

Deadline for submission:

XA HIRRH 06/12/2016 16:10:57

Date and time of submission:

HRREIRE B AR Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA /28 44 Mr. Thomas Gebauer

Name of person making this comment:

BRHE

Details of the Comment :

aste Management and related Environment
Current Waste-Collection-Sorting and Transfer -Point ( WCTP) for all of Discovery Bay is
close to the current Kaito Ferry Pier . off the residential area , safe a nearby building used as staf
f quarters of the ’
applicant or their wholly owned subsidiaries. There is one Waste Management Building ( WM
[B ) but a large number of -
operatlons of the WCTP are taking place in open grounds around the WMB . The existing buildi
ng is already much too
mall , very much too small, to accommodate all Waste Management Operations.
e size of the current building is about 10x20 m = 200 sqm which can only accommodate one }
arge
“FEHD type garbage truck” with little space at the sides used for certain rough -sorting of larg
pieces of waste; loading the truck is done or can only be done by also utilising space outside of]
e building. The current total area (incl. the
uilding ) used for waste management operations i.e. for waiting space for DB garbage trucks, p
arking for DB garbage
cks , waste-collection “wheeled green plastic containers for general garbage “ ( mostly origin
ting ﬁ'om commercial
enterpnses/restaurants and from the DB publxc rubbish bins-), large truck -size- containers : acco
ding to “about
easurements” is about 36x30m = 1080 sqm.
¢ outside/open space, also used for temporary storage of certain separated waste ( like plastic
, glass, paper ) is
ultc large , sometimes additional space must be provided when the “waste -transfer -chain
terrupted. Sometimes
olidays, adverse weather, problems at the receiving end of the waste-chain lead to a built -up of]
aste.
Iways to keep in mind , in case of need some more open space is currently available, there is a
exibility, this is not the
ase in the planned Podium of the application Y/I-DB/3 which must be considered when also ing
easing the population

in DB through this application Y/I-DB/2
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PEMS Conunent Subiuission o

[Considering the now planned, CONFINED space in /undemeath the Podium as per application
N 1-DB/3

according to wmeasureinents on the drawings it is calculated about 20x 40 meters for the “box” de
scribed as :

“Refuse Collection Chamber” .

[There is not enough space for waiting vehicles and there must be congestion because of turning
vehicles, lack of space

for temporary storage of large pieces of waste or sorted “recycling -waste”.

'V ehicles might have to wait on the public road before the entrance to the Podium .

W here can an "overflow" of rubbish , municipal waste , buses and the vehicles for maintenance
have an "escape -area”? no more as all at the Num Shue Wan area will be built -up, it will be res
hdential development.
[The increase of population in DB, the influx of many visitors/ local tourists plus expected tourist
coming via sightseeing

oaches , the comresponding larger quantities of rubbish , municipal waste

k for the need for larger refuse collection-, temporary -storage- and initial sorting- facilities .
he current , semi-open- air- facilities with a certain temporary -space -flexibility for storage
specially during holiday-seasons, typhoon -seasons and the like are already stretched !

e demand for space , the burden on ventilation of a Podium- Underground facility, the subseq
ent exhausts to

earby residential areas must be re-considered seriously in the application.

ven the applicant’s claim for allocation of “about 1000 sqm” cannot be considered to be enoug
as consideration to the “inflexible location” must be given .

s the Podium is either right underneath or very close, within the residential development the ai
pollution from the various activities ( Waste-Handling , Bus Station , Bus- and other Vehicle-
aintenance- and Repair- Shops ) must be dealt with by high powered ( noisy ) ventilators and
RY high chimneys .

e applicant often used phrase *“ to minimise” must be read as : there will be additional pollutio

1
ow much should people in DB bear as “having chosen originally a place in HK which is pollut
ion-free” why should the DB owners and residents have to accept a worse environment because
f developer’s aims ? )

Hongkong in the 21st century it must go the other way around: when a new development is pl
ed the aim must be for simultaneous improvement of environment not the impairment of env

The projected space for facilities serving the whole of DB "under a Podium " is not sufficient,
eady not for the

resent , definitely not for the future as this must also be considered by the TPB,; last not least to
eep in mind the

increase in DB permanent population, influx of visitors , also annual capacity of the hotel. Town
lanning is a forward

ooking endeavour not just considering the present situation or needs. So TPB MUST also take a
OLISTIC VIEW as far

developments in DB are concerned , this also concerns therefore the other application Y/I-D
B/3 , as also that

ppplication cannot be dealt with just on its own merits!!

'The projected size of DB population? Details should be with the Lands Department , but they do
Inot release the figure to

khe DB owners!! Maximum permitted number of housing units in DB, proposed in Master Plan
[7.0E (dd.28/12/2015) ,

are 77

IOn above grounds | object to the given application.




PEMS Comment Submission

 Thomas Gebauer ( owner and resident )
Discovery Bay

H3/3
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ﬁl‘ﬁﬁaﬂ ﬂ ﬁl:ilﬁﬁ% MH\'“a _omment on P[‘ivtfl«ﬂg EEASATIN ARV
S46Gn
Refercnce Number: 161206-170247-01929
R 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

X HHERME

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

AR EPHRER

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

TRERA ER/AE

4 Mr. Thomas Geb
Name of person making this comment: ek Jebauer

BRHE

Details of the Comment :

IDiscovery Bay applications Y/I-DB/2 and Y/I-DB/3
I draw the attention of the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the fact that the entire lot of Discover
Bay, including the
areas covered by the applications Y/I-DB/2 and Y/I-DB/3, is held under a Deed of Mutual Cove
nant (DMC). Many
of the other owners of the lot have grave concerns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack ther
eof) by
[Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Manage
ment Limited (DBSML),
a wholly-owned subsidiary of HKR.
[HKR is bound by the DMC and is not the sole owner of the land; it is a co-owner of the land tog
ether with thousands
i of other owners, who are legal stake-holders as owners of undivided shares in the lot.

ﬂ [There are on-going, unresolved disputes between HKR and the other owners on a number of iss
ues, in particular
irregularities in the calculation of Management Expenses. HKR is the owner/operator of all the ¢
jommercial
[properties in Discovery Bay and, with the assistance of its directly controlled subsidiary DBSM

Li L, is not paying
g Management Fees on the commercial properties in accordance with the clear language of the D
MC.
[The DMC requires that Management Expenses must be shared accordmg to GBA, as defined in
the DMC. HKR and
the Manager calculate Management Fees for the commercial properties according to Gross Floor]
5 |Area (GFA), which
4 allows HKR to underpay its due share of Management Expenses.
i I_ands Department and the District Councillor of Discovery Bay are well aware of these unresol
- ived disputes.
5 o recourse can be taken by small owners through the City Owners’ Committee (COC), recogni
i ed as the
whners’ committee under the Building Management Ordinance (Cap. 344), as HKR controls the
ajority of undivided

file:/N\pld-egis2\Online_Comment\161206-170247-01929_Comment_Y_1-DB_2.html  07/12/2016




PEMS Comment Submission 72"

hares in the lot and is able to cast its shares at any time 10 conwol the outcome of any vote. For 4
€ same reason,

¢ owners of Discovery Bay are unable to form an Owners” Corporation as HKR can alwavs bl

ck any resolution to

incorporate.

urther development of Discovery Bay should be deferred untii the unfair treatment of the small
wners has been

ddressed. Any new development will only subject more owners to the unfair charging of Mana

ement Expenses by HKR and their wholly owned subsidiary, DBMSL

above grounds I ask the TPB to reject the apphications unu! government departiments can <ho
that HKR agrees

o abide in full to the terms of the New Grant and the DNC

On above grounds | object to the application.

omas Gebauer
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! [There are on-going, unresolved disputes between HKR and the other owners on a number of iss
! hies, in particular irregularities in the calculation of Management Expenses. HKR is the owner/o
» fperator of all the commercial properties in Discovéry Bay and, with the assistance of its directly
; feontrolled subsidiary DBSML, is not paying Management Fees on the commercial properties in

- ording 16 Gross Floor Area (GFA), which allows HKR to underpay its due share of Management]

" {.ancs Department and the District Councillor of Discovery Bay are well aware of these unresol

e U ntiaane) (Ot

by o=
s
075
g, Comnani o Pianaing Applicsncn / evic »
161208-154617-64170
R
| PRI o 09/12/2016
Deadiine {or submission:
bt e
RNHMREH 08/12/2016 15:46:17
Dave and time of submission:
- sxym o
ARORNERES vADBA o
The application no. to which the comment relates: ’
oramas 2
| EERAL ﬁzg‘/'@.‘h . S4= Mr. Thomas Gebauer
{ Name of person making this comment:

ERFEE

Details of the Comment :

(Discovery Bay applications(Y/I-DB/2/and Y/I-DB/3
[ draw the attention of the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the fact that

the applicant , HongKong Resort Company Ltd. uses in their submission “Development Schedul
& <

the : “Site Area” the term GFA = Gross Floor Area while in the DMC with thousands of co-own
ers of

IDiscovery Bay the term GBA i1s used when sharing of expenses in Discovery Bay is prescribed.
[The applications cannot be approved untl this large difference has been addressed.

[The entire lot of Discovery Bay, including the areas covered by the applications Y/I- DB/2 and
[Y/1-DB/3, is held under a Deed of Mumal Covenant (DMC). Many of the other owners of the lot
have grave concerns about the adherence to the DMC (or lack thereof) by Hong Kong Resort Co
mpany Limited (HKR) and the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Management Limited (DBSM
L), 2 wholly-owned subsidiary of HKR.
IHKR is bound by the DMC and is not the sole owner of the land; it is a co-owner of the land tog
lether with thousands of other owners, who are legal stake-holders as owners of undivided shares
in the lot.

" jaccordance with the clear langnage of the DMC.
the DMC. HKR and the Manager caleulate Management Fees for the commercial properties ace
4)(")6“‘6*

jved disputes.
NG recourse can be taken by small owners through the City Owners’ Committee (COC), recogni

ded 43 the owners” committee under the Building Management Ordinance (Cap. 344), as HKR ¢
i pr.‘ru 3 the majority of undivided shares in the lot and is able to cast its shares at any time to con

The DMC requires that Management Expenses must be shared according to GBA, as defined in |

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

O ianmetit 16T0R 154617 61170 Coamnyent VO T.TIR R hind ANMNAMAA




PEMS Comment Submission (12/2

1 an Owners’ Corporation as HKR can always block any resolution to incorporate.

Further development of Discovery Bay should be deferred until the unfair treatment of the small
owners has been addressed. Any new development will only subject more owners to the unfair ¢
harging of Management Expenses by HKR and their wholly owned subsidiary, DBMSL

lOn above grounds I ask the TPB to reject the applications until govermment depariments can sho
w that HKR agrees to abide in full to the terms of the New Grant and the DMC.

On above grounds I object to the application.
[Thomas Gebauer

. hd e -
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WA tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

TH: OBJECTION TO APPLICATION NO. Y/i-DBf2 SECTION 12A. AREA 6F, LOT 385 RP &EXT (PART) IN DD 352 DISCOVERY BAY

Dear Sirs,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant
(PDMC) dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDMC. Area 10b also forms part of either the "City
Common Areas" or-the "City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the

% PDMC) has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and t
enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The
property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners of the Lot, should be maintained, secured and respected.

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

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

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

1. The proposed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate
. natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree preservation plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.
1

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

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

Name of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: ELIZABETH RAWSON

Address: 4
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ST /T L BB Mkl Cornniar o on Frenniog Applizson / Meve
& 36N
Refercnce Number: 161206-172701-76489
TR
Dcadline for submission: 09/1272016
R RAREEH
Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 17:27.01
FHHNHERER
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/1-DB2

TRERA  BH/EH .

. Mr. Yau Wi

Name of person making this comment: Sedk Mr. Yau Wing
ERm
Details of the Comment :

[From the presented perspectives and photo montage, the impact of the new development to the s
jurrounding area is minimal, if not none. The development can bring more residential units to Ho
Ing Kong people and it is desirable. I support the development definitely.

. n <
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ﬁ*ﬁmfﬁﬂlﬂﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁ i"\?-K’»ng C‘(‘zul:l‘.v" AR g “hiJ*'s Avpidsir, f ieulien ' "\
Sxan s :
Reference Number: 1206-18653-00891
bl
Deadline for submission: 09/1212016
H3X B 015 85

Nate and time of submission: 0671272016 18:06:53

k=1 LEes L Pt

. R Y/1-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates: g ‘

(RERA  ER/5HE

7/INA Miss Amanda CHAN
Name of person making this comment:

B R

Details of the Comment :

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

Noise pollution, air pollution would appear because of the construction work in 6F d}slrig- l:s ﬂc:
urrent residents living in Dbay around 17 years, I don't want any nose and air pollution o
district project.

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

anks a lot!
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EENSEFZREES Melking Comuzent oo Flanwng Applicsiion / Review W

| EER
! Reference Nuzber: 161206-195512-86290

R
| Desdiine for submission: 091272016

EXEHRNE 5.
' Date and time of submission: 06/12/2016 19:55:12

ERERNSRER .
The application ne. to which the comment relates:

TRERA BEER

; Name of person making this comment: P Mr. Lav

1 E%‘-‘F =

| Details of the Comment : ’ .
6‘-—*‘“‘ ERSARETR BEHIEEERE - REPOERNIMRE - BEREER

P

AEFETHEIAD - ﬂsﬁiﬁﬁﬁ FEEB LT REE - RRTRERNER

=3

fle/pid-egie2\Ontine_Commenfi161206-195512-86290_Comment_Y_1-DB_Lhtmi  07/12/2016
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ELARRE /IR ER Muking Comment cp Planning Applizscion /e v

BERR . |
Reference Number: ‘ 161206-195525-30372

R RA
Deadline for submission: 99/12/'2015
X B HIR

Date and time of submission: 0671272016 15:35:25

ARV R H R YA.DBA
The application no. to which the conunent refates:

TRERA; L/48 %¢4 Mr. Huub van Roosal |
Name of person making this comment: en :

ERHHA

Details of the Comment :

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

jwe strongly object against building 476 additional apartments on this precious green part of disc § ;
overy bay. We have a fabulous green view from our apartment in Coral court and we just don't ||
[want to have that spoilt by new apartment towers in our backyard. we strongly object agains: ha
ving all that extra traffic in future, polluting the air. It is for the fresh air and greer views why w | |
e moved to Discovery bay!! i
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* SR R A IR R Misian g Co

LY ot Plaming Applicstisn / Review

| BTaR

{ Reference Nuwmber:

XA

Desdiine foxr submission:

R AR

Dare and dme of submission:
HRINHRERHESR
THEERA  SL/2H

BRFE
Derails of the Comment :

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Name of person making this comment:

161206-201021-86090

09/12/2016

06/12/2016 20:10:21

Y/I-DB2

7NB Miss May

TR E O TR ShRE
SRR SRR .
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BEURMIER /I Z B R, Maling Cosumert . Fisening Applizstizg [ xeswn

BEER

Reference Number:

IR

Deadline for submission:

R AR

Date and time of submission:

F AR R SRR

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA ) Eairg

Name of person making this comment:

MR

Details of the Comment :

5[ AR AL
SR %E@%bfgiﬁ&%f/\m’mﬁaﬁfﬁ

161206-201509-89865

091272016

06/12/2016 20:15:09

YN1-DB/2

G4 Mr. Ku
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' RN R ZREE R Meking Comment on Franning Apglicativa / Review

| 2%QY

Refercuce Number: 161206-222335-14903

R 09/12/2016

i
|
’ Deadline for submission:

‘ .
X B IR 06/12/2016 22:23:35

Date and time of submission:

HIREVR SRR Y/-DB2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

"RERA, BE/EE $4 Mr. Kwan

Name of person making this comment:

BEFE

Details of the Comment :

¢ plan optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in HK and provides more ho

sing choices.
e area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff headquarters whic

are no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low that the infrastructure and facilities w
i1l be sufficient to accommodate the extra population.

-

et A e e P TABE.19912 2. 14003 Comment Y |-DB 2himi 07/124%
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Reference Number: 161207-092918-3435%
HERXREA

Deadline for submission: 091272016

HEXZ B A BB 6.
Date and time of submission: 071212016 05:25:18
MR P AR

The application no. to which the comment reates: YA-DBA

THRERA, ER/EH

i /v Miss Lisa Lee
Name of person making this comment:

BRHR

Details of the Comment :

or further development of Discovery Bay, 1 suppon keep on building more housing units 30 tha;
more people can invest and live here.

i

&

fHe/Aplt egisNOnline Commey s © -
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Reference Number: 161207-103736-94779

R

Deadline for submission: 09/1272016

BB ERE

Date and time of submission: 077122016 10:37:36

ARSI R AR
The application no. to which the comment relates: YA-DB12
TRERA, 62/48 . 2+ Ms. Yvonne Ng

Name of person making this comment:

BER#y

Details of the Comment :

Support the proposal for the new development in Discovery Bay (DB) as it not only will enhan

°A‘he living condition in DB, but also creates more job opportunities which will bring in many s
cial and economic benefits to the society.. With the increasing demand of housing in Hong Kon
, residential development in Discovery Bay surely will provide more choices for the Hong Kon
People. The increasing population in the area also can support more shops and restaurants and

Ying momentum for the community.

FIn R A i £ oy e 6N V1A DA (s

LTREE. .
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S E /P E R L Making Comneat on Pranning Auphinadcn / Review Y
BHEY 161207-103301-80977
Reference Number:

b dia ) 09/12/201.6

Deadline for submission:

A ORI ‘ . 07/12/2016 10:33:01

Date and time of submission:

=Lk JEEE A=t id YN-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA, &/48 Set Mr. Franklin Ip

Name-of person making this comment:

BRAHE

Details of the Comment :
support the proposal for the new development in Discovery Bay (DB) as it not onl_y W_‘“ enhan
es more job opportunities which will bring in many §
i With the increasing demand of housing in Hong Kon

g, residential development in Discovery Bay surely will provide more choices for the Hong Kon
so can support more shops and restaurants and

people. The increasing population in the area al
iving momentum for the community.

Naowanas
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FPREFHHZELER Meking Comment L Flsunag Appries lou  evise
Reference Number: 161207-102633-49226
frastitar]
Deadline for subnussion: . 091272016
EXHARRE ”
96
Datz and ume of submission: 07/12/2016 10:26:33
5 BRI e Rt
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2

TRERA, BLSH o
Name of person making this comument: T Ms. J@ﬁ Ng

BRHEN
Denils of the Comment :

support the proposal for the new development in Discovery Bay (DB) as it not only will enhan

the living condition in DB, but also creates more job epportunities which -will bring in many s
cial and economic benefits to the society.. With the increasing demand of housing in Hong Kon
, residential development in Discovery Bay surely will provide more choices for the Hong Kon

people. The increasing population in the area also can support more shops and restaurants and
iving momentum for the community.

file:/Aplc-eisZ\Online Comment} 61207-102623-49226 Comment Y 1-DB 2html  07/12/2016
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RPN EH/BGREER Moiug Conumne v on Flanning Agpiication / Rav'ew
é%ﬂﬁ . 161207-132150-18948
Relerence Number:
PR
Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016
XX B A B2 Bl a1
Date and time of submission: 071272016 13:21:30
AR B H G
The application ne. to which the comment relates: YI-DB/2

TRERA,EL/EE :

Name of person making this comment: M Mw? Ivy Wong
R
Details of the Comment ;
[FrER AR Rt st L BRI » R R e ]

file:/N\pld-egis2\Online_Comment\t61207- 1321 50- 13048 _Cantunca: ' RDB 2huwl 07122016
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1teference Number:

1612137.113328 uss?

]

122016
Preadline fur subymission. o

HESLE 012N

7:1272016 13:33.25
Date and time of submission: wiz

21 LIepiY IRk 1 ' Y/1-DBN?

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THERA  #¥/m

/B Miss Wong
Nume of person making this comment:

L3kl

Details of the Comment :

[icAnET L LR - ATREN AN RERRE ARG
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p——— \
AR TR PR M O L T an (Appliaatian ! Ryview ;
i
. BEn -
\ Weference Number. 161207-114149.04861
| mzmm
i Dendline for submission onzoe

- Sod=h )l i AL
! Date and time of submission: 0711272016 13:41:49

RIS F MR

The application no. to which the comment relstes: Yn-DB2

r
BBAN, £LIR £ Mrs. Ch

Name of person making this comment:

BRm

Detalls of the Comment :

|- F55 LA RERBRGRE « RN BRI 25| ARTIRERE |
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FLRRIE TSR B R, Making Camment eo Flanning Applicstion / Review

SERR _
Reference Nuwnber: 161207-135537-08741

'~-.1, lL.’-l'-— 2

B

it - 09122016

Deadlire for submission:

X H R R 07/12/2016 13:55:37

Date and time of submission:

FHE A S A Y/LDB/A

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA, $E/EH %%k Mr. Ronald

Name of person making this comment:

BEAH

Details of the Comment :

FREF LHERERIAREONE » SR & % LIMBLR S I AR (kSR -
P 32At MAUSUTHEERICHARE R MRF a2

Q
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FUBH S /BRI B R Maxing Comment an Flanning Application / Review .
et ' :
Reference Number: 161207-184442-98045

|
Eesdia:n]
Deadline for submission: 091272016 \*

|

R H AR
Date and time of subinission: 0771272016 18:44:42
BHRHRE S HEH
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB/2

TRERA, E/EH

4 Ms. Sophia Lau-Duetrm
Name of person making this comment:

g
. $2313) |

Details of the Comment :

The Proposed Sewage treatment plant in area 6f which is behind Parkvale will discharge wnte

already rather polluted marine waters which willaffect restaurants in the vicinity, deach goers. ¢

addlcrs and all water sport activities.

The eassting road 1n the Woods area is very narrow and will disturb all residents and lnkers dun

g construction periods. 1‘

I'here is no additional space for bulldozers, trucks for loading and unloading. Mareover, this \s 4

| private road ot the residents of the Woods © Woodbury, Woodgreen and Woodland. W e soad .‘;‘
ppace for emergencics fire engines, ambulances, in addition 1o the village buses, hrecars, deivert

by trucks etc ) )

Ihe proposed cutting down of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is a disaster ecolograaly.

The proposed 2 towers arc 1o massive in terms of height and closeness which reates a wall et¥e |

L1 10 the eaisting rusal natural sething. -

i swrongly object 1o the submission of the development of 6 and it

,mum be withdrawn

=
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| SeA901e /RSB R Meking Comamen.c on Pisanisg Appiencons feview

% b ) ) o
Refereace Number: 161207-202347-42831

R0 091212016

Deadline for subraission:

EXBHERME 07/12/2016 20:23:47

Date and dme of submission:

FHORERFESR . Y/ADBA2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TREEA /LT )
Name of person making this comment: : Se& Mr. Tat

BRFE

Derails of the Comment :

e area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff headquarters whic
Ih are no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low that the infrastructure and facxlmw w
il be sufiicient 1o accommodate the extra population.

IThe optimisation of the land use has given due consideration to various aspects, such as infrastry]
erare, visual, traffic and capacity of the community. The design is sensitive to the adjacent devel
opment and natural serting, It has given due regard for the mountain backdrop and the relationsh

ip with the existing residents.

®

B e Rt o L N Y A L N L B LT L R B T}

I DA R MR R B B 3 . b A et & & . EEEE @ $ewe

s WA A N AenAADE

Y A



T L e R ham—Rs o wmiawem s Wbt RS R VEATE

RS LU UELL SUDLssiot ot
[

A 5238
LR B REZRAEER Making Conuaent oa Planoing Applization / Raviaw
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Reference Number: 161207-210533-11873
Erdedied ]

Deadline for submission: 09122016

e dsb:r) i el

Date and time of submission: 07/12/2016 21:05:33

P=lcclieest ileakattd
-The application no. to which the comment relates: ¥1-DB/2
TRERA #YLR

Name of person making this comment:

BR#w

Details of the Comment :

AR EN R R IR B B35 24 R 38 SRR R B N BB MBS Ay (=

€ - BEH © 1TEEERRA - EERFEEANTHREESES  RRBERE - 2

SFORHERAIETTRR - ERES NN - RERI0ES 0 DEREESR
MENERER - ME—REH - REANIEER - BREUSAMRERESAZ ||
» TIJERRR/ N AT - 4 ﬁEﬁEW%&?b&‘%*E&ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁbﬁz '
RER @ RREREERE -

44 Mr. Kelvin Pan
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PN/ B R Making Comumant on Flanniug Applization / Review
SEGR
Reference Number; 161208-010556-28357

mmA 09/1272016

Deadlive for submission:

XU R R 08/12/2016 01:05:56

Date and time of submission:

TR R E It Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA, £4/418 %4 Mr. K X Wong

Nanie of person making this comment:

ERFH
; Details of the Comment :
Jit is to the interest of the public to have the new development commenced as soon as possible. |

i
H
L

fiic:A pld-egs2inhne Compaen® 16120%610550-24357 Comment Y _{-DH J2html  08/12/2016
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Reference Number: 161208:052334:43251 i

1

b5 a3 . ) IO

Deadline for Submission: ‘ 09/12/2016

827 YA B EFRY il

Date and time of submission: 08/122016 69:23:34
FTREV BB R YiBBA

The application no. to which the comment relates: -

FRERAA, ER/EH =1 M

T - FRAMS. Angela B

Nane of person making this corument: A wngela Bums
BR

Details of the Comment :

Objection for building an on-sewage treatment plant in area 6f without solving the problem of ta
e effluent as which wﬂl affect the Discovety Bay s eavitonment. Please m?_kc Sure the efffuent
s the crysml clear water otherwise you have o

an this pr

file:/Mpld-egis2\Online_ Comment\ 612080073 34.43331 Commens ¥ BB ZAw o 2
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RPN R REER, Muking Comment en Ulwiing Applic: 120/ Review
23R
Reference Number: 161208-130413-13818

PR

Deadline for submission: 09/12/2016

B R

Date and time of submission: 08/12/2016 13:04:13

EeLESESY BB i

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

TRERA , E2EH

Name of person making this comment: Sk Sit Christopher

BRFRE

Details of the Comment :

i 3% e P S % o RRRAA R MEEREIRA LIHERE - R
R RLA R I AVER I ‘

B ~ CBVLANAC INATT 19010 Macmmnnn FV IND A Les? nonnmMmn &
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RENFEFEIZREER Making Comment co Plaoning Application / Review

SHEmW
Reference Number: 161208-133346-68755

e 09/12/2016

Deadline for submission:

R BB R 08/12/2016 13:33:46

Date and time of submission:

FRRATAR R R TR Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA GR/EHE /A Miss Liu

Name of person making this comment:

R

Details of the Comment :
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