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15/V, Noah Point Govemmci\t OITices
333 Java Road, Norlh Point

(Via email: or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12AApplication No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pai*t) in D.D. 3S2, Discove»*y Bay

Objection to the Sutraisslon l>y the Applicant on 27.10.2016

1 refer to the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong 
Resort (i£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 
proppsed 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 1 Ob 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 o f  the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in 
the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 
extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent jfrom the 
co-owners o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the 

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

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

immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 

the submission has not addressed.



3 The l ' i〇[>osal is major cliaiM'.c lo llie dcvelupmcnl concept o f tlic Lol a/id a 

tundamcntal ilcvn lion  o f the land use f rom the original approved Master I^ayout 

IMaua cuul ihc a|)provcd Outline Zoning Plan in Uie application, i.e. a change 

fiom  set vice into iesidential area. Approval o f il would be an undesirable 

picccdct\t case from environmental perspective and against ihe interests o f all 

resident and owners o f llie district.

4. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as ihe 
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase m 
population implied by  the submission. All DB property owners and occupiers 
would have to  suffer and pay the cost o f  the necessary upgrading o f  
infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. 

For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works 
arising out of  this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with  all 

property owners being affected. At minimum  undertake the cost and expense o f  
all infrastructure of  any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and 
addressed in the submission.

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

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

Unless and until the applicant is able to  provide detailed responses to the comments
for further review  and comment, the application for Area 10b should be  \viflidra\m
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Dear S ir .

Please find enclosed (ref p d f) my comments on the above application. 

Yours Sincerely ,

Selina Kwong



The Sccrciariai

T〇\mi IMarming Boai d

15/1', North Poltu Go\:emrnent Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email. or fax. 2S77 v"：245 ： 522

Dear Sirs,

Secrirm 12 A A pplicalion No. \  /l l>li 2 

Area6f, Lor3S5 l 'v t(rari)  in O l> 352, l>isr〇V( r>

Objeciioi* io the Siihinissitm hy Uu A p plim ii  oh 2 7.10 2" l «，

I refer lo the Response to Comments suhmtUctl by ihc consultant <>1' M p；： K r〆’ 

Resort ('TtKR'"), Masterplan L.imilcci, \o address the depaitmcntai u >inm .» 

regarding the captioned application on 27 10 2016

Kindly please note that 1 strongly object lo Llie submission 'J>e
proposed development of tiie Lot. My main reasons of objection on this panic jlar 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The 1m 
is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenani (TDNIC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area” as defined in the PD VC 
Area 10b also forms part of either tlie "City Common Areas1' or the MCit> 
Retained Areas*' in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section 1 of the 
PDMC, every OwTier (as defined in the PDMC) has tlie right and liberty :〇 go 
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all puqooses connected with 
the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to ihe 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 conseni from the 
co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. Hie propeay nghts 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.



5264

-v The l、rc、i)osal is nia.jor duuige to llie devdupinent concepL 〇「山e Lol iuicl a

lundamentai deviation of the land use from the original approved Master l,ayout 
Plana and the appiovcd Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residenliiil area. Approval of il would be an undesirable 
prcccxlent case I'rom 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 subraissioa The proponent should consult and liaise with all 
properly owners "being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of 
all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and 
addressed in the submission

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

6. The revision of development as indicated in Hie Revised Concept Plan of Annex 
A is still unsatisfactory in term of its proposed height, massing and disposition in 
lhis revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each o让ler 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 furtlier review and comment, the application for Area 10b should be withdra\vn.
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致方犮市規则娄貝會秘逛：

禅人送遞或郵遞：香港北角濟?(S道 333 M 北角政府合趸 15樓 

傅 迈 ：烈 77 〇245 或 2522 8426 

笛 那 ：tpbpd@ pland.s 〇v.hk

To: Seci'etary, Town Pliinning Board

By hand or post: 15/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hoag Kong 
By Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 
By e-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

The application no. to >vhich the comment relates Y/卜 DB/2

>詳 情 （如有需要 請另頁說明）

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

l - C_____
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(m 部分不會公開予公眾查閱)

(This p a rt will not be made available fo r  public inspection)

Particulars of wCouimcr.tcrT,

通訊地址  Postal Address 

Te\ No.

電郵地址  E-mail address

個 人 的 聲 明  Statement on Personal Data

L The personal data submitted to the Board in this comment will be used by the Secrctao  ̂ of the Board and 
Government departments for the following purpose:
(a) the processing of this application which includes making available the name of the ucomtnenlerJ, for 

public inspection when making available this comment for pubHc inspection; and
(b) faci]itating communication between the “commenter1， and the Secretary of the Board/’CiovemmerU

departments j
in accordance with chc provisions of the Town Planning Ordinance and the relevant To -̂n Planning Board !

委爲會就逍份意見所牧到的涸入資料會交給委員齊秘窖及政府部門• 以拫撻《城m規剠條•到）及相關

3 A ucommentcr,? has a right of access and correction with respect to his/her personal data as provided under the 
Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance (Cap. 486). Request for personal data access arid correction should be 
addressed to the Secrcta^ of the Board at 15/F., North Point Government OO'icea 333 Java Road, North 
Point, Hong Kong.

Guidelines.

Ik

2. 丁he personal data provided by the “cormnenter” in this comment: may also he disclosed to other persons for
the purposes mentioned in paragraph 1 above.
「提意見人 i 就這份愆見提供的個人資料，或亦會向其他人士披露• 以作上述第1段提及的用途。

• 3 -



就規刻申誚提出意見 

C o m  men fs on Piamiing Appliention

i請勿塡寫此撊 
1

| 檔案編號 Reference No.

I For Official Use Only i 收到曰期 Date Received

■ 提 示 ：

Important Notes:
(1) 意見必頌於指定的法定期限屆滿前向城市規割委員會（委員會）提 出 ；

the comment should be made to the Town Planning Board (the Board) before the expiry of the 
specified statutory period;

(2) 委員會考盧申請的暫定舍議日期已上載於委員會的網W(www.丨nfo.gov.hk/tob/)。考斑規刺 

申請而舉行的會議(進行商議的部分除外），會向公眾開放。如欲觀看會請最遲在會誔  

日 期 的 一 天 前 以 電 話 （2231 5 06 1)、傳 真 （2877 0245或 2522 8426)或 電 郵  

(tpbpd@ pland.gov.hIc)向委員會秘書處預留座位。座位會按先^先得的原則分配：

the tentative date of the Board to consider the application has been uploaded to the Board's 
website (www.info.gov上k/tpb/). The meeting for considering planning applications, except the 
deliberation parts, will be open to the public. For observation of the meeting, reservation of 
seat can be made with the Secretariat of the Board by telephone (2231 5061), fax (2877 0245 or 
2522 8426) or e-mail (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) at least one day before the meeting. Seats will be 
allocated on a first-come-first-served basis;

(3) 供委員會在考慮申請時參閱的文件，會在發送給委員會委員後存放於規劃署的規割資料査

詢處(査 纖 線 2231 5000)，以 及 在 觸 當 日 轉 醒 ，以 般 錢 閱 ；及

the paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the applicatioa will be available for public 
inspection after issue to the Board Members at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the Planning 
Department (Hotline: 2231 5000) and at the Public Viewing Room on the day of meeting; and 

， . 在委員會考慮申謙，可致電2231 4810或2231 4835査詢有關決定，或紐會議結束後，

在 委 員 會 的 願 过 閱 要 。

after the Board has considered the application, enquiry about the decision may be made at tel. no. 
2231 4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at the Board's website after the 
meeting.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


S E C T Ip N  12A APPLICATIO N NO Y/1 — DB/2

C om m ents on the Third Subm ission by M asterplan L im ited dated 26th O ctober 
2016 to Amend D iscovery Bay Zoning Plan fo r Rezoninq the perm issib le  use from  
s ta ff Quarters to Flats At Area 6f, D iscovery Bay

I have previously made submissions to you on 8th April 2016 and in July 2016 in 
which I objected to the submissions made by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the 
Hong Kong Resort Company Limited at those times.

The Third Submission again totally fails to address or just ignore objections raised 
by myself and many others in the responses to the 8th April submission and also fails 
to adequately address various points raised by the various Government 
Departments which have not been satisfactorily answered, or issues which have not 
even been addressed by the various Government Departments.

In particular:-

1) Sewage Treatment and Disposal

The Hong Kong Government has and continues to spend billions of dollars in 
providing infrasture to improve the collection and treatment of sewage from 
outlets flowing into the harbour in Hong Kong, Kowloon, and the New Territories 
including Lantau with the goal of improving the quality of Hong Kong waters.

It is also trying to rid the New Territories of septic tanks, yet here in Discovery 
巳ay the proposal is to discharge partially treated sewage into the sea at Tai Pak 
Wan Bay with high levels of TIN and TP and that's apparently OK as the quality 
of the sea water is already bad! (6.4.1.1)!

The sewage proposal for area 6f, ie. a local basic sewage treatment with effluent 
discharged into the sea in the vicinity of the Ferry Pier and Discovery 巳ay Plaza 
in an area adjacent to where people are encouraged by Hong Kong Resort 
Company Limited to swim is totally unacceptable and totally negates the billions 
of dollars spent by the Hong Kong Government in trying to improve sewage 
disposal and water quality in Hong Kong. No further development should be 
permitted until Discovery Bay's sewage disposed system can be connected to an 
enlarged plant Sai Wan Ho Treatment.

The proposal for a local sewage treatment plant and the disposal of partially 
treated sewage which will eventually discharged to the neighboring marine 
waters without the need for a marine outlet" shows a clear lack of concern for the 
residents of and visitors to Discovery Bay.

I can see the headlines in the media if such a plan is accepted by the Town 
Planning Board, and relevant Government Departments.

The local sewage treatment plant is clearly on afterthought which has not 
addressed the serious issues arising therefrom, including the local noise and 
smell that will it inevitably produce, and the need to clear sludge from the 
proposed insitu plant.

The tentative route of the sewage pipo to the sea is via the slope to Discovery
1



Valley Rd,丨.unning alongside the existing stream and reservoir spi丨丨v'/ay through, 
then through ihe area of the Discovery Bay Plaza! We can look f〇p/yard to more 
red tides.

2) W ater Supply

Again, the third submission fails to adequately address the short comings and 
potential health risk by relying on the reopening the presently defunct existing 
Water Treatment Plant (which has been out of operation foM 7 years).

It is clear that the Hong Kong Resort Company has blindly sought to increase its 
potential to increase the population of Discovery Bay for purely commercial 
reasons without any consideration whatsoever for its impact on the community, 
visitors, or the environment.

3) Other Utilities

The submission provides no information on the impact of other utility services 
including electricity, gas, surface water, fire water telecommunications, needed 
for the 6/f site.

In respect of electricity it is likely that major new infrastructure will be required to 
serve the 6/f site which will be to the detriment of the existing Parkvale Village 
infrastructure and its impact on the existing village environment and overall 
community.

4) Population

The Discovery Bay OZP is for a population of 25,000.

The most recent Census (2011) the average household size is 2.7 persons per 
residential unit. According to Hong Kong Resort Company Limited latest record 
the present population is 19,585 in 8326 units equivalent to 2.35 persons per 
unit.

There are presently, a considerable number of areas of undeveloped areas in the 
approved Discovery Bay Masterplan. Why have these areas which are available 
for development not been developed by Hong Kong Resort Company Ltd? 
What is the planned number of residential units and the estimated number of 
persons per unit for these areas?

In the submissions for areas 6f and 10b it is proposed to construct 1601 units for 
4003 persons at 2.5 persons, and not 2.7 persons (4,323 persons).

There are existing new developments ongoing at sites adjacent to the reservoir 
and also at Amalfi the N Plaza, and I understand some further 2240 Units also to 
be submitted or about to be submitted at DB North.

It is clear that the intention of Hong Kong Resort Company Limited is to increase 
the population of Discovery 巳ay very significantly above 25,000, without public 
consultation and without sufficient consideration on the infrastructure in particular 
for water, sewage, drainage, power and other utilities required to cope with such 
an increase in population.

2



5) Access Roads (to the Site)

l~he access to the 6/f site is not readily accessible as stated in the submission via 
the paved Parkvale drive shared pedestrian pavement / vehicle passageway in 
front of the existing 3 No Woods Residential Building's. This access is a very 
narrow, congested area, bounded on one side by the residential buildings which 
are situated immediately adjacent to the passageway on the paved area v/ithout 
any buffer or separation whatsoever from traffic and on the other side by an 
existing rock slope covered with vegetation / trees.

The present access road is too narrow and it is probable (but not addressed in 
the submission) that very significant rock breaking would be required to widen 
the access road to accommodate the 6f development on a slope just metres 
away from the existing residential units with attendant air and noise pollution to 
the residents of the 3 No Woods residential buildings as well as negatively 
impacting the DB environment in general.

The other constraints to the lower part of Parkvale Drive were set out in my 
previous submission but have again not been answered, or addressed at all in 
this or previous submissions.

The parkvale drive road and the passageway in front of the Woods residential 
building will become blocked with risks to access by emergency vehicles being 
restricted or made impossible, both during construction and occupants, should 
6/f be built.

6) Traffic Impact Assessment

The studies and data do not even attempt to address the very significant impact 
of the proposed 6f development in respect of its impact on Parkvale Drive which 
serves both Midvale and Parkvale village, nor the wider impact arising from the 
other developments in Discovery Bay including the shopping centre development 
which will severely impact the bus system for a minimum of 2 years as well as 
the concurrent 10b development and other developments adjacent to the N 
Plaza and on Discovery Valley Road adjacent to the service reservoir.

7) Building Disposition

The Third submission in its covering letter dated 26th October 2016 refers to 
"minor adjustments" in relation to the access road to address departmental 
concerns, but no consideration whatsoever is given to the adverse affect of a 
busier roadway within centimeters of the existing works buildings on the existing 
population of the 3 No Woods residential buildings.

8) Environmental Approach

Again no definitive construction technologies have been developed for the 
construction.

The existing site formation (formed on a site for a small 3 storey 170m3 building 
is incapable of accommodating the footprint required for the 2 No major (for 
Discovery E3ay) residential buildings and associated ancillary works and roads, /

3



external areas. As a result the construction area will encroach v/ell into ihe 
existing steep (but presently green) slope, requiring considerable filling and a 
inassive co门Crete retaining v/all

Considerable construction works will be required to the sleep slope presently 
covered in vegetation immediately behind the Crystal and Corsl residential 
buildings and adjacent to the Woodland Court residential building.

Further no 丨ocatio门， size or type or other details are provided for the proposed 
Sewage Treatment Plant.

It should also be noted that recent developments in Discovery Bay le. houses 
being constructed adjacent to the reservoir and on the Golf Course ridge line, are 
both being to built on raised filled platforms, with concrete retaining walls and 
with no consideration whatsoever for aesthetic, environmental and/or visual 
impact concerns. These eyesores are visible from miles away.

It does not say much for the TPB planning and approval procedures that such 
developments are approved and gives no hope that a building at 6/f would be 
any better.

Clearly little or no consideration has been given to the environmental or visual 
impact on the residents of Parkvale Village in the selection of the site for the 
proposed 6f development.

The submission emphasizes the 5m buffer between the new residential towers 
and the access road for the 6/f site, but fails to address the fact that to get to the 
site all transport will have to pass within a few metres (at some points a few 
centimetres) away from the existing 3 No Woods buildings along the shared 
vehicle / pedestrian access way.

9) Undivided Shares

The principal Deed of Mutual convenient has notionally divided the Lot into 
250,000 undivided shares.

Why is such information "commercially sensitive" when Hong Kong Resort 
Company Limited are the sole developer of Discovery Bay.

Surely in a public consultation this information should be made public, 
particularly as there is a general perception that the system is being misused by 
the Hong Kong Resort Company Limited to the detriment of the owners of 
properties in D丨scovery 巳ay, but who have no way of checking whether or not 
this is the case.

Such information should be made public knowledge before any rezoning of 
existing land use including 6f and 10(b) and/or plans to increase the population 
of Discovery Bay in excess of 25,000 under the existing 0ZP is approved：

4



Generally
The Hong Kong Resort Company Limited and their consultants together with the 
various government departments have been preparing for what is a very poor 
and inadequate submission, containing very limited and often misleading 
information over a period exceeding 3 years, but the public are given just 14； 
days to respond to each of the applications ie. a total of 42 days. Is this 
reasonable and does it constitute a proper public consultation.

To Summarise:-

- The developments at areas 6f and 10b will, together with the present ongoing 
developments in other areas of Discovery Bay at the reservoir and at DB North, 
the proposed developments on present undeveloped but approved sites in 
Discovery Bay will clearly take the population above the OZP permitted 
population of 25,000.

- The 6/f submission totally fails to adequately address the issues of sewage and 
water supply to Discovery Bay.

- It is shameful to propose a development at area 6/f in Discovery Bay which is not 
connected to a first world sewage disposal system, with associated health risk to 
the residents of Parkvale Village and Discovery Bay.

- It is a disgrace that effluent from the proposed development at area 6/f will be 
discharged into the sea adjacent to the resort facilities developed by the same 
developer and to the adjacent swimming beach which is promoted by the 
developer of Discovery Bay.

- The proposed access road via Parkvale Drive and the shared private pedestrian 
passageway in front of the 3 No Woods residential development is totally 
unsuitable for the increased traffic that would be generated both during 
construction and if and when occupied and would inevitably lead to increased 
accident risk in these roads and passageways, and significant problems for 
emergency vehicle access.

- The development is proposed on an already formed area for a 3 storey 170m3 
building ie. a 3 storey building of say 34m x 5m on plan. The existing site 
formation is far too small to accommodate the proposed 2 No large Towers each 
with many Flats per floor without massive slope and retaining wall works having 
to be carried out with attendant environmental, noise and safety concerns to the 
residents of the existing Crystal and Coral Court blocks which are situated 
immediately below the proposed 6/f building, and to the adjacent 3 No Woods 
residential buildings.

- In order to access the proposed 6/f site from the passageway in front of the 
existing 3 No Woods residential blocks, considerable rock breaking and slope 
stabilization would be required to the slope above the private passageway as 
well as to the sleep slope above the proposed 6/f building with associated 
environmental, noise safety and visual impact consequences.
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- the number of residents in the proposed 6/g aevelopi'nenl for Discovery Bay.

- Lack of public consultation and availability of information in respect of the 
possible misuse of the undivided shares.

- Negative visual impact due to the large retaining wall required to support a filled 
platform when viewed from Crystal and Coral Courts and major degradation of 
surround slopes

- Many trees will be lost it appears that many of the alleged 148 No new trees 
appear to be located in areas of water.

In conclusion

The proposed development is on the wrong site, which is much too large for the 
existing site formation and has been driven solely for commercial reasons, without 
proper plan门ing or consideratio门 of e门vironmental，safety, noise and visual impact 
concerns and without any regard to the residents of Parkvale Village 〇「 Discovery 
巳ay or the present OZP limit of a 25,0〇0 population for Discovery 巳ay.

A much smaller low rise development, compatible with the formed existing site 
formation, preferable with a totally separate vehicular access directly from Discovery 
Valley Road may be appropriate for the planned location.

Robert Morland Smith 8th December 2016
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Dear S ir ,

Please find enclosed ( Ref p d f ) my comments on the above application.

Yours S incere ly ,

M C. McDonagh

0
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The Secielai iat

Town Plamiing Board

15A7, North Point Government Offices

333 java Road5 North Point

(Via email: 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, Discoveiy Bay

Objection to the Submission by tlie 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 mmn 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 te ld  under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated
20.9.1982. Area 10b forrns 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 tlie 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 
Lhe submission has nol addressed.
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:V The Proposal is major change to the development concept of tiie Lot and a 

t'undamental 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 sen-ice 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.

A. The original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase m 
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 pro^de adequate supply or support to the proposed development. 
For one example the required road networks and related utilities capacity works 
arising out of this submissioa The proponent should consult and liaise with all 
property owners "be—mg affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of 
all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed to. 
Disruption to all residents in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and 
addressed in the submission

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

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

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

Signature:

Name of Discovery Bay O^iciiy R e s i d e n t :的 尤 . 爾 ^ 0 ^灰 令 M S  '〆

Address:
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Dear S ir ,

Please find enclosed ( Ref p d f) my comments on the above application 

Yours sincerely ,

Michael C. McDonagh

❿



The Secretariat

Town Platmiag Board

15/F. North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Pomt

(Via email: or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sirs,

Section 12AApplication No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Pail) in D.D. 352, Discoveiy 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 (tcHKR”)， 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 Area1' 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-ovvners 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 mainlained5 
secured and respected. 2

2. The disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the 
immediate residents and property owners nearby is and will be substantial. This 
the submission has not addressed.
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■T The Proposal is major change to the devdopmenl concept 〇「 Lhe Lol and a 

fundamental deviation of the land use from the onginal approved Master Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in ilie application, ie. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval of h would be an ondesiraWe 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all 
resident and owners of the district.

4. Tl;e original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be Mly respected as the 
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in 
population implied by the submission. All DB properly 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 
properly 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 substantia] environmental impact to the immediate natural setting. The 
proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree presentation plan or the tree 
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of 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 Ihose 
existing towers in the vicinity.

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





Api>licrtti〇n Nvi. V / t - D l V - A ' O f ,  Lot -l S5 Kl1 S； t \ t  (t'.irt) in D.D. 3S2, D tico^ery B.'iy O b jc c t io a

To:
"I he Sea L'tvw icit 
Town Plamiinc Board 
丄5/卜、 North Point Government Offices 
333 Jo\M Road,
North Point,
Hong Kong

By e-mail Attachment to <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Dear Sirs,

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

dated 26.10.2016 For Optimisinfi Land Uses at Area 6f. Discovery Bay

I strongly object to the proposed development in both its original and current form and take issue w ith the 
Response to Comments submitted on behalf of Hong Kong Resort (HKR) by its consultant Masterplan Ltd 
under cover of its letter dated 26 October 2016. In particular I am dismayed by the fact that tlie consultant 
has chosen to address only departmental comments when； as pad of a public consultation process, il 
should be responding also to comments made by the public.

I shall be grateful if you will take note of my comments below.

Hiking Trail

1. LandsD commented the Applicant shall revise their scheme to ovoid affecting the existing hiking

subsidiaries has placed a notice warning people 
public recreation facility (see photograph below).

ra il.  The Response dated 26 October states 
"According to the demarcation plan of the Public 
Recreation Facilities {t,PRF,/) -  drawing no. PRF- 
001_C submitted to the District Lands Office on 14 
January 2016, the hiking trails designated os PRF 
do not encroach on the application site. PRF 
demarcation plan overlaid with the application 
site boundary is provided in Figure 1 in Annex Fn 
An extract from the plan in Annex F is shown here 
and the trail shown bypassing Area 6f is a figment 
of the Applicant’s imagination. The fact that it is 
shown on a PRF drawing prepared by HKR does 
not mean it is correct. The correct route of the 
trail is shown in blue on the plan shown here and 
passes through Area 6f. I have made this 
comment twice before (April and July 2016) but 
the proponent seems to believe that repeating a 
lie in Application after Application will somehow 
make it true -  it doesn't as the photographs below 
clearly show. Not only that, but HKR or one of its 

to keep off the slope where it maintains there is a

Page 1 o f 4
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A p p U ^U io ii No. Y /l 八 ' im  t;f, lo t  385 IU1 &  Ext (P rU thn  D.D. 352, Discovery Biiy Objection

Access

2. Setting aside legal aspects concerning the proposed access to the site through Parkvale Village, it is 
totally devoid of basic planning sense.

IE-

AREA Gf
PMOPOSED HESIDENflAL DEVELOPMENT

音

PLAN

•t v i ；• n ；
■̂ j. >|» !«■» <rt «*>i» *\：jnuu
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A p p lica tion  No. V /l 〇 r»/2Area 6f, Lot 385 HP K Evi. (Part) in D.D. 352, D iscovery Bay Objection

.[^i^P^ssogeway in question (see yellow route in the red box above) is no more tiisn a single lane road 
p^ved with concrete blocks like most of the 'Manes(, in Discovery Bay (see pfiotograph) thal even the 
regular buses to Parkvale have difficulty negotiating.

The entire length of road and passagevyay leading to the 
site from the Reservoir road (both inside and outside the 
red box above) is not designed to take heavy construction 
vehicles such as concrete mixer trucks, heavy trucks 
(delivering plant and equipment and hauling away spoil 
from excavation) and low loaders delivering materials, 
equipment and the like. It will rapidly break up and 
services beneath will be put at risk -  similar to what has 
happened in Greenvale Village under loadings applied by 
half-hourly airport buses. Further, there is no room for 

large vehicles to pass on many parts of the route (a problem which does not arise at present with 
limited numbers of buses). This would have been obvious to any engineer who inspected the site but 
has been ignored in the design of the scheme because the Revised TIA does not even mention 
construction traffic never mind its impact on a road not designed for heavy vehicles.

Environmental

Noise

3. Impacts arising from construction traffic are ignored in both the Environmental Study and the revised 
EIA even though it would have been obvious to an environmental engineer that this will pass w ithin a 
few metres o f the windows of flats in Parkvale Village.

Surface Drainage

4. It isn't immediately obvious to me what the consultant has based its catchment plan on because the 
catchwater intercepting hillside run-off (arrowed below) does not exist. When a lay person can 
identify such a seemingly important error it casts doubt on everything else the consultant has written.

Page 3 of 4



Application No. Y/l-OH/^Art*<i lo t  38r» Ui* K fx t (Part) in D.D. 3 *̂2, Ois(〇 vt;ry Ray O b jection

Other Issues 5268
I (till support comments made on the? following importatit issues made by others.

5. HKK's claim that it is 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 'X ity 
Common Areas'" or the "City Retained Areas" as defined in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under 
Sectior» 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 fo r 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.

6. 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.

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

8. 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 as envisaged 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 
arise out of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise v;ith ai! 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.

9. 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 fo r Area 6f should be withdrawn.

Signed: Date: 7 December 2016

Name: D C Lovegrove
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Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email; tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Dear Sir,

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

Objection to thd^i^boiission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

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

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

HKR has ignored all concerned comments from residents that were submitted to the TPB; HKR have stated that they 
have only addressed government dept concerns in their 3rd submission. How could a responsible developer ignores 
the comments and concerns from its residents, if the government allows for that, that can create problems to the 
government later on. *

■!;： i

i f

a

2. disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to the immediate residents and property owners
nea. >5y are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed. ；|.|j

The sewage from this development will spill into the South Plaza bay located behind the ferry area which is approx, only 
270 meters to the beach and 巳oardwalk Restaurants (with this additional sewage will the water quality be safe? 
Currently the v^ater quality is already quite polluted especially in the summertime, which we can see polluted water 
flowing in the beach).

Crystal and Coral Courts will have a sewage treatment plant behind their building which is most undesirable to them.

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

(  It is clear from the latest submission and new master plan that the population will breech 25,000 residents. The 
original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure capacity could not 
afford such substantia! increase in population by the submission, and all DB property owners vvou'd have to suffer and 
pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the sui'rounding infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or 
support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road neitvyork and related utilities improvement works arised out 
of this submission etc. The proponerit should consult and liaise wilh all property owners being affected and undertake 
the cos* and e/ponse of all infrastructure out of this development. Its dismplion during construction to oilier property 
owners in the vicinity should be properly mitigated and addressed in tlie submission.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB residents, possible traffic blockages to f/idvale and P(KKva!e
Villages, as well as tfuit fact ttiat there will be limited emergency access in these areas 

二
5. The proposed felling of 118 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial 
envirofimental impact to the immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 
preserve^tton plan or the tree compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

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

Would appreciate the government to consider the above comments and to take appropriate action towards Horig Kong 
Resort's Submission for Area 6F.

Many thanks 5269
Name of Discovery 巳ay Owner & Resident: Li Ho Ching Carmen

Address:

Date: 6th December 2016
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Re: Objection to the Application submitted by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I forward my objection to the captioned application as per my letter attached herewith

Francis Lam



The Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Jav；i Road, North Poini

(Via email: tpbnrJ@〇lancJ.̂ 〇v.hk or fax. 287^ 0245 / 2522 

Dear Sirs,

Section I2A Applir.-.iinn N,, V / l - l ) | i /2  

Area 6f, Lot 3S5 R i* cK: l：M (l^ rl) in l).l). <S2, I).sc〇v,t > H；.v

Objection to the Suhmission hy Ihc A|)|)lic；ml on 27.10 2016

I refer to the Response lo Conimenls submillcd by (lie consultant oi Houg i 
Resort (UHKR''), Masierplan Limited, to address the departmentai eovr:riei：!s 
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 paniv.u!ar 
submission are listed as follows:-

1. The HKR claim that they are the sole land owner of Area ]〇b 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 F>DMC. 
Area 10b also forms part of either ihe "City Common Areas" or the "City 
Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant (o Clause 7 under Section 1 of (he 
PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right and liberty in go 
pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connccicd u ith 
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 canno【 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 ihe 
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 
immcdiaie residents and property owners nearby is and will be subsiantial. This 
tiie submission has not addressed.

lo f  2
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3. The l'roposal is major change lo Ihe developmenl concept o f 【lie Lot and a 

fuiuiamental deviation of the land use from the original approved Master Layout 
Plana and the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. a change 
from service into residential area. Approval of it would be an undesirable 
precedent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all 
resident and owners of the district.

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

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

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

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

Date: 8/12/2016

Name of Discovery Bay Owner : Lam Che Chung Francis

Address:
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D e a r  Sirs,
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Area (>\\ D iscovery Bay
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A p p lica tio ti No. V /l-D B /^A re a  6f, Lot 385 RP 8* Ext (Pan) in D.D. 352, D is c o v e r  Bay O D je c tic n

To:
The Secretariat
Tow n Planning Board
15/F, North Point Governm ent Offices
333 Java Road,
N o rth  Point,
Hong Kong

By e-mail A tta ch m e n t to  <tpbpd@ pland .gov.hk>

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A A pp lica tion  No. Y /l-D B /2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, D iscovery Bay O bjection to  the  Submission by th e  A pp licant 
dated 26.10.2016 For O ptim isinR Land Uses at Area 6 ff Discovery Bay

I strongly ob ject to  the proposed developm ent in both  its original and current form  and take issue w ith  the 
Response to  Com m ents subm itted on behalf o f Hong Kong Resort (HKR) by its consultant M asterp lan  Ltd 
un de r cover o f its le tter dated 26 O ctober 2016. In particu lar I am dismayed by the fac t that th e  consultant 
has chosen to  address on ly departm ental com m ents when, as part o f a public co n su lta tio n  process, it 
should be responding also to  comments made by th e  public.

I shall be gra te fu l if  you w ill take note o f my com m ents below.

H ik ing  Trail

1. LandsD com m ented w... the Applicant shall revise 

E x tra c t fro m  A nnex F

subsidiaries has placed a notice w arning people 

public recreation  fac ility  (see photograph be low ).

their scheme to ovoid affecting the existing hiking 

trail.” The Response dated 26 O ctober states 
^According to the demarcation plort of the Public 

Recreation Facilities CVRF^) -  drawing no. PRF- 

0 0 1 _ C  submitted to the District Lands Office on 14 

January 2016, the hiking trails designated os P R F  

do not encroach on the application site. P RF 

demarcation plan overlaid with the application 

site boundary is provided in Figure 1 in A n n e x  F.” 

An extract fro m  the  plan in Annex F is shown here 

and the  tra il shown bypassing Area 6 f is a figm e n t 

o f th e  Applicant's im agination. The fact th a t it is 
show n on a PRF drawing p repa red  by HKR does 

not mean it is correct. The correct route o f the  

tra il is shown in blue on th e  plan show n here and 
passes through Area 6f. I have made this 

com m ent tw ice  before (A pril and July 2016) but 
th e  proponent seems to  believe th a t repeating a 

lie in Application after A pp lica tion  w ill som ehow  

make it true -  it doesn't as th e  photographs be low  
clearly show. Not only th a t, but HKR or one o f its 

to  keep off th e  slope w here it  m aintains the re  is a

Page 1 of 4
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Application No. Y/l-DB/2Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay O bjection

Access

2. Setting a s i d e  legal a s p e c t s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  p r o p o s e d  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  site t h r o u g h  P a r k v a l e  Village, it is 

totally d e v o i d  o f  b a s i c  p l a n n i n g  s e n s e .

八

贵
ARFA 6f
P H O P O SED  RESIDEiNTIAL DEVELOPMENT ________ P⑽
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ObjectionApp*"a，t i〇n N。 . 、7 卜 Lot 3S5 fU) & t x t  (Part” n D.D, 3S2, Discov

The Passageway in question (see yellow route in the red box above) is no more than a single lane road 
paved with concrete blocks like most of the "lanes'7 in Discoven/ Bay (see photograph) that even tfie 
regular buses to Parkvale have d ifficu lty negotiating.

The entire length o f road and passageway leading to  the 
site from  the Reservoir road (both inside and outside the 
red box above) is no t designed to  take heavy construction 
vehicles such as concrete mixer trucks, heavy trucks 
(delivering plant and equipment and hauling away spoil 
from excavation) and low loaders delivering materials, 
equipment and the  like. It w ill rapidly break up and 
services beneath w ill be put at risk -  sim ilar to w h a t has 
happened in Greenvale Village under loadings applied by 
half-hourly a irport buses. Further, the re  is no room  for 

large vehicles to  pass on many parts o f the route (a problem  which does not arise at present w ith 
lim ited numbers o f buses). This w ou ld  have been obvious to  any engineer who inspected the site but 
has been ignored in the design o f the scheme because the Revised TIA does not even m ention 
construction tra ffic  never m ind its im pact on a road not designed fo r heavy vehicles.

Environmental

Noise

3. Impacts arising from  construction tra ffic  are ignored in both th e  Environmental Study and the revised 
EIA even tho ugh  it w ould have been obvious to  an environm enta l engineer th a t th is w ill pass w ith in  a 
few  metres o f  the  w indows o f flats in Parkvale Village.

Surface Drainage

4. It isn 't im m edia te ly  obvious to m e w hat the consultant has based its catchm ent plan on because the 
catchwater in te rcep ting  hillside ru n -o ff (arrowed below) does not exist. W hen a lay person can 

identify  such a seemingly im p o rta n t e rro r it  casts doubt on everyth ing else the  consultant has w ritte n .

3 of 4
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A p p IkM io ti Na, Y /l D lV M t ea 队  Lot 38 1; 叩  &  tx l  (P a i〇  in D,D. 3W , D iscovery Bay O bjection

O ther Issues

I full support com m ents made on the  fo llow ing im portant issues made by others.

5. MKR's claim tlia t it is the sole land ow ner o f Area 6f is in doub t, as the lot is now held under the 
Principal Deed o f M utual Covenant (MPDMC) dated 20 .9.1982. Area 6f form s part o f e ither th e  "G ty  
Com m on Areas" or the .'City Retained Areas" as defined in the  PDIV1C- Pursuant to  Clause 7 under 
Section I o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the  PDMC) has the right and libe rty  to  go pass and 
repass over and1 along and use Area 6f fo r all purposes connected w ith  the  pro pe r use and en joym ent 
o f the same subject to  the City Rules (as defined in the  PDMC). The applicant has fa iled to  consult or 
seek pro pe r consent from  the  co-owners o f the Lot prior to  this un ila teral application . The p ro pe rty  
rights o f the existing co-owners, i.e. all p roperty owners o f the Lot, should be considered, secured and 

respected.

6. The d is rup tio n； po llu tion and nuisance caused by the  construction  to  the  im m ed ia te  residents and 
p ro pe rty  owners nearby are substantial, and the submission has no t been addressed.

7. There is 咖 jo r change to  the devetopiTient concept o f the Lot and a fundam enta l d e v ia t e

use o f  the  original approved M aster Plans or the approved O utline  Zoning Plan in the  application , i.e, 
from  s ta ff quarters in to  residentia l area, and approval o f it w o u ld  be an undesirab le precedent case 

from  environm enta l perspective and against the  in te rest o f all p ro pe rty  ow ners o f the d istrict.

8. The orig ina l stipu lated DB popu lation o f 25,000  should be fu lly  respected as the  underly ing  

i'lnfrastrueture capacity could not afford such substantia l increase in po pu la tio n  as envisaged by the 
subm ission, and all DB p ro p e rty  owners w ou ld  have !〇 su ffe r and pay fo r  the cost out o f this

■ subm ission in upgrading the  surrounding isnifrastructiure so as to  provide adequate supply or support 

to  the  proposed developm ent, e.g. a ll required road ne tw ork  and related u tilitie s  im provem ent works 

arise o u t o f this submission etc. Ih e  proponent! should1 consult and liaise w ith  all p rope rty  ow ners 

being affected  and undertake the cost and expense o f all in fra s tru c tu re  o u t o f this d e ve lo pm e n t. Its 

d is rup tio n  during construction to  o th e r pro pe rty  ow ners in the  v ic in ity  should be p rope rly  m itig a te d  
and addressed in the subm ission.

9. Ih e  revis ion o f developm ent as tadicated in th e  Revised Concept Plan o f Annex A is s till unsa tis fac to ry  

ia te rm  o f its proposed height, massing and d isposition  in th is  revision. The tw o  tow e rs  are s till s ittin g  

to o  close to  each o ther w ftich may create a w a ll-e ffe c t to  th e  existing rura l na tu ra l setting, and w o u ld  

pose an undesirable visual iim pacl to  the  im ruediate  surrounding, especially to  those existing to w e rs  in 
th e  vicirnity.

Unless a n d  unti'l the applicant is a b l e  to p r o v i d e  

c o m m e n t ,  t h e  appliication for A r e a  6f s h o u l d  b e  w i t h d r a w n

Signed"

N a m e :

Date: 7 D e c e m b e r  2 0 1 6

G W  Lovegrove
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X V n^iThnn^^tvt^io i^^piopost'd  6f consimction in Discoccry Bay, Lantau

5 2 7 2

Dear Madam, Sir,

l object to the planned development 6F (Discovery Bay, Lantau) lor the following reasons:

O vera ll p/anninQ
T h e  original plan w a s  to build S ta ff quarters. F r o m  there, ifs a h u g e  step to apply for building t w o  18-floor high- 
rise towers.

All that has taken place in a n o n - t r a n s p a r e n t  w a y  with no or is inadequate public consultation.

Access to ihe proposed buildins site:
There is no w a y  that the existing access road ( n o w  used for busses and delivery light vehicles only) c a n  take the 

required construction traffic. T h e  (partly very steep) roads are already cracked in m a n y  places (visible d a m a g e ) ,  

and|Hr'l not be able to take significant additional loads for an extended periods o f  time.

Furthennore, the access road is very narrow, especially around W o o d l a n d  Court, a n d  the only w a y  to w i d e n  it 

w o u l d  be b y  blasting h u g e  rock formations (at about 20 m  distance f r o m  the W o o d l a n d  Court high-rise.

Also, any construction traffic w o u l d  severely impact o n  the residents (a lot o f  families with children, senior 

residents etc., w h o  u s e  the surrounding areas frequently (as a matter o f  fact, the majority of the residents bought 

property or m o v e d  here because of the tranquil surrounding a n d  safe env i r o n m e n t  for the residents.

I a m  concerned that, u p  until n o w ,  n o  g o v e r n m e n t  department has investigated the suitability o f  Parkvale Drive as 

the only m e a n s  of access to A r e a  6f. Certainly H K R  has not addressed these concerns with the residents 

T h e  current road must not be allowed to b e  used for access to the proposed construction site.
If H K R  plan to go a h e a d  with the construction of the 2 high-rise blocks, they must provide for a different, suitable 
access road. Legally, H K R 5s right to use Parkvale Drive as access to A r e a  6f is still not clear a n y w a y .

S u b seq u en t bus serv ices
Since H K R ,  as a matter of principle, d oes not consider it useful to provide the residents with a n y  information o n  

their plans (they n e v e r  do), w e  can only a s s u m e  that the bus services to the proposed 6b high-rise blocks will be 
nin along the s a m e  route that is currently serving the existing Parkvale area. W e  are looking at very m u c h  

in^lfised traffic frequency.

S ew a se
In addition, H K R  are planning to include a  s e w a g e  treatment works ( S T W )  in A r e a  6f with direct discharge into 

the sea next to the ferry pier adjacent to Hillgrove Village. T o  m y  know l e d g e ,  the pollution impact h a s  not b e e n  

properly evaluated and, in m y  opinion, cannot be considered a n  efficient s e w a g e  planning strategy.

W ater/G as su p p ly
There are also open questions regarding the water and gas supply.

Please consider those problem areas specified above and subsequently do not grant HKR permission to go ahead 
with the 6f construction.

Thanks you and best regards

W o t f  I)ih h rin^
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s  a #：

The Secretariat 

T o w n  Planning Board 

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

Ja\ a R o ad, N o n h  Point

(Via email: t n b m 丨@ 丨)丨川c U o v . h k  or fax: 2 8 7 7  024 5  / 2 5 2 2  8426)

M.utvn Keen 
OSLl^H.'Olo^Myji'y I 
tptHxl̂ plaiul.̂ ov.lik 
Applk .uion No \'/l-nHA3 5 2 7 3

Dear Sirs,

Section 1 2 A  Application N o .  Y / I - D B / 2  

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

- i-- <• O b j e c t i o n  to the S u b m i s s i o n  b y  the A p p l i c a n t  o n  27.10.2016

d ^ e f e r  to the R e s p o n s e  to C o m m e n t s  submitted b y  the consultant of H o n g  K o n g  Resort (“H K R ”)，Masterplan 

Limited, to address the departmental c o m m e n t s  regarding the captioned application o n  27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  the Lot. M y

m a i n  reasons o f  objection o n  this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. T h e  H K R  claim that they are the sole land o v m e r  of A r e a  1 0 b  is in doubt. T h e  lot is n o w  held u n d e r  the 

Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C )  dated 20.9.1982. A r e a  1 0 b  forms part o f  the "Service A r e a "  as 

defined in the P D M C .  A r e a  1 0 b  also f o r m s  part of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City Retained 

Areas" in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7  under Section I o f  the P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the 

P D M C )  has the right a n d  liberty to go pass and repass over a n d  a l o n g  and use A r e a  1 0 b  for all purposes 

connected with the proper use a n d  e n j o y m e n t  of the s a m e  subject to the City Rules (as defined in the P D M C ) .  

This has effectively granted over time a n  e a s e m e n t  that cannot be extinguished. T h e  Applicant has failed to 

consult or seek proper consent f r o m  the c o - o w n e r s  of the lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  property 

rights o f  the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owne r s  o f  the Lot, should b e  maintained, secured a n d  

respected.

❿
2. ^ ^ T h e  disruption, pollution a n d  nuisance caused b y  the construction to the i m m e d i a t e  residents a n d  property

o w n e r s  nearby is and will be substantial. T h i s  the submission h a s  not addressed.

3. T h e  Proposal is m a j o r  change to the d e v e l o p m e n t  concept o f  the Lot a n d  a fundamental deviation o f  the land 

use f r o m  the original app r o v e d  Master L a y o u t  Plana and the a p p r o v e d  Outline Z o n i n g  Plan in the application, 

i.e. a c h a n g e  from service into residential area. A p p r o v a l  of it w o u l d  b e  an undesirable precedent case f r o m  

environmental perspective a n d  against the interests of all resident and o w n e r s  of tlie district.

4. T h e  original stipulated D B  population o f  25,000 should be flilly respected as the underlying infrastructure 

cannot stand up under such a substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All D B  property 

o w n e r s  and occupiers w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer and p a y  the cost o f  the necessary u p g rading o f  infrastnicture to 

provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. For o n e  e x a m p l e  the required road networks 

a n d  related utilities capacity w o r k s  arising out o f  this submission. T h e  proponent should consult a n d  liaise 

with aii properly o w n e r s  being alfccted. A t  m i n i n u i m  undertake the cost and exp e n s e  o f  all ialVastructurc of 

a n y  moclified development subsequenlly agreed to. Disruption to all residents ia tl\e vicinity should be 

properly mitigated a n d  addressed in the submission.



5. I'lic propt>sed felling of 118 mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a , .stantial 

environmental impact to the lmmediaie natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable aiui Uic proposed tree 

prcsciA-ation plan or the tree compensator)' proposal are unsatisfactor>.

n
6. The revision'of development as indicated m  the Rev ised Concept Plan of .\ruic\ A  is still unsvinstactor\ m

term of‘its proposed heigiu，m a s s i n g  a n d  disposition in 出is revision. T h e  ru.o lenvers are will siuii、；： u k 、close

to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and w o u M  pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surroundings, especially to those existing towers in the \ icinitv

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comments tor iurthor ivuow ai\i 

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

Signature : Martyn Douglas Keen (l.mail dmiially signed)____________________n.ito；____Slfl Hoc

201.6______ 一 —

八 ddress: —j h h h h h h h h h h b h h h h h h h h h h h ________________________________________
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Hons Rons Resort (I1KR) to'l'own PI,inning Bo;ird (TFB) to tlevelbp Area Applicaiion No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f (behind l^arkvalc) in DiV.ovcry 
Bay

T h a n k s  f d '  a s k i n g  o u r  o p i n i o n  a g a i n  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  d e v e l o p m e n t .

See m y  submission to the TPB below which still holds very true for Application No. Y/l-DB/2 Area 6 f  (behind Parkvale) in 
Discovery Bay.

Perhaps the TPB missed these first emails?

And if there are only two choices for this response to be categorized, being SUPPORT or OBJECT, well it v>/ould have to be 
the OBJECT until HKR can present a reasonable proposal and demonstrate that it'll be a positive to the neighborhood.

Pis d o「e-read the issues raised below which are still valid.

R e g ^ 5 ,

Kent Rossiter
La Costa Chairman, Discovery Bay

From: Rossiter, Kent (AllianzGI)
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2016 9:39 AM 
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Subject: Application by Hong Kong Resort (HKR) to Town Planning Board (TPB) to develop Area 6f (behind Parkvale) in 
Discovery Bay

Dear T ow n  Planning Board (TPB),

Re: App lica tion TP B /Y /卜DB/2 by Hong Kong Resort (HKR) to T ow n Planning Board (TPB) to develop 
(behind Parkvale) in D iscovery Bay, w ith reference to H KR 's application brie fs  on the Town 

P lg j i in g  Board website:

http://www_info.gov.hk/tpb/tc/plan application/Attachment/20160318/sl2a Y 卜DB 2 0 gist.pdf

Comments Specific to 6f, behind Parkvale: 
w w . in fo .g o v .hk/tpb/en/plan application/Y  l-D 巳 2.html

R egard ing the two 18-storey towers w ith  a to ta l o f 476 flats.

! think th e re  is no reason to develop th is  area when we have so m uch planned expansion area around 
DB North. It is im portant to keep the density o f South Discovery Bay low as to pro tect the exce llent 
harm ony and  balance v/e residents currently enjoy.

丁卜ie App lica tions seeks approval to increase the  ultimate population at Discovery B ay from 25 ,000  under

the current Outline Zoning Plan (O ZP) to 29,000  under the revised OZP. I do NOT see how an  increased 
population can be supported v/ith existing stretched infrastructure and until this has been rectified don 't 
siJDport increasing our population plans. The road usage lo this area, and the hi丨I w ill increase 
congest:on and pollution of buses go ing up and down the slope.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
http://www_info.gov.hk/tpb/tc/plan


Under the Land Grant, the Government may have no obligation to provide potable water and se rage 
services to the Lot 6f, including operation of all treatment plants, storage facilities and pipelines, so 
current DB owi'iersv^ould need assurance that we will not be paying for any of the investment needed for 
this project. W e also need to protect current owners rights to excellent sewage and water services as 
they currently enjoy, and that this new development would not jeopardize that, nor increase the cost. To 
understand better how this may be possible we request the government release the existing water and 
sewerage services agreements.
For more info see Page 1 & 2 of docum ent 235926-REP-OOWJ2 JRavi 02 \January 2016.

I understand a Traffic Impact Assessm ent (TIA) confirms spare capacity for a population increases from 
25,000  to 29,000. W e need the governm ent to declare that DB will continue to be "primarily a car-free 
developm ent", and tha t they will not a llow  an increase in the number of slow-moving golf carts which 
would only increase congestion. Additionally the government should implore HKR to insist all new golf 
cart purchases are fo r electric golf carts, and begin electric charging station installations. We also 
request tha t G overnm ent review vehicle parking throughout DB before any population increase. Will this 
new 6f developm ent support private go lf cart electric charging stations?

It's my understanding tha t the Master Plan 6.0E1 (which forms part of the Land Grant at DB and the 
current OZP are inconsistent, so request the Governm ent and HKR update the existing Master Plan and 
OZP before considering any am endm ents to the OZP. This is an important docum ent of understanding 
fo r current residents and future condo buyers to understand. :,丨，心

On the T P 巳 application fo r Y /卜DB/2 the proposed amendments listed are far too vague for anybody to 
m ake a reasonable guess as to the extent of the redevelopment. W e ask the Governm ent to require 
HKR to provide im pacted residents of DB more details.

A  project o f the m agnitude proposed w ould take a num ber of years to com plete. W e ask that details of 
HO W  this construction will be done be declared. W e do NOT think thousands o f trucks and heavy 
equipm ent coming back and forth through the tunnel, up the main road of DB is appropriate.

As you know, our District Councilor Amy Yung also has some valid comments which I paste here 
for your consideration:

⑴  The Applications TPB/Y/卜DB/2 and TPB/Y/l-DB/3 seek approval to increase the ultimate population at 
Discovery Bay from  25,000 under the current Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) to 29,000 under the revised OZP.
The Applications include detailed impact statements to  show that the increase is well within the capaci《 ^  
limits o f the lot. However, the impact statements ignore the essential fact that, under the Land Grant, the 
Government has no obligation to  provide potable water and sewerage services to  the Lot.

• Discovery Bay is required to be self-sufficient in water and sewerage services under the Land Grant, and 
HKR wrote to  the City Owners7 Committee on 10 July, 1995 stating that the reservoir was built for a 
maximum population o f 25,000. The impact assessments ignore this essential fact.

I demand th a t the population cap o f 25,000 be preserved, so as no t to breach the Land Grant.

• In spite of the conditions contained in the Land Grant, when the tunnel was built Government agreed to 
allow potable water and sewerage connections to Siu Ho Wan. However, the agreements are between 
HKR and the Government, and they remain secret. Now, the Government has refused to provide 
additional water and sewerage services to cater for a population beyond 25,000.

/ H o m n n r ! t h n t  t lm /n r n m n n t  rn ln n ^ n  th n  n v ic t in n  \M n tn r nnH  co\A/nrnn£> cn r\tii



• u u e  to U o v e r n m e n t ' s  lo ()i'〇vide potnble wntt'c a n d  s e w e r a g e  service.^ b e y o n d  a popnlHtion of ^5,000, 

J t ^ k p r o p o s i n g  t.o i.estai.i the \vatei.ti.eolment anti w a s t e  ⑽

the Deed o f M u tu a l Covenant (DMC), HKK may fu rth e r develop the lot, p r〇v/idecl such de ve lo p m e n t 
does not im pose any new financiEil obligations on existing owners (C丨ause 8(b), P. 10).

I d e m a n d  that all costs for water a n d  sewerage services to areas 6f a n d  10b, including operation of 

oil treatment plants, storage facilities a n d  pipelines, b e  charged to areas 6f a n d  10b a n d  not to 

existing villages.

• Although G overnm en t agreed to  provide w a te r and sewerage services to  DB w hen the tunne l w as 
bu ilt, it refused to  pay fo r and m aintain the connections. As a result, the  O wners are paying o v e r  $1 
m illion per yea r to  the G overnm ent to  lease land to  run pipelines outside the  Lot to  connect to  Siu 
Ho Wan. The ow ners are also paying fo r all m aintenance o f the  pipelines and pum ping system s.

/ d e m a n d  t h a t  G o v e rn m e n t p ro v id e  p o ta b le  w a te r  a n d  s e w e ra g e  c o n n e c tio n s  to  th e  L o t b o u n d a r y ,  

ju s t  like  e v e ry  o th e r  re s id en tia l d e v e lo p m e n t in H o n g  Kong.

(3) The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) states that the roads both within a n d  outside D B  have plenty o f  

spere capacity to cater for a population increase fro m  25,000 to 29,000. However, the TIA ignores the 

'sential fact that, under the existing OZP, D B  is declared to be "primarily a car-free development". As 

ich, road capacity is irrelevant.

• G olf carts are th e  prim ary mode o f  personal tra n sp o rt, and are capped at th e  existing num ber.

I d e m a n d  t h a t  th e  G o v e rn m en t c o n s id e r w h e th e r  i t  is  sa fe  to  a l lo w  in c re a s e d  tra f f ic  in  c o m p e t it io n  

w ith  s lo w -m o v in g  g o lf carts  t h a t  o ffe r  no  co llis ion  p ro te c tio n  to  o ccu pan ts .

/ d e m a n d  t h a t  G o v e rn m e n t r e v ie w  th e  s u s ta in a b ility  o f  c ap p in g  g o lf  c a rts  a t  th e  c u rre n t le v e l  

w h ile  in c re a s in g  p o p u la tio n . G o lf  carts  a re  a lre a d y  s e llin g  f o r  o v e r H K $ 2  m illio n . (Personal note: I 
am NOT in favor of increased golf carts on the roads of Discovery Bay).

• No provision has been made fo r vehicle parking (d is tinc t from  go lf cart parking) on the  Lot, and  

vehicles are cu rre n tly  parked illegally at d iffe re n t locations.

/ d e m a n d  t h a t  G o v e rn m e n t re v ie w  vehicle p a rk in g  b e fo re  a n y  p o p u la tio n  in c rease .

(4) H K R  claims in the Applications that it is the sole o w n e r  of the Lot This is untrue. There ore presently over 

8,300 assigns of the developer w h o  co-own the Lot together with HKR.

1 demand that HKR withdraw the Applications and make revisions to recognise the co-owners. 
(Personal note: I don't know how this claim works, but if we property owners are also considered 
owners not only of our individual units in different villages, but for small parts as a w hole in 
Discovery Bay, then the application should be amended).

(5) Under the D M C ,  City M a n a g e m e n t  is supposed to represent the Owners (including HKR) in all matters and 

deckings v/ith Go v e r n m e n t  or ony utility in any w a y  concerning the m a n a g e m e n t  of the City. Despite this 

condition, H K R  continues to negotiate direct with G o vernment a nd utilities, a n d  conclude secret agreements 

to which the owners have no input or access. The water a n d  sewerage agreements, plus the lease to run the 

water and s e w a g e  pipelines outside the Lot, have already been mentioned, but there are more.



I ( iem am l that the LPG su p p ly  a g ree m en t  wiLh Sail fl ing be m nde  pubiic.
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ftonebised-bus operators have the right to run-bus services between-Discovery Bay-and other p^aeesr 

I also have concerns on the following issues:

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

How will HKR minimize the disturbance to existing residents and hikers during construction and operation 
periods?

Spaces for parking and loading/unloading facilities are not provided in the proposal.

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

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

Q

The Master Plan for Discovery Bay is an integral part o f the Land Grant (IS6122 in the Land Registry). The Land 
Grant requires that no development or redevelopment may take place on the Lot until an approved Master Plan 
showing the development is in place. The current Master Plan is dated 28 February, 2000. It is not compatible 
with either the current outline zoning plan or the current development on the lot. In order to  protect the 
interests o f the current 8,3〇〇+ assigns of the developer, it is essential tha t the  existing M aster Plan and OZP are 
aligned w ith the existing developm ent on the lot before consideration o f any proposal to  amend the OZP. 
Otherwise there is simply too much risk that the rights o f the other owners o f the lot w ill be interfered with. 
Problems that need to  be addressed include incursion on Government land; recognition o f the  Existing Public 
Recreational Facilities; size and surrounding area o f the land designated Gl/C on the current OZP; configuration o f 
the Area N2 at the inclined lift, etc.

" is nes ti：：： i dassined ris Inf.'- m-J by the sender.

This e-mail (including any attachments) is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
confidential, non-public, privileged and/or copyright material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, 
or taking of any action in reliance upon it by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you are 
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately, delete the material from any computer and destroy any 
copies. Any comments or statements made may be personal to the author and may not necessarily be those of Allianz 
Global Investors group of companies, their subsidiaries or affiliates. This e-mail is provided for information purposes and 
should not be construed as a solicitation or offer to buy or sell any securities or related financial instruments in any 
junsdiction. We do not accept any liability in connection with the transmission of information via the internet unless the 
information is subsequently confirmed in writing. All e-mails sent from or to us will be received by our coiporate e-mail 
system, are subject to our internal policies and procedures and may be reviewed by someone other tlian the sender or the 
recipient.



Dear Sirs

Please find email copy of O b jtr t ic n  *z- vc--' :>re ■* '■

thanks and regards

Ed Girdler,



H i e  Secretariat

T o w n  Planning B o a r d

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

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

(Via email: t|)b p c l @ p l a n d . g o v . h k  or fax: 2 8 7 7  0 2 4 5  / 2 5 2 2  8 4 2 6 )  

D e a r  Sir,

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (“H K R ”)， Mast e r p l a n  L i m i t e d， to address the departmental c o m m e n t s  

regarding the captioned application o n  27.10.2016.

Further to m y  s u b m i s s i o n  in the earlier round, kindly please note that I strongly 

object to the s u b m i s s i o n  regarding the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  the Lot. M y  m a i n  

reasons o f  objection o n  this particular s u b m i s s i o n  are listed as foliows:-

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

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

20.9.1982. A r e a  6 f  f o r m s  part o f  either the “City C o m m o n — A r e a s” or the "City 

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

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

p a s s  a n d  repass over a n d  along a n d  use A r e a  6f for all p u r p o s e s  c o n n e c t e d  with 

the proper us e  a n d  e n j o y m e n t  o f  the s a m e  subject to the City R u l e s  (as defined in 

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

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

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

secured a n d  respected.

2. T h e  disruption, pollution a n d  nuisance c a used b y  the construction to the 

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

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

3. T h e r e  is m a j o r  c h a n g e  to the d e v e l o p m e n t  concept o f  the Lot a n d  a fundaniental 

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

Outline Z o n i n g  Plan in the application, i.e. f r o m  staff quarters into residential

l of ?
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area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from 

envirorunental perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the 

district.

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

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

submission.

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

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

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. T h e  revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of A n n e x  

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

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

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

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

7. T h e  development will severely degrade the views, a nd quality of living in the 

nearby apartments, both during and after construction, a n d  no satisfactory 

recomp e n s e  to existing residents for this d a m a g e  has b e e n  proposed.

8. Bearing in m i n d  the n u m b e r  of questionable of approval-submissions for this 

d evelopment in earlier rounds of feedback which, as reported in the S o u t h  China 

M o r n i n g  Post, we r e  suspiciously submitted in one large block b y  Non-residents 

of  Lantau o n  the last day, I further r e c o m m e n d  that the statistical reporting 

(showing the n u m b e r  of objections and approvals of this development) is 

i m p r o v e d  to s h o w  separate totals for replies from Residents o f  Discovery B a y  

and those fr o m  non-residents of Discovery Bay, in order that the opinions of 

Discovery B a y  residents m a y  be seen clearly.

2 of 2
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Unless and until the applicant is able to pro\'ide detailed responses to i!" 

lor furiher review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be \\'ii

Signature Ed Girdler_________________________ Date:____8； 12/2016___

N a m e  of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident:____ O w n e r ___________ ____

Address： .j h h h h h h b b h v h h h h h h h h h h h h

ic c o m m e n t s  

h d r a w n .
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寄件者： Am> 'i mn：
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tpl'i\K^planv1.>：〇\.hk
H  Ko1 Scvlion 12A Api'lication No. V/I-DB/2 - Area 6f, Lol 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

5ocrot^ri\it 

Town Planning Board
N orth  Point Governm ent Offices 

JvH\i Road, N orth Point 
em ail: tp b pd (〇)pland.R〇v.hk)

5 2 7 6

Dear Sir, * r •

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

Objection to  the  Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I re^^Tto the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant o f Hong Kong Resort (,/HKR,,)) Masterplan 
Limited, to  address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

2. ^ J " h e  disruption, pollution and nuisance caused by the construction to  the  im m ediate residents and property 
ov(. Jrs  nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

3. There is m ajor change to  the developm ent concept o f the Lot and a fundam ental deviation to  th e  land use 
of the original approved M aster Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from  staff 
quarters in to  residential area, and approval o f it would  be an undesirable precedent case from  environm ental 
perspective and against the interest o f all p roperty owners of the district.

4. The original stipulated DB population o f 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying in frastructure 
capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all DB property  owners 
would have to  suffer and pay for the  cost ou t o f this submission in upgrading the surrounding in frastructure so as 

to provide adequate supply o r support to  the proposed development, e.g. ai! required road netw ork and related 

utilities im provem ent works arisen ou t of this submission etc. The proponent should consult and liaise w ith  all 
orcpe^ty owners being affected and undertake th e  cost and expense o f all in frastructure ou t o f this development.

d isruption during construction to  o ther property  owners in the vicin ity should be prope rly  m itigated and 
in the submission.

5. 了卜e proposed felling o f ].18 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial

environm ental impact to the imm ediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed tree 

pre serva tio n 「Jan or the； tree com pensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.



$ V 'f^ t  **̂ '» '* J v*v> V v  ̂h\ \h i \  revt^iun I he lw o to w e rs  art* sl*ll s itting  to o  close to

" r> # > A j»v *» V v l fv> r * f u r a l  na tura l setttng, and w o u ld  pose an undosirah lo
• 一 * 。 身  b ? %• r p ^  j i iy  to  those  existing to w e rs  m \Ue  v ic in ity.

广〆秦 4
V  - ,

^   ̂ «  to  p io ,a ic  det3»fed responses to  the  co m m e n ts  fo r  fu rth e r rev iew  and
' A/v i t~e A * ! h d f a % v n
a — r w ，- - 欢 •

^  ^  * J m  Ht-wised C on ce p t IMan o f  A n n e x  A is s till u n s .it is fn c to ry  in

« ,***>  •«•'#

5276



寄 件 者 ： 
寄 件 曰 期 : 
收 件 者 ：
主 g: 
附 件 ：
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lpbpd@pIand.gov.hk
Section 12A Application No Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f,Lot 385 RP & Ext ( Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
Area 6f Selina 16b Woodland Court.pdf

5 ^ 7 7

D e a r  S i r ,

P l e a s e  find e n c l o s e d  ( ref pdf) m y  c o m m e n t s  o n  the a b o v e  application. 

Y o u r s  sincerely,

M  C  M c D o n a g h

mailto:lpbpd@pIand.gov.hk


Tne Stcre*ar；i；

T o w n  Heard

1 5/f , N o ri： O^ v r̂ r-r-t r : O fT^«

333 Ja/a Foarj, Nor±.

( Via crnajl or 二葛”  ：

D e a r  Sir%,

12 \ \|iplM*(»-<n S «  \ I i»li i 

Arra* 6f，1 川 W  A  秦#i ! •患》 、*、 Ifc

O b j r rfioo l〇  tbr Suhn«i\*i<«n b \ fHt pl«* an* «>fi 1 \ , ;^ |4,

I refer lo \ihc Rê K̂Misc l〇  ( jru>»rtM̂  ；̂i^ni l?t J îc t* *  ̂ . * .  ̂ -̂ |
Resort (* J IKK"). Mitstcrplan I if^.trd l \h* .s ， . . m ,jr„,

live c^'Uoned a{>| litat on 27

KiihIIv please note thal I stror^lv object ttic  ̂ ^

pr〇 |M，st\J dcvtrlopmcru of ihc I 乂 )l Mv nuun rcaiuns of < n
suhnussion aic lulled as folk^^ -

I the  UKR claim lhal the% arc \i\c sole land o ^ r\rt of Area I t> ^  m T>* *
\a n〇 u held unJex the I'nnapal l>rrd of VfuUial ( 'o \a a rt <P1)M< >
20 9 IV>C A r«  Hft) forrm pan ofihe "Srrxicc Aica" as tr： thr
Area 10b also forms p^/i of ciOicr itic WC it\ ( ornnv^ \rc«s* 〇 i ^
Kclamcd Areas" in the IM)M( Puraiani U> ( lau>« 7 urvici Srvu «  I - ^  
PDMC, c\cr\ OuTirx (as defined m Uk PDMC) has ilic n^ht i êtTv v  f 〇  
pa.s.s and ref ass over and a]〇 nxy and use Ai m  ti>f all ^ Sfc
the proper use and enjoyment of the \axnc subject U> the ( *u Ru:c* ，
the IM)MC) llus has cffcctivdv framed O'er Unw an casmvnit ih*i W

extinguished Tht Applicani hits Oulcd u> comult oi socL pro^cf cxiftsrfft: 

co-owners of ihc lot prior to ihi% umlAicnJ ai'pl^non 1>k  im b 1  ̂c * ^
existing co-ouT\crs, i c all properly ovM^cn of l iK. l̂uiuki Kc rr*rur^> i 
secured and respected

2. The disruption, pollunon nnd nuisance caused by constr^S^i ^  ^  
immediate residents and p【opcny owners nearby i$ and wtU be 丁

the submission has not addressed.
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V I he I'toiiosal is major change to the development concept of the Lot and a 

fundamental deviation of tlie land use from the original approved Master Layout 
)'lana and the approved Ouiline Zoning Plan in tlic application, i.e. a change 
trom sor\'ice into residential area. Approval of ii would be an undesirable 
precovlent case from environmental perspective and against the interests of all 
resident and owners of the district.

4. 'Hie original stipulated DB population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the 
underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a subsumtial 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 presentation plan or the tree 
compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

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

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

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

II:

Address:
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i ho Secretariat

I'own Planning B o a u l

15/T', N o r t h  Point G o v e r n m e n t  Ofllccs

3 3 3  Ja\ a Ro a d ,  N o n l i  Point

(Via email: or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

Section 12A Appliealion No. Y/l-O B/2  

Aren 6C Lot 3S5 RT c*w F \t  ( i1：!! t) in D .l). 352. l)isco\ cr\

OMcction to the Siibmissit⑴ 《⑴ 27.l(t.2(H6

1 refer to the Response to Comments subnutted by tlic consultant 〇{ Hong Kong 

Resort Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding

the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

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

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

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

l o f  2
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and approval o f it would be 2n undesirable precedent case frorrt envirop.iT.eiv.a! 

perspective and against tiie interest o f all propsn> ouners o f the district.

4. 'i'hc original stipulated DB population o f  25.000 should be fuil> respected as tp.c

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford sucii substanda'i m

population by the submission, and all DB property owners would have to sutler 

and pay for the cost out o f this submission in upgrading ihe sa rrc^rJ jr.i： 

infraslructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the prop^>cJ 

development, e.g. all required road network and related utilities in 'p ro 、 enu :、t 

works ariseci out o f  ihis submission eic. The proponent should consult and Ua.se 

w ith  all property owners being afTected and undertake the cost and cxpci'Ac o1 a!! 

infrastructure out o f  this development. Its disruption during construciir^n oti^cr 

property owners in the v ic in ity  should be properly mitigated aiid addrcSbcd m i l ；c 

submission.

5. The proposed felling of 1 ] 8 nos. mature trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, 

and poses a substantial environmental impact to the immediate nalural setting. 1 he 

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 

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

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may 

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless and until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the comnicms for

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

Signature Date: 8-Dec-16

N a m e  o f  Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: BUECHl, Lienhard
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Thorn M o o  Chonn

(IP



PV(J(i Comments on Application number: Y /l-D B /2

P a r k v a l e  V i l l a g e  O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A Application Number Y /l-D B /2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to  flats at 
Area 6f, Discovery Bay.

Introduction

In April a n d  July 2 0 1 6  we, the Parkvale Village O w n e r ' s  C o m m i t t e e  (PVOC), a b o d y  of o w n e r s  

in Parkvale Village in Discovery B a y  (DB) elected to represent the interests of the o w n e r s  of 

the 6 0 6  flats in the village, submitted our c o m m e n t s  o n  H o n g  K o n g  Resort C o m p a n y  

Limited's (HKR) Section 1 2 A  Application "To Amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan fo r  
rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Bay". O u r  

c o m m e n t s  w e r e  assigned n u m b e r  1 5 1 2  (April) a n d  2 7 8 7  (July) b y  the T o w n  Planning B o a r d  

(TPB).

This d o c u m e n t  includes o u r  c o m m e n t s  o n  the Further Information ( m a d e  available b y  the 

T P B  o n  18 N o v e m b e r  2 016) s u b m i t t e d  by H K R  in r e s p o n s e  to c o m m e n t s  m a d e  b y  

g o v e r n m e n t  d e p artments.

F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n

T h e  Further Information submi t t e d  by H K R  comprises:

1. M a s t e r p l a n  Limited's covering letter.

2. H K R ’s r e s p o n s e  to d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  available b y  the District Planning 

Office o n  2 5  a n d  2 8  July 2016.

3. A n n e x e s :

A n n e x  A  - Revised C o n c e p t  Plan.

A n n e x  B - Revised L a n d s c a p e  Design Proposal (extract).

A n n e x  C  - Revised Environmental Study.

A n n e x  D  - Revised Planning S t a t e m e n t  (extract).

A n n e x  E - Technical N o t e  o n  W a t e r  Quality.

A n n e x  F - Public Recreation Facilities D e m a r c a t i o n  Plan (extract) a n d  D e e d s  of Restrictive 

C o v e n a n t  (extract).

A n n e x  G  - Revised S t udy o n  Drainage, S e w a g e  a n d  W a t e r  Supply.

N o  substantive c h a n g e  has b e e n  m a d e  to the Further Information submitted in June.

In its covering letter, Masterplan Limited, o n  behalf of H K R ,  states that it has r e s p o n d e d  only 

to d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s .  It is clear that, again, our c o n c e r n s  w h i c h  w e  e x p r e s s e d  in o u r  

c o m m e n t s  s u b m i t t e d  in April a n d  July h a v e  n o t  b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  at all or very i n a d e q u a t e l y  

in H K R ' s  r e s p o n s e s  to th e  d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s ,  n o r  in t h e  o t h e r  parts of their latest 

s u b m i s s i o n  of Further Information. Indeed, it a p pears that the T P B  has not circulated o u r  

c o m m e n t s  to all relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux.

For ex a m p l e ,  w e  h a v e  d r a w n  attention to m a n y  traffic access aspects, such as safety a n d  

e m e r g e n c y  situations, w h i c h  d o  not a p p e a r  to h a v e  b e e n  raised b y  the T P B  w i t h  either the
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Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything v/e have suo-s rted …  
respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the T?3, and, if 
consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 
by the absence, again, of a Traffic impact Assessment on Pedestrians this iates： 
submission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this key- 
concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance w ith  TPB Guideline No. SOB 
"Guidelines -  for submission of comments on various applications under the Town 
Planning Ordinance". Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: "Public corr.merts should 
be related to the planning context of the application and submitted in accordance the 

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

on a case-by-case basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account.

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following p!anr‘,ng usues m  

considering the public comments on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. vie㈧s in suppcn, 

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

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

infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc.}; (c) comm e n t s  specific to :he 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers apprcpricte”

A ttention is also drawn to  paragraph 6.1 o f this guideline v^hich states tha t '"This set cf 
Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amera-rer: 

of plan, planning permission and reviev/ and submission of c o m m e n t s  on the vcicus 

applications under the Ordinance. It is not m e a n t  in any w a y  to restrict the contents of any 

application or c o m m e n t  made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 

information."

The PVOC considers th a t this th ird  submission from  the PVOC has again properly  com plied  
w ith  TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission o f Further In fo rm a tio n  from  HKR 
does not.

M asterplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are c a p a b l e  of being easily 

resolved. Hov/ever, the inadequacies a n d  omissions of their, a n d  the o t h e r  consultant's 

reports, indicate that t h e y  are not capable of resolving t h e m .

In this s u b m i s s i o n  w e  again highlight o u r  principal c o n c e r n s  regarding the p r o p o s e d  

d e v e l o p m e n t  of tv/o 1 8  storey buildings, including 4 7 6  flats, of 2 1 , 6 0 0  m 2  G F A  o n  a platform 

created to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  three storey Building.

T h e s e  principal c o n c e r n s  are described in t h e  following sections:

A. I n a d e q u a t e  a n d  unreliable information has b e e n  p r o v i d e d  b y  H K R .  E.g. H K R  h a s  

s u b m i t t e d  studies a n d  p a p e r s  a n d  not i m p a c t  assessments, t h e r e b y  avoiding having to 

study the i m p a c t  o n  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  a n d  p e o p l e  m o s t  affected b y  its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is i n a d e q u a t e  a n d  non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  h a s  b e e n  

i n a d e q u a t e  a n d  i n c o mplete.

D. A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  h a s  not b e e n  undertaken.

E. HKR's r e s p o n s e s  to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  i n a d e q u a t e  a n d  

evasive. It c a n n o t  b e  a c c e p t a b l e  in a public consultation exercise for t h e  applicant a l o n e
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to decide vvliat is c o m m e r c i a l l y  sensitive (re o w n e r s h i p  of Passagev-zay a n d  allocation of 

undivided shares) a n d  to k e e p  that information f r o m  being publicly c o m m e n t e d  upon. 

All infornKition provided b y  t he applicant m u s t  b e  placed in the public d o m a i n  so the 

public c a n  c o m m e n t  o n  it. T h e  table setting ou t  these r e s p o n s e s  c a n n o t  b e  considered 

to b e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e .

F. Despite A n n e x  C of the latest Further Information stating in p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 that a key 

e l e m e n t  of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is th e  ’’access road", there is n o  information p r o v i d e d  as to 

its construction th r o u g h  Parkvale village. T h e r e  are m a n y  issues arising f r o m  unsuitable 

access to the site such as: t h e  part of Parkvale Drive w h i c h  is designed as a pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  regulations a n d  the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic o n  it; w i d t h  constraints of Parkvale Drive w h i c h  limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including b u s e s  a n d  construction vehicles, to pass o n e  another; potential 

lack of e m e r g e n c y  access to Parkvale Drive in t h e  e v e n t  of a n  accident; safety, as the 

p r o p o s e d  access to the site is a pedestrian area u s e d  b y  residents a n d  t h e  public; a nd 

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. A s  pointed o u t  a b o v e ,  H K R  

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic I m p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  o n  

Pedestrians w h i c h  is listed u n d e r  the Reports to b e  submitted.

G. A  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  w o r k s  ( S T W )  is to b e  included in A r e a  6f with discharge directly into 

the sea n e x t  to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the o p e n  nullah w h i c h  is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. H o w e v e r ,  it is clear f r o m  H K R ' s  c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the i n t e n d e d  approach. Also, H K T  tries to m i n i m i s e  the pollution i m p a c t  of discharge of 

s e w a g e  into the sea w h e r e a s  it will increase t h e  T I N  a n d  TPs, t h e r e b y  increasing the 

probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery B a y  waters. N o t  surprisingly H K R ’s consultants 

say that t h e  s e w a g e  proposal "is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy".

H. H K R  is misleading the T P B  b y  saying there are t w o  o p tions re w a t e r  supp l y  but, as 

previously pointed o ut (since g o v e r n m e n t  has c o n f i r m e d  that its facilities at t h e  Siu H o  

W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  t h e  S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station 

are n o t  available for the foreseeable future), t h ere is only o n e  w h i c h  is a pot a b l e  w a t e r  

supply to b e  provided by re-opening, after 1 6  years, the D B  w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  plant a n d  

using w a t e r  f r o m  the D B  reservoir.

I. N o  information is provided regarding the provision of o t her utilities to A r e a  6f a n d  h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C  p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

e l e m e n t  of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the provision of utilities. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  there is n o  

reference to the D B  L P G  g a s  s y s t e m  w h i c h  has recently suffered a n  explosion w h i c h  is 

the subject of investigations b y  E M S D  a n d  FSD.

J. Slope safety of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  p r o p o s e d  1 8  story buildings will b e  built, is 

ignored, despite A n n e x  C  p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a k e y  e l e m e n t  of the 

d e v e l o p m e n t  is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore C E D D ' s  r e q u e s t  for H K R  to 

assess t h e  geotechnical feasibility of the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  to s u b m i t  a 

Geotechnical Planning R e v i e w  R e p o r t  (GPRR).

K. O w n e r s h i p  issues - HKR's right to use Parkvale Drive as access to A r e a  6f is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery B a y  are ignored in respect of the M a s t e r  Plan ( M P )  a n d

Outline Z o n e  Plan (OZP) relationship, the 2 5 , 0 0 0  population ceiling a n d  t h e  allocation of 

undivided shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units u n d e r  the D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( D M C ) .  

Furthe r m o r e ,  H K R  has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its w h o l l y  o w n e d  subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.
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M. Diagrams a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate a n d  of p o o r  quality.

Annex:

.1. C o m m e n t s  o n  HKR's diagrams a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

A. INADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

1. It can b e  s e e n  f r o m  the latest Further Information that t he consultants h a v e  n o t  visited 

A r e a  6f since April -  J u n e  2014. In v i e w  of the m a n y  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  previously a n d  

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising a n d  negligent that the 

consultants h a v e  not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the c o m m e n t s  (e.g. 

over traffic issues) a n d  the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published b y  the T P B  there is a list of Plans, D r a w i n g s  a n d  R e p orts 

S u b m i t t e d  b y  H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. T h e  planning process 

by n o w ,  1 9  years since the H a n d o v e r ,  should b e  bi-lingual. T h e  current situation m e a n s  

that only residents w h o  can read English will b e  able to r e a d  the application a n d  s u b m i t  

c o m m e n t s ,  the r e b y  excluding m a n y  residents f r o m  a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, D r a w i n g s  a n d  R e ports are missing. T h e  T P B  s h ould request H K R  to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full a n d  u p  to dat e  picture of A r e a  6f a n d  to m a k e  

sure that t h e  public are fully i n f o r m e d  a b o u t  the project. W i t h o u t  this i n f ormation there 

is the distinct possibility that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. T h e  following Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  R e p o r t s  h a v e  n e v e r  b e e n  provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  o n  pedestrians

d. Geotechnical i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t

e. Dra i n a g e  i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t

f. S e w a g e  i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t

g. Risk a s s e s s m e n t

5. T h e  following Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  R e p o r t s  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  p r o v i d e d  since H K R  first j fv 

s u b m i t t e d  its application which, in v i e w  of t h e  m a n y  public a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  c o m m e n t s ,

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t

c. L a n d s c a p e  i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t

d. Tre e  s u r v e y

6. H K R  s u b m i t s  studies a n d  p a p e r s  a n d  n o t  i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t s ,  t h e r e b y  avo i d i n g  h a v i n g  to 

study t he i m p a c t  o n  t he c o m m u n i t y  a n d  p e o p l e  m o s t  affected b y  its proposal.

7. T h e  consultant’s reports p r o v i d e d  b y  H K R  are n o t  c o n s i d e r e d  reliable for a public 

consultation exercise. This is b e c a u s e  t h e  key consultant, Ove Arup, has stated in 
respect of its reports the following: "This re p o r t  ta k e s  in to  a c c o u n t th e  p a r t ic u la r  

ins tru c tio n s  a n d  re q u ire m e n ts  o f  o u r c lie n t. I t  is n o t  in te n d e d  f o r ,  a n d  s h o u ld  n o t, b e  

re lie d  u po n  b y  a n y  th ir d  p a r ty  a n d  no  re s p o n s ib ility  is u n d e r ta k e n  to  a n y  t h i r d  p a r ty " .

8. B a s e d  o n  t h e  a b o v e ,  t h e  p r ocess of public consultation is distorted, n o t  t r a n s p a r e n t  a n d  

patently unfair, since it is only possible to s e e  the correct a n d  full picture b y  bringing
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together the instructions/requirem ents given to Ove Arup w ith  the response, i.e. the  
roports. Furtherm ore, how  can anyone, including the governm ent and the public, rely 
on the reports in view o f the statem ent about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from  HKR its fu ll and detailed 
instructions/requirem ents provided to  all the ir consultants involved in this Section 
12A application and to  confirm one way or the other th a t the reports can be relied 
upon.

B. PUBLIC CONSULTATION

1. Public Consultation is supposed to  be open, transparen t and not d is to rte d  by 
m isrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the T P B  states that "on the 27/10/2016, the 

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

departmental c o m m e n t s ..." This m e a n s  that H K R  has only addressed g o v e r n m e n t

departmental concerns in its third submission a n d  has ignored all public c o m m e n t s  

submitted to the TPB, including those f r o m  Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  a n d  

the D B  c o m m u n i t y .

b. H K R  is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t a l  

a n d  public concerns citing that this is "commercially sensitive information". In a 

public consultation exercise, w h i c h  is s u p p o s e d  to b e  o p e n  a n d  transparent, this 

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

g o v e r n m e n t  planning process a n d  should b e  unacceptable to the TPB.

2. T h e r e  is an o n g o i n g  police investigation into the a b u s e  of the submission of c o m m e n t s  

p rocedure in respect of the s e c o n d  r o u n d  of c o m m e n t s .  This raises the question as to 

w h y  the T P B  has not s u s p e n d e d  or e v e n  cancelled this Section 1 2 A  application, p e n d i n g  

the o u t c o m e  of the investigation, a question w h i c h  s h o u l d  b e  a n s w e r e d  by t h e  T P B  as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND BUREAUX

1. H K R  a n d  m a n y  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  their respective overseeing b u r e a u x  h a v e  

b e e n  negligent a n d  failed to either r e s p o n d  or to r e s p o n d  adeq u a t e l y  to legitimate 

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

B a s e d  o n  the three submissions of H K R  (and the fact that n o thing has b e e n  published b y  

the T P B  apart f r o m  t w o  deferral pape r s  submi t t e d  to t h e  T P B  Rural a n d  N e w  T o w n s  

Planning C o m m i t t e e  (RNTPC)), the application a n d  all t h e  related c o m m e n t s  d o  n o t  

a p p e a r  to h a v e  b e e n  sent by the TPB, for analysis a n d  c o m m e n t ,  to all relevant 

g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s :  e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; H i g h w a y s ;  

a n d  Transport.

2. Distribution by the T P B  to all relevant d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  is f u n d a m e n t a l  to 

obtaining g o v e r n m e n t  v iews o n  all th e  issues raised. T P B / P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  c a n n o t  

possibly h a v e  all the necessary expertise to properly consider c o m m e n t s  o n  e v e r y  

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive c o m m e r c i a l  interests; a n d  legal o w n e r s h i p .

D. RISK ASSESSMENT

1. A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  h a s  not b e e n  d o n e  as indicated in t h e  table of th e  Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to t h e  public is a m a j o r  c o n c e r n  for this d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  has n o t
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b(、()n a d d r e s s e d  in a n y  f o r m  despite t h e  c o n c e r n s  e x o r e s s e d  r. 〇'jr tv.o p ^ e v ;〇L： 5 

s u b m i s s i o n s  a n d  a g a i n  in this one. W e  h a v e  e x p r e s s e d  rr.any c c n c e r n s  a b c o ： : r a r  ：■ 

slopes; e n v i r o n m e n t ;  a n d  public health.

2. A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  is r e q u i r e d  a n d  H K R  s h o u l d  b e  instructed t o  d o  o n e  b y  t h e  T P B .  T ^ e  

Risk A s s e s s m e n t  c a n n o t  b e  d o n e  in a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  m a n n e r  u n i e s s  T P 3  e n s ^ re< 

that all g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  p r o v i d e  treir c o r m s  c r  s 

application a n d  t h e  c o m m e n t s  s u b m i t t e d  b y  t h e  public, including t h o s e  by : r e  P'. C C

E. H K ^ s  R E S P O N S E  T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. T h e  T a b l e  in H K R ' s  F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  "Applicant's response to the departm enta l 
comments made available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016" 
c a n n o t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  a n d  reliable since t h e  D P O ^  t w o  lettt*ri ar e  n o t  

a t t a c h e d .  C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  it is n o t  p o s s i b l e  to c h e c k  w h e t h e r  H K R  h.is r e s p o n d e d  t o  ji! 

c o m m e n t s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  it is also n o t  possiblt1 to c h o c k  w h i c h  of th；e  t

h a v e  b e e n  i g n o r e d  b y  the T P B  a n d  to a s k  wtiy ?

2. H K R ' s  r e s p o n s e  to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x ,  thorf*fu((>, c o n t  o u r  tu U -  

b o t h  deficient a n d  i n a d e q u a t e .  T h e  f o l l o w i n g  p a r a g r a p h s  set o u t  t h e  P V O C ^  c o ^ '：T t r v. 

o n  H K R ' s  r e s p o n s e s .

3. A F C D  c o m m e n t s  -  as e x p l a i n e d  in S e c t i o n  M ,  p a r a g r a p h s  3 a n d  4, b o l o w  ar；d  m  ]

to this s u b m i s s i o n ,  H K R ^  c o m m e n t s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  revised L a n d s c a p e  D e s i g n  P r c p o , ；̂ 

( H K R  F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  A n n e x  B) to plant 1 4 8  c o m p e n s a t o r y  trees v ; i t h m  A r e a  6f are 

n o t  practicable.

4. D S D  c o m m e n t s  -  H K R ' s  s t a t e m e n t  that all statutory r e q u i r e m e n t s  for effluent s t a ^ d a ^ O i  

will b e  m e t  b y  a s t a n d a l o n e  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  w o r k  ( S T W )  is incorrect as H K R ’s A n n e . *  C 

p a r a g r a p h  6.4.1.1 n o t e s  that only ’’m o s t  〇/  t h e  po//ut7on c o n c e n f厂c;t/on5

with relevant criteria". W h a t  a b o u t  t h e  o n e s  w h i c h  d o  n o t ?

5. E P D  c o m m e n t s  -  H K R  c o n f i r m s  that it will c o n s t r u c t  a s u b - o p t i m a l  s t a n d a l o n e  S A V  

within A r e a  6f_

6. E P D  a n d  W a t e r  Quality:

a. G e n e r a l  1 - E P D  h a s  previously s t a t e d  that t h e  w a t e r  quality a s s e s s m e n t  in t h e  

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  S t u d y  (ES) w a s  i n a d e q u a t e  to m e e t  E P D ' s  r e q u i r e m e n t s .  E v e n  after 

s u c h  c o m m e n t s ,  H K R  h a s  only s u b m i t t e d  a "prelim inary water quaiity a>se^sment", 
w h i c h  c o n c l u d e s  that t h e  p r o p o s e d  S T W  "could meet" r e l e v a n t  technical s t a n d a r d s  
for s e w a g e  discharge. S o  H K R  h a s  still n o t  carried o u t  t h e  necesscipy* s t u dies to t h e  

s t a n d a r d  r e q u i r e d  b y  E P D .

b. G e n e r a l  2  - H K R  c o n t i n u e s  to i g nore t h e  c o m m e n t  that "there are too many sections 
in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out in the 
subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in the ES 
reports. As an alternative please use a new section to summarise the EIAO 
implications o f the proposed development". (I.e. A r e a  6f).

c. Specific 3 - H K R  is still refusing to give a d e q u a t e  details a n d  a c o m m i t m e n t  to t h e  

S T W  d e s i g n  s t a n d a r d s  n e c e s s a r y  to fully m e e t  all of E P D ’s r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  

technical s t a n d a r d s  for b o t h  the S T W  a n d  disch a r g e  a p p r o a c h .
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d. Specific 4 - HKR corTi-Tns t r s i  r e .   ̂ - - - --  - - 
relevant  criteria but  only "m o s r .  Vv-a： s e e -： ： - e  c~ = 5 r~ cr

e. Specific S -  again HKR g听 s :一 /  : ~ : e = 二e :; s ;： y  厂广二
construction c f the STW anc 二二e s -二 二 二 ： - :
o n g o i n g r r^ i rn en sn ee a r d r ' a n ag e r - . en

f. Specific 7 - HKR does rot pr〇 y ce ar ； c ov - e -;: -eg:- r *. r
and rnanagerrient, both f〇r day :〇-a /c .p e -i ： *- t r s - . t ' ： - : v s >'

g. Specific 8 -  HKR c ie s r;/ c c ^ -fu i'.g  i - 二. c  J t
m eth o d  n o w  proposed is a £-3 v ： y s rw a g f i_ :  : r  r -  ' • .  .*■

case scenario (espec-ais/ du^ng  dry ica^'--.■... j  c. k »'  • ■、 ，.-， ’. '
recommended,  during the  ' ^ u i j s e q i . i « <  ： .i »-；■! a<-, t -'■ ■ t  ̂ - • '
flow  along t卜七 sp丨"w ay and w .u  t* U!<. v tj 丨u  d  j > "
nullah and  box culvert dirt vUy mkH is 〇!：)m u i '» ：； :• f • . . ' ；/  v * a * * ' ‘
EPD to clearly state  now wh.(h mctt'ocl <t i*Mi i d*, p v, / • t> .r <*

7. EPD and  Waste  Managemen t  -  HKR continues  to t)ruv f；»* . - *» *< * •
saying that  the  construction nn' thodol〇i；i*is aro \ c i  to h r  d« * ?*«
detail design.

8. EPD and  Sewage  Infrastructure  -  HKR docs  not provide* d (omp^r**   ̂ . r  j
EPD and only simplistically refers to  other  commen t s

9. EPD and  Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  HKR describes  the  r〇3d type  > s  ̂ * - 〜
road"  and  refers  to a buffer  of 5m between  the  road and  t h e  propos-ed
This is an  inadequa te  description of Parkvale Drive, the  proposed  on ；r accr  -s *. ** - '*
It fails to no te  that  Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable  as  a me ans  of access  r  - "r 
See section F below.  In particular,  the  section of Parkvale Dr^e  •. * r
Woodbury  Court,  Woodgreen  Court  and  Woodland  Court  resident ,af !>._ ■-". 
designed  as a pedest r ian  pavement  and  is made  of  paving b ’oc“ . rv：: 
Furthermore,  t her e  is no  buffer between  Parkvale Drive and  Woodbury  C o ^ rx

10. Lands D ep a r t m en t ’s comment s :

a. Specific 1 -  this is missing and should be  provided by HKR to  TP6

b. Specific 4 -  HKR recognizes  t h a t  its application  does  not  co ,>#〇 — tc
MP6.0E7h(a)  Master  Plan. The  Lands Depdrtment  must  ns-st that  >**.« .* -i *
with the  Mas ter  Plan issue before  proceeding  any fur ther  w !>i t^'S -Cc* 〇 •'

c. Specific 6 -  HKR refuses  to comply  with  t he  r equ i rement s  cf Cwt c ca^v, .  
which requi re  tha t  all information  is disclosed,  by hid ng beH nd \ c c r s  
be " c o m m e rc ia lly  se n s itive "  informat ion  m respect  〇t 
accountabil i ty  of t he  250,000 undivided  shares  of Ffsnc^pa* C W c  c* 
Covenant  (PDMC).  This was  deal t  with in a let ter  of 3 Aug«sl  2016  h k <R jc 
DLO. This is no t  acceptable,  and t h e  Lands D e p a m  ^wSl  ms:s:  
informat ion  being disclosed.  Furthermore,  if HKn co^t ' . - 'ces  to tns st c r  ；ts  cos t*〇n , 
the  Lands Depar tmen t  must  consult  with  relevant  g o v e ^ n ^ e ^ t  d e p a n ^ e ^ t s ,  such as  
Legal Services  and  Secretary for  the  Treasury,  as tc  t h e  va'  2 ;ty of tHe da.r- ,s  r ra d e  oy  
HKR. This subject  is covered  also in Sections  B, atseve,  and  L, De'cw.

d. Specific 7  -  this is in respect of o w n e r s h i p  a n d  is c o v e r e d  ?n t re H K R  letter m e m ：o r e d  

u n d e r  Specific 6 a b o v e .  Again, u n d e r  t h e  claim of sensitive corr>nerc；ai i n f o r m s : > o n
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PV()(； Comments on A pplication num ber: Y /I-D B /!

U K R  is trying to u n d e r m i n e  the public consultation exercise. T h e  L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  

should h a v e  HKR's claim to be the sole o w n e r  of A r e a  6f r e v i e w e d  by i n d e p e n d e n t  

lawyers a n d  the Legal Services D e p a r t m e n t .  It w o u l d  b e  totally w r o n g  for the L a n d s  

D e p a r t m e n t  to accept HKR's a n d  its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.g., the L a n d s  

D e p a r t m e n t  will not h a v e  s een the instructions given to H K R ' s  lawyers.

e. Specific 10  a n d  11 -  the Director of L a n d s  has to i m p l e m e n t  the Audit C o m m i s s i o n ' s  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  a n d  if not explain w h y  not. T h e s e  c o m m e n t s  b y  the L a n d s  

D e p a r t m e n t  a n d  H KR's r e s ponse will b e  sent to the Director of Audit.

11. WSD -  HKR has c o m p l e t e l y  ignored all the points a b o u t  b r eaching the population ceiling 
of 2 5 , 0 0 0  as per the D B  O Z P  th r o u g h  deliberate a n d  incremental d e v e l o p m e n t  projects. 

This subject is also c o v e r e d  in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

1. All the c o n c e r n s  a n d  c o m m e n t s  s u b m i t t e d  to the T P B  in respect of traffic access, safety 

a n d  e m e r g e n c y  situations in b oth Parkvalc Village a n d  the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to b e  ignored, e.g.

a. H K R  still says that vehicle access will b e  simply t h r o u g h  a n  e x t ension of Parkvale 

Drive, w h i c h  is a gross simplification of w h a t  will h a v e  to b e  const r u c t e d  to d o  so. 

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  it provides n o  design a n d  d i a g r a m m a t i c  inform a t i o n  in respect of the 

i m p a c t  o n  the P a s s a g e w a y  (see p a r a g r a p h  4  b e l o w )  w h i c h  is t he only access to t he 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings.

b. H K R  still d o e s  n ot provide a n y  detailed information a b o u t  a safe a n d  viable m e a n s  of 

vehicular access to the site b o t h  during the construction a n d  p o s t - c o m p l e t i o n  

o c c u p a t i o n  phases. H K R  states that Parkvale Drive will b e  e x t e n d e d  to the site. This 

e n c r o a c h e s  o n  the D M C - a s s i g n e d  pedestrian p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is currently the sole 

m e a n s  of access, a semi-recreational area a n d  a golf cart access p a t h  for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. T h e  Parkvale P a s s a g e w a y  (see p a r a g r a p h  4  b e l o w )  is neither d e s i g n e d  n o r  

c o n s t r u c t e d  for u s e  b y  h e a v y  construction vehicles a n d  d o e s  n ot h a v e  s p a c e  for 

additional d e s i g n a t e d  pedestrian p a v e m e n t s .

d. T h e  asphalt section of t h e  existing Parkvale Drive is a c a r r i a g e w a y  of s u b - s t a n d a r d  

e n g i n e e r i n g  design, of insufficient w i d t h  for large vehicles to p a s s  a n d  lacks t he legal 

b a r e  m i n i m u m  w i d t h  of pedestrian p a v e m e n t s .

2. The proposed access to the site is b y  a n  e x tension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, t h e  

application states that "Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 
Parkvale Drive". A s  Parkvale Drive is t he only m e a n s  of a c cess t h r o u g h  o u r  village, alt 

traffic w o u l d  h a v e  to pass t h r o u g h  o u r  village to access A r e a  6f. This is clear f r o m  A n n e x  

A  of the O c t o b e r  Further Information a n d  t h e  aerial i m a g e  b e l o w .
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the WooObu^f C 〇 u ft, \ \ o 〇 i i f .n %en Co^ft and A o o d U n d  Cu〇 f̂ f rr -*f f^ » T * ^-4 ，•

V g n * f t ( j r、t i n < r f  *n o p ^ ，a h 〇njf ，n ( l u d  n g  》r n r _ r f % ^  a  •*十卜—午 〆 t、 〆

required to th^ p^opov^d 47(> f̂ ati, being do 〇 t>^ v  ̂p r > ^ ： .^- r * j - 广
the Woodbury Cou^t, iVoodgreen Cou^t and Woodiar^d Court r^v^Sr^t * t ,. >* 4 ^ *

caus^ ongomg  n〇 i%et poor air qu^hty and diSturbjn-tf* to x^e ，rv^>r c， ^  * * *‘•*_ 

Village

4 Pdfkvale Drivr compfive^ three vect^ons, bfmg

Sec!»〇 n 1 from Dtuovf-^y Vdfirf Ro<d to tKt* junctK>n ^ *.• S c 罎 ，
rclattvrly narrow hJI caver^d m  w ，uth 14 〜 w  ” 亡  c ，' ，、  . * n  ，.〆 u »

Mtdvale Village
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Section 2 - f r o m  t h e  junction vyith tA icca  ia re  :〇 :^e c* r e z e s f a - r'-.c-'i ~t 

b e h i n d  t h e  W o o d b u r y  Court, VJootgreeri C c - ^ r  5 ^ 3  c;::: 5 -二 Cc — '，‘ rts  2

buildings, b e i n g  a s t e e p  n a r r o w  hill c〇 j&rec ；r, = ^ - 3  :

Section 3 -  the "Passageway", as defified in tho Pjrkv.iln M ；,/• S '̂> L'-"~ 
access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and WoocJ-.Kd **
buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavemont and • . r *
asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

T h e  far e n d  

of the 

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  is 

f r o m  w h e r e  

the

p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

5. We noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a means of 
access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and its width constraints 
and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.
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6. W e ore very su rp rised  and concerned th a t  no g o v e rn m e n t d e p a rtm e n t has 35ked 
a b o u t the  s u ita b ility  o f  Parkvale D rive  as th e  on ly m eans o f access to  Area o f 3nd th a t  
HKR has n o t addressed o u r concerns in its F urth e r In fo rm a tio n .

7. S ta te  o f Repair - As the  photographs above show, the s ta te  of repa ir of Parkvs'e  3 , ve 

a lready poor. F urthe rm ore , no section  o f Parkvale D rive  was co n s tru c te d  to  s u p p o rt 

heavy usage. In particu la r, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian  pavem er',： 〇̂ C c； BL? 

regu la tions, and th e re fo re  is on ly  c u rre n tly  designed to  cater fo r 2G FS

o p e ra tio n a l loading. There  is s ign ifican t concern  over th e  ex is ting  ancl v:s;c:e 

and s e ttle m e n t th a t has resulted fro m  the c u rre n t usage o f a llth re e  se c tio n ：：' c f  Pc 

Drive, especially o f Section 3, the  p e des trian  pavem ent section. The surface  v； js 

b u ilt to  be ab le  to susta in  usage by heavy c o n s tru c tio n  tra ff ic , nor t lie  ;n c re〇se 

o p e「a tio n a丨 tra ffic , especia丨丨y th e  increase in the n u m b e r of buses^vhsch  w o u d  w s d '  

fro m  the n u m b e r of p roposed fla ts , being a lm ost tw ice  th a t o f the  e x is ting  W c o c c ^ ry 

C ourt, W oodgreen  C ourt and W o o d la nd  C o u rt res iden tia l bu ild ings.

Section 3 o f
Parkvale
Drive.

S e t t l e m e n t  

e v i d e n t  to 2 0  

t o n n e  r a t e d  

p a v i n g

resulting f r o m  

c u r r e n t  traffic 

l o a d i n g  at start 

of p r o p o s e d  

e x t e n s i o n  of 

P a r k v a l e  D r i v e  

to A r e a  6f.

_____________

8. A l t h o u g h  this is k n o w n  b y  H K R ,  n o  m e n t i o n  of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. T h e  costs of m a i n t a i n i n g  Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are n o t  b o r n  directly b y  t h e  o w n e r s  

of Parkvale Village, b u t  they d o  b e a r  a s h a r e  of these costs a n d  the costs of m a i n t a i n i n g  

all o t h e r  suc h  roads in Discovery Bay. H o w e v e r ,  all t h e  costs of m a i n taining Sections 2 

a n d  3 of Parkvale Drive are b o r n  b y  the o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village as t h e s e  sections o n l y  

s e r v e  Parkvale Village. We are extremely concerned that the additional construction 
and operational traffic will cause serious damage and ongoing maintenance costs to 
the owners in Parkvale Village.

10. Width Constraints - A s  well as t h e  surface of Parkvale Drive n o t  b eing buiit to s u p p o r t  

h e a v y  traffic, its w i d t h  d o e s  n o t  s u p p o r t  u s a g e  by  large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shuttle b u s e s  negotiate the s h a r p  b e n d s  o n  Parkvale Drive, o t h e r  small v a n s  cr delivery 

vehicles n e e d  t o  give w a y  to t h e m .

1 1



PVOC Comments on AppiiceUion num ber: Y /i- r 'S /Z

I

f Section 1 o f 
fKukvale Drive.

The view 
looking up the 
hill, illustrating 
the difficulty 
large vehicles 
have in passing 
one another.

11. W hen a residential shuttle  bus enters the  pedestrian pavem ent Section 3 o f Parkvale 
Drive the re  is no ab ility  fo r o th e r vehicles to manoeuvre, especially w h ile  the bus turns 
in the cul-de-sac.

( i

12. The.corner of W oodbury C ourt is only 11 cm (see photograph be丨o w )什om the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely th a t large equ ipm ent, such as ea rthm oving  

equ ipm ent, piling gear o r to w e r crane segments, could safe ly tra n s it th is constric ted  

area, if  a t all. In any event, th e re  w ould be no safe place fo r pedestrians w ith  such heavy 

equ ipm en t or construction  vehicles passing.

Section 3  of 

P a r k v a l e  Drive.

V i e w  of the 

re a r  of 

W o o d b u r y  

Court,

illustrating the 

n a r r o w n e s s  o f  

t h e  p e d e s t r i a n  

p a v e m e n t ,  its 

lack of a 

c a r r i a g e w a y  to 

s e p a r a t e  

vehicles f r o m  

p e d e s t r i a n s  

a n d  the 

inability o f  

vehicles to p a s s  

o n e  anoth e r .

13. T h e  considerable construction traffic will significantly e x a c e r b a t e  these pr o b l e m s ,  

especially w h e n  a construction vehicle a n d  a bus, or w h e n  t w o  construction vehicles, are 

travelling in opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.
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1 4 , B i rcrs-eye v i e w  of p e d e s t r i a n  p a v e m e n t  S e c t i o n  3  of P . u k v a h *  D t u ^  t - ^  • •- 

t h e  W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  (.ourt rrsivlt i . t . * • :  

illustrating that this s e c t i o n  is a n a r r o w  p a v e d  [u-destrian a n d  goit p a r k n i ^  } • .  

a c c e s s  to t h e  e n t r a n c e  l o b b i e s  of the b u i ldings.  It also p r o v i d e s  .k u  s s  to r . ? ! 

local b u s  s e r v i c e s  a n d  d e l i v e r y  v ehicles  w h i c h  m a y  tr>iV(Ms* at K a n  t t. j »•〇 
o f  t h e  o n l y  tlirec u n l o a d i n g  bays. It is n o t  a p r o p e r l y  c n g u u ' c i  e d  r o a  ! aru*. ..i. k n  .« . .1 
to a l l o w  for efficient d r a i n a g e ,  b c i n p  c o n s t r u c t f d  of c o n c r c t f  h r u  k'' U u l  t ：. •- - r.- •

s a n d  u n d e r l a y .  T h i s  r e n d e r s  t h e  surf.ire p r o n e  tu s u b s u l e m  e a n d  m i ：v. r 
h e a v y  rainfall.



PVOC Comments on Application number: Y /l-D B /2

17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is p rim arily  a pedestrian th o ro u g h fa re , a lthough it is 
shared w ith  parking spaces fo r a few  go lf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 
spaces, w hich were added out o f necessity fo llow ing  the opening o f  the DB Tunnel Link. 
T[ie Passageway also serves as a turn ing p o in t fo r the village s h u ttle  bus. H ow ever, it  is

very narrow , to the e x te n t tha t a bus and a m edium -sized d e live ry  vehicle cannot pass. 
It is constra ined because there  is a steep slope on one side and th e  o ther side is righ t up 

against the entrances to  the three occupied high-rise W o o d b u ry  Court, W oodgreen  

Court and W oodland C ourt residentia l buildings, whose m ain fro n t  doors open d ire c tly  

to th e  Passageway. There are no separate foo tpa ths, and th e re  is no room  fo r  any, and 

there are no railings o r o th e r pro tections. Children can run d ire c tly  ou t on to  and play on 

the pedestrian  pavem ent and the e lderly also use it fo r exercise as well as access. The 
Passageway design constraints did not envisage the in tro du c tio n  of through tra ffic , 
especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which w ould  destroy the safety and 
am enity o f Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

P a r k v a l e  Drive.

V i e w  of the 

p e d e s t r i a n  

p a v e m e n t  

l e ading  to the 

start of the 

p r o p o s e d  

e x t e n s i o n  of 

P a r k v a l e  D r i v e  

to A r e a  6f, 

illustrating that 

it is p r i m arily  a 

p e d e s t r i a n  

t h o r o u g h f a r e .

18. Alternative Acc e s s  to A r e a  6f - After the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f w a s  m a d e  

k n o w n ,  a m e m b e r  of th e  Parkvale Village V O C  p r o p o s e d  a n  alternative access to A r e a  6f 

f r o m  Discovery Valley Road. At a m e e t i n g  of the O w n e r s  of Parkvale Village in M a r c h  

2 0 1 6  a n  e m p l o y e e  of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a who l l y  o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR, n o t e d  that H K R  w a s  considering this alternative. S u b s e q u e n t  to the meeting, H K R  

sent a n  email to the C h a i r m a n  of the P V O C  w h i c h  stated that:

19. "We are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. As such, HKR is 
favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul road from  
Discovery Valley Road".

20. H o w e v e r ,  despite H K R's c o m m e n t  in the email, it has not m e n t i o n e d  either the potential 

traffic i m p a c t  or the possibility of an alternative access f r o m  Discovery Valley R o a d  in 

either its Application or its Further Information. In fact, in t h o s e  d o c u m e n t s  H K R  states

14
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6. SEWAGE TREATMENT

1. All the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted io ttio Tl'B in respect of s e w a g e  iroatment 

processing a n d  discharge continue to b e  iKnorod.

2. HKft has decided to build a sepimite s e w a g e  treiUiw、nl woi1〈s ( S T W )  iri An'i’i 队 

m e a n s  that people living in Pnrkvale Village will h n v e  n S T W  tHljucent to i h o m .  tlKK is 

not providing detoils of tlie design, ils exact location a n d  h o w  it will b o  manap.cHi a n d  

m a i n t‘Vin t W■八s HI<R w ’iII w ⑽ U 〇 mil—limize costs, w e  are c()netH'iu)cl lu)w a('h、(—iu;U(、如 

facility will b e  a n d  the risk of its breaking d o w n .  So ihD rc'sidenis of Parkvale Villane, 

w h o  at n o  stage h a v e  b e e n  consulted by HKR, will b e  forced by (IKR to live n〇Kt floor to v» 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if tlie TPft approves ihe 

application.

3‘ HKR is proposing to discharge mated sewap from Area 6f thrmigh a giTwity sewage 
pipe and into tho marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 
outfaii and located les$ than 300 metros from ttie public biUhlng beoch nt Tai Pak Bny, 
Thb is an &rUficiB!!y made beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pok Wan, Thi 
propo:>ai for the treatmmit of sewnge 如cl ihe (liscliarge of offluent iruo a slmllow 
seabed, ieis than 300m from a baihing beach, boordwnlk restaurants and fony pier, ts
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e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  u n a c c e p t a b l e  a n d  will e n c o u r a g e  toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is n o t e d  that H K R  is still saying, as it did in its s e c o n d  s u b m i s s i o n ,  that discharging 

directly the treated s e w a g e  into a n  o p e n  nullah is still a n  o p t i o n  to b e  c o n s i d e r e d  at the 

design stage. This o p e n  nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley R o a d  a n d  p r o c e e d s  directly 

in front of Hillgrove Village. T herefore, e v e r y  d a y  4 4 0  cu m s  p e r  d a y  of s e w a g e  will b e  

flowing alongside a p p r o x i m a t e l y  2 0 0  m e t r e s  of f o o t p a t h / r o a d  a n d  directly u n d e r  the 

balconies of a r o u n d  2 0 0  a p a r t m e n t s  in this village. This o p tion w o u l d  a p p e a r  to b e  

c h e a p e r  t h a n  building a gravity s e w a g e  pipe a n d  it is c o n s i d e r e d  that H K R  will a d o p t  this 

option whilst giving the i m p r e s s i o n  to t h e  T P B ,  E P D ,  etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

w h i c h  p r e s u m a b l y  puts the s e w a g e  f l o w  u n d e r g r o u n d .

5. T h e  consultants h a v e  not u n d e r t a k e n  a sensitivity analysis r e g a r d i n g  their various 

calculations, n o r  a risk a s s e s s m e n t  as to e n v i r o n m e n t a l  aspects, daily o p e r a t i o n s  a n d  

e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  of a S T W .  In addition, there is n o  m e n t i o n  of t h e  a s s u m p t i o n s  

a n d  limitations as to their a p p r o a c h  to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

sh o u l d  b e  a l a y m a n ' s  g u i d e  to t h e  scientific a n d  m a t h e m a t i c a l  acceptability of their 

a p p r o a c h  ( a n d  its quality), since, w i t h o u t  this, the vast ma j o r i t y  of the public are unlikely 

to u n d e r s t a n d  a n d  to b e  able to c o m m e n t  o n  the a p p r o a c h .

6. T h e  a b o v e  a p p r o a c h  to s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  a n d  discharge h a s  n o t  b e e n  e x p l a i n e d  b y  H K R  

to the w i d e r  c o m m u n i t y  of DB. In v i e w  of this deficient a n d  s u b - o p t i m u m  a p p r o a c h  (a 

similar a p p r o a c h  is to b e  a d o p t e d  for A r e a  1 0 b  with s e w a g e  to b e  directly dis c h a r g e d  

into the sea at N i m  S h u e  W a n ) ,  H K R  is guilty of a b u s i n g  t h e  so called public consultation 

process a n d  displaying a c o m p l e t e  disregard for m o d e r n  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  a n d  

discharge practices as d e v e l o p e d  so diligently o v e r  t h e  last 3 0  y e a r s  b y  g o v e r n m e n t ,  

n a m e l y  E P D ; W S D  a n d  D S D  a n d  their respective policy b u r e a u x .

7. In its Further I n f o r m a t i o n  of J u n e  a n d  O c t o b e r  H K R ' s  consu l t a n t s  h a v e  said:

a. in p a r a g r a p h  6.2.iii of its original application, that "alternative on-site sewage 
treatment plant could be provided, either ot Area 6 f or Area 10b. This is not 
preferred, having numerous STW in the area is considered to be ineffective in 
achieving economies fo r scale fo r the infrastructure and land area". F u r t h e r m o r e ,  

p a r a g r a p h  5.6.2.2 of H K R ' s  S t u d y  o n  Drainage, S e w e r a g e  a n d  W a t e r  S u p p l y  S y s t e m s  

for A r e a  6f n o t e s  that "This STW will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 
towers fo r  476 units, at Area 6 f so it  is considered not an efficient sewage planning 
strategy". P a r a g r a p h  5.6.4.1 also n o t e s  that a local S T W  m a y  c a u s e  "crn o//en5/Ve 

smell and is health hazard".

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine 
ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model to be established 
fo r assessment as part o f the subsequent EIA". (June R e v i s e d  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Study,

6.3.1.3). F u r t h e r m o r e ,  in t h e  O c t o b e r  Further I n f o r m a t i o n  t h e r e  is n o  r e f e r e n c e  to a 

s u b s e q u e n t  EIA, w h i c h  likely m e a n s  that the subject o f  a n  EIA h a s  b e e n  d r o p p e d .  

Logically t h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  a full scale EIA as part of this Sec t i o n  1 2 A  application.

c. building a S T W  in A r e a  6f is still s u b - o p t i m u m  in its O c t o b e r  s u b m i s s i o n .  Since th e  

consultant h a s  again in t h e  F u rther Information A n n e x  G  "Revised Study on Drainage, 
Sewage and Water Supply", p a r a g r a p h  5.6.1.4, stated that "As this new DBSTW will



o n ly  tre a t sew age f r o m  2 single residenUcJ to'.vers f o r  4 7 5  urm s a :  A rec 5 f  sa •上;s 
d e ce n tra lize d  schem e is considered n o t on e ff ic ie n t s e w a g e  p !c r ,n irc  s :rc :e z y ' .

8. Due to its proxim ity to our village, we consider that it is inappropriate to locate 3 STW 
in Area 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, espec；5. y as e*：
be discharged in to  an open nullah.

9. No m ention  vyas made in HKR^ firs t and second submissions of w hat w cu ld  riappe" to  
the sevyage in th e  event th a t the STW broke dow n. Only n o w , in its th ird  subm ission, is 
the sub ject o f em ergency arrangem ents addressed. These inc!ude: c^a! feea  powe 
supply for the STW; "suitable backup" o f the STW tre a tm e n i process (du t no

as to  what is suitable); and connecting the g ravity  sewage pipe to  the  exist ng s to o g e  
system (to be on ly  used during em ergencies), which w o u ld  feed the sc-w〇ge to th e  

existing system (i.e. to Siu Ho Wan STW), and, as bnckup, th e  m ove ir.en t c f sew.if'e by  
36 sevv/age ta n ke r vehicles per day to  the Siu Ho Wan STW. The fo rm e r i<, r r〇̂ t

like ly to  be used once and then left on perm anently, since th e re  is no descrip tion  .i〇»v 
th is action w ou ld  be m anaged (hence m aking unapproved use o f the  B overpn 'e ru  L.u h 〇 

W an facilities) as the existing DB Services M anagem ent L im ited  (as illus tra ted  by c.)y  

to day perform ance) is both m anagem ent and eng ine e ring  severely cha i.e^ged  

M ove m e n t o f sewage by truck is c learly unacceptable in a m odern  city e n v iro n m e n t 

especially as it  w ou ld  req u ire  36 sewage ta n k e r vehicles a day, and is in c o n s is te rt A tth  

" the  go ve rn m e n t's  e ffo rts  to  m odern ise  sewage tre a tm e n t and disposal in H ong  Kong 

Furthe rm ore , HKR has been to ld  th a t it  cannot feed the  sewage to  the  Siu Ho W a n  STW.

10. In addition, HKR has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 
event of the open nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 
the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 
the Siu Ho Wan STW, which HKR does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. A l t h o u g h  the effluent will h a v e  b e e n  treated, it will h a v e  a high concentration of 

nutrients w h i c h  has b e e n  scientifically p r o v e n  to e n c o u r a g e  g r o w t h  of h a r m f u l  a l gae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see p a g e  1 7 0  of " H a r m f u l  Algae", 

v o l u m e  9, issue 10, 2 0 1 0  of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing w i n d s  c o m e  f r o m  the east, 

b l o w i n g  o n t o  Discovery Bay, s u c h  h a r m f u l  algae w o u l d  not dissipate eas^'y. 

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  H K R  tries to d o w n p l a y  t he o c c u r r e n c e  of red tides despite the discharge 

m o r e  TINs a n d  T P s  w h i c h  will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In r e s p o n s e  to t he D S D  request to clarify t h e  future m a i n t e n a n c e  responsibility for t h e  

p r o p o s e d  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  facilities u n d e r  O p t i o n  2 a n d  3 in Sections 5.6.2 a n d  5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, t h e  J une Further I n f o r m a t i o n  states that HThe Option 
2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 
Management ot the costs of undivided shareholders o f Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 
developments". This h a s  not b e e n  r e c o n f i r m e d  in t h e  latest Further Inf o r m a t i o n ,  

a l t h o u g h  the intention is n o w  to h a v e  a s e p arate S T W  in A r e a  6f.

IB. H K R  continues to m a k e  n o  reference in its Further I n f o r m a t i o n  that all the capital a n d  

o p e rating costs arising f r o m  the p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f t o g e t h e r  with t h e  gravity 

s e w a g e  pipe to the s e a  at the Plaza will b e  m e t  b y  either H K R  a n d / o r  t h e  u n d i v i d e d  

sh a r e h o l d e r s  of the A r e a  6f p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  H K R  s h o u l d  b e  r e quired t o  c o n f i r m  

t h a t  all capital a n d  o p e r a t i n g  costs arising f r o m  t h e  p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f a n d  t h e
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gravity s e w a g e  pipe or use of the nullah will b e  b o r n e  b y  H K R  a n d / o r  the u n d ivided 

shareholders of A r e a  6f p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village a n d  other villages in Discovery B a y  sh o u l d  not 

h a v e  to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity s e w a g e  pipe or  t h e  c o n n e c t i o n  to 

the o p e n  nullah.

H. W A T E R  S U P P L Y  F R O M  T H E  D B  R E S E R V O I R

I. MKR's application a n d  Further Information blatantly a t t e m p t  to give the impression that 

there are t w o  options available regarding the supply of potable water. A s  previously 

pointed out, potable w a t e r  will be n ot supplied f r o m  the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  

W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station (FWP). A s  the S H W W T W  

a n d  S H W F W P  c a n n o t  b e  e x p a n d e d  to m a t c h  the p r o g r a m m e  of the potential A r e a s  6f 

a n d  1 0 b  d e v e l o p m e n t s ,  this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly e v i d e n c e d  b y  the plea f r o m  b o t h  M a s terplan a n d  O v e  A r u p  for g o v e r n m e n t  not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its e x p ansion plans for s e w a g e  a n d  water. H K R  h as n o  

alternative but to supply potable w a t e r  to A r e a  6f (and 1 0b) f r o m  t h e  r a w  w a t e r  stored 

in the private Discovery B a y  Reservoir b y  restoring the private w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  w o r k s  

a n d  building w a t e r  m a i n s  for fresh a n d  flushing w a t e r  in o r d e r  to m a k e  a private w a t e r  

supply exclusively for the additional 4 , 0 0 0  persons in A r e a s  6f a n d  10b.

2. This a p p e a r s  to b e  a very e x p ensive a n d  a n o t h e r  s u b - o p t i m u m  a p p r o a c h .  T h e r e  is n o  

information in t h e  Further Information as to m a n a g e m e n t ,  engineering, e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

a n d  public health implications of, after 1 6  years, r e - o p e n i n g  t h e  reservoir for the 

s u pply of potable water.

3. H K R  s h o u l d  again b e  a s k e d  to confirm that t h e  capital a n d  t h e  o p e r a t i n g  costs arising 

f r o m  using the reservoir will b e  b o r n e  b y  either H K R  or t h e  u n d i v i d e d  s h a r e h o l d e r s  of 

the A r e a  6f a n d  A r e a  1 0 b  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s ,  a n d  n o t  b y  t h e  o w n e r s  of Parkvale 

Village o r  b y  t h e  o w n e r s  of a n y  o t her village in D i scovery B a y  w h i c h  h a v e  their w a t e r  

supplied using t h e  Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  t h e  S H W  

Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station.

I. P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission f r o m  the application is that all o t her utilities h a v e  b e e n  overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a k ey e l e m e n t  for 

the d e v e l o p m e n t  of A r e a  6f. T h e s e  include electricity, L P G  supply, telephone, T V  a n d  

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

n e e d i n g  to b e  laid t h r o u g h  Parkvale Village, including t he existing n a r r o w  a n d  c o n g e s t e d  

pedestrian p a v e m e n t ,  adjacent to t h e  W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to A r e a  6f.

2. A n o t h e r  serious, a n d  disturbing, o m i ssion is that the consultants a p p e a r  to b e  u n a w a r e  

that H K R  a n d  t h e  D B  c o m m u n i t y  are awaiting the E M S D  a n d  F S D  reports into a m a j o r  

L P G  g as explosion at 5 Parkland Drive o n  5 S e p t e m b e r  2 0 1 6 .  T h e r e  a re serious c o n c e r n s  

a b o u t  the L P G  s y s t e m  in D B. T h e  reliability of e x p a n d i n g  t h e  use of t h e  L P G  s y s t e m  to 

A reas 6f a n d  1 0 b  n e e d s  to b e  cons i d e r e d  a n d  included in a s u b m i s s i o n  of Further 

Information.

18
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3. HKR should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 
impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact w ill 
be ond how HKR will mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY AND BUILDING CONCEPT

1. We have pointed o u t above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Im pact 
Assessment. Furthermore, we pointed out in the last PVOC submission that ''H fGEO , 

CEDD) h a d  re quested  a G eotechn ica l P lann ing  Review (GPRR) in s u p p o rt o f  th e  

a p p lica tio n  to  be s u b m itte d  by HKR N O W  a n d  has asked HKR to  assess th e  ge o te ch n ica l 

fe a s ib ility  o f  the p ro p o s e d  deve lopm ent. HKR has re fu se d  to  do  so and w ill on ly s u b m it a  

GPRR p r io r  to  im p le m e n ta t io n / ' We said th a t HKR's position m ust be rejected.

2. Despite this Further In form ation  stating th a t slope fo rm ation  is a key elem ent fo r the
developm ent of Area 6f, HKR continues to  ignore CEDD's requests and again has
provided no in fo rm ation  on the  slope and building design. As the  Further In fo rm ation
does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no in fo rm a tio n  has
been provided in respect of the  proposed geotechnical engineering w o rk  presum ably
necessary in respect o f  both the  slope dow n from  Area 6 f to  Coral and Crystal Courts
and behind Area 6 f and the slope behind the  W oodbury Court, W oodgreen Court and
W oodland Court residential buildings. In com parison, HKR has responded to a sim ilar

request fo r  a GPRR fo r  Area 10b and has subm itted  one in its la test Further In fo rm a tion  ----- ------- --------------. . ................. .... —  . .
in respect o f Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M below (and in Annex 1 to  th is  submission) the diagram  

illustra ting  the slope and building position is fundam entally  fla w e d  as it  shows th e  slope 

coming straight dow n to  Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale V illage and om its th e  road 

leading to  these buildings, thereby ind icating  tha t th e  slope w o u ld  be less steep than  it 

actually w ou ld  be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.
5. The site is defined as 8 ,300m2 on rising ground fro m  44mPD to  70mPD. W hat is unclear 

from  this descrip tion is tha t th e  site is only partia lly  fo rm ed  and is p redom inan tly  a slope 

leading dow n tow ards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present p la tfo rm  was only created

. to  accomm odate a 170m 2 GFA 3 Story Building and most, if  n o t all, o f th e  cleared f la t  

area is on ly  large enough to  accom m odate the road leading to  the tw o  proposed high 

rise buildings, not th e  buildings them selves. To establish th e  level site ind icated  on th e  

concept plans w ou ld  require considerable site  fo rm a tio n  to  raise the grade from  44mPD 

to  approxim ate ly a level 55mPD; and to  cu t back th e  existing fo rm e d  slope.
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G. In criMting this much larger lovol sitt', tfio  slopes tow .uds Civsl.il and fo ra ! Cr..*?% /- 'i t  
towards Oiscovery Valley Ro<id will bo incteasod sif；m fic.in tlv  IMis f j is rs  v<*» ； v •  ̂
of slope failure .uid increases the slope droinace run off towards the >

Vilkige proportios.

7. H K R  s h ould b e  required to state h o w  it will elimin.ite t h e s e  risks.

K. OWNERSHIP AND HKR、 RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE 八S ACCESS TO AfU A 6F

1. The Sub Deed of Mutual Covt'n.int for Piirkv.ilo Villa^o n'fers to Sott.ons 2 ' .*s
described above) of Parkvalo Drive, being from its junctioti with Middte Un«' to
the start of the p r o p o s e d  extension to A r e a  Gf, as d HPa^saQt'wavm~

2. In A n n e x  E of its first Further Inform,ition, H K R  st.itod ttiat ''the owners1- r  <'•* f V  

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is v n t itk \ i to ^ < ^ Kt of 
Way to other parties to use the Passaqcways to the proposed t/tHr/ofyTsrnj in A-r.i (>*'

3. T h e  Princip.il D e e d  of Mutu.il C o v e n a n t  for Discovery lU»v -''Hi t ho S u b

C o v o n o n t  for Parkvtilo Village «hp  cumplit.^ed d o i u m e n i s  a n d  are (iittuult to* * M v  

person to underst.ind, cspoci.illy in rr{；,ud to P.nsj^rw^v''. Rflaatod A?rJv j n d

Village C o m m o n  A r e a s  a n d  tho rights of the R c g i s t m * d  O w n o r  a n d  of of

undivided shiires in the Lot thcirlo.

4. Given this, iind given that the owners of the undivided sh.uos m Tarkvaie h t v f
been responsible for tho costs of maintaining this "Passagesoy^  for th«» p jv t 28 y?.ifs, 
wo believe thot HKR should present counsels* independent legal opinions supporting its 
contention thot it has the legal right to use the passageway js access to Area 6f

5. Ftirthermoro, the L a nds D c p n i t m o n t  should reject H K R fs request to leav« its detjsled 

views o n  tfiis subject withiii the Hcommerciaily sensitive inform ation" contained m  H K R * s  

letter to the D L O  d a t e d  3 August 2 0 1 6  j n d  referred to in Section E above.
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Botoro tho c h a n g e  in use is considered, H K R  m u s t  be  required b y  G o v e r n m e n t  to 

d e m o n s t r a t e ,  in a fully accoun t a b l e  m a n n e r ,  that the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in A reas 

6f o n d  1 0 b  will n ot contribute, tog e t h e r  w i t h  other areas in D i s c o v e r y  B a y  being 

d e v e l o p e d  a n d  planned, to e x c e e d i n g  the a p p r o v e d  O Z P  m a x i m u m  p o p u l a t i o n  of 

25,000. This should include an accurate c o u n t  of the existing p o p ulation using an 

i n d e p e n d e n t  collection m e t h o d  a n d  the e x p e c t e d  population of areas for w h i c h  H K R  

seeks approval to develop before the Section 1 2 A  applications in respect A r e a s  6f a n d  

1 0 b  are considered a n y  further.

9. It is clear that the T P B  is in d a n g e r  of being p e r s u a d e d  b y  this in c r e m e n t a l  a p p r o a c h ,  

using population figures w h i c h  are not i n d e p e n d e n t  of H K R ,  to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 m e n t i o n e d  a b ove, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 2 5 , 0 0 0  population ceiling. T h e r e  is a n  u r g e n t  n e e d  by 

g o v e r n m e n t  to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to b e  an  

investigation b y  the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue w a s  not a d d r e s s e d  N O W  by 

the T P B  a n d  w h y  H K R  w a s  allowed to d e v e l o p  b e y o n d  the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In v i e w  of the serious nature of this issue, these c o m m e n t s  will again b e  sent to b o t h  the 

Director of Audit a n d  the Discovery B a y  District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submi s s i o n  will also b e  sent to the O m b u d s m a n ,  as it is clear t h e  administrative 

processes of the T P B  a n d  t he L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. T h e  allocation of undi v i d e d  shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units is a n  issue w h i c h  H K R  is well 

a w a r e  of f r o m  the efforts of a D B  o w n e r  o ver t h e  last t w o  years. This issue h a s  b e e n  the 

subject of m u c h  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  b e t w e e n  the o w n e r ,  H K R  a n d  L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  a n d  

presentations to V O C s  a n d  t he City O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  (COC). F u r t h e r m o r e ,  this subject 

is c o v e r e d  in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 4 0 2  s u b m i t t e d  last July to the T P B  a n d  t h e  L a nds 

D e p a r t m e n t  h as a s k e d  H K R  to p r o v e  that there are sufficient u n d ivided sh a r e s  retained 

by t h e m  for allocation to the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of A r e a  6f. H K R  h a s  replied to t he 

L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  b y  requesting t h e  information to b e  r e g a r d e d  as  c o m m e r c i a l l y  

sensitive. In o t h e r  w o r d s ,  n o t  to b e  disclosed in a public consultation exercise, w h i c h  

is inconsistent w i t h  t he a i m s  of public consultation.

11. T h e  final d e t e r m i n a n t  of t he ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of the Lot ( u n d e r  t he L a n d  

G r a n t  a n d  M a s t e r  Plan) is t he n u m b e r  of undivided shares r e m a i n i n g  for allocation to 

a n y  n e w  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  t he Lot. T h e  Principal D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C )  

contains this u n i q u e  share r e g i m e  in w h i c h  t h e  Lot is notionally divided into 2 5 0 , 0 0 0  

undivided shares. These, undivided shares w e r e  i m m e d i a t e l y  allocated to various uses: 

5 6 , 5 0 0  to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t ,  4 . 8 5 0  to C o m m e r c i a l  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  2 , 1 5 0  to Clubs 

a n d  public recreation activities, a n d  3 , 5 5 0  to hotel use. 5 5 , 0 0 0  w e r e  defined as 

" R e s e r v e  U n d i v i d e d  Shares".

12. O n l y  und i v i d e d  shares allocated to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t  m a y  b e  s u b - a l l o c a t e d  to 

Residential Units a n d  o n c e  t h e s e  h a v e  b e e n  e x h a u s t e d  the d e v e l o p e r  m a y  d r a w  f r o m  the 

R e s e r v e  U n d i v i d e d  Shares.

13. T h e  p r o b l e m  is there is n o  record of h o w  m a n y  Re s e r v e  U n d i v i d e d  S h a r e s  r e m a i n  for 

allocation to the future d e v e l o p m e n t  of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there a p p e a r s  to b e  n o  a c c o u n t a b l e  a n d  transparent central register a n d  

r n a n a ^ ^ m e n t  of t he process of allocating the shares w h i c h  m e a n s  tha t  H K R  c a n n o t
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vissui o ttio T ^ B  that there are sufficient shares to b e  allocated to A reas 6f a n d  1 0 b  a n d  

othor d e v e l o p m e n t s .  B o t h  the Lands a n d  Planning D e p a r t m e n t s  are a w a r e  of this 

situotioi"! a n d  should not consider a n y  application until they receive as s u r a n c e  with 

supporting a n d  valid d o c u m e n t a t i o n  a n d  figures that there are shares available for the 

d e v e l o p m e n t s .

15. In or d e r  to protect the interests of all the current a n d  future assigns of the developer, 

the T P B  sho u l d  require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares b y  share 

type to all Villages, City a n d  the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of a n y  

proposal to a m e n d  the present OZP.

16. Related to the a b o v e  is the position currently being a r g u e d  b y  a c o n c e r n e d  D B  o w n e r  

that there has b e e n  misallocation of shares to c o m m e r c i a l  units since there is reason to 

believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units h a v e  not b e e n  allocated to the c o m m e r c i a l  units in D B  in 

a c c o r d a n c e  with the t e r m s  of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution w a s  p r o p o s e d  at the City O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e  ( C O C )  o n  7 D e c e m b e r  2016: uTo 
propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 
the true number of Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 
units at Discovery Bay and the basis fo r such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 
from HKR fo r any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund fo r any 
overpayment) should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)ff.

17. This is clearly a very i m p o rtant issue w h i c h  t h e  T P B  should inquire into before 

pr o c e e d i n g  with both A r e a  6f a n d  1 0 b  applications, since the T P B  n e e d s  to k n o w  the 

exact a n d  correct position regarding all the p a r a m e t e r s  in m a n a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in D B  

so that decisions can b e  m a d e  in the correct planning e n v i r o n m e n t .

M. DIAGRAMS AND PHOTOMONTAGE

1. T h e  latest Further Information provided b y  H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate a n d  

p o o r  quality d i a g r a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

2. T h e  DIAGRAMS (including c o m m e n t s )  included in the latest Gist are included in A n n e x  1 
to this submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set o u t  in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A to the Further Information "Revised Concept Plan":

a. C o n c e p t  Plan - w h e r e  are the area d e v e l o p m e n t  w a t e r  features that w e r e  indicated 

o n  other parts of the submissions? Clearly t hose trees indicated c a n n o t  b e  planted 

in the areas s h o w n  e l s e w h e r e  as w a t e r  features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A - A  - the existing g r o u n d  condition is incorrect. It d o e s  not m a t c h  the L ands 

D e p a r t m e n t  Surv e y  D a t a  for this area. T h e r e  is no  a c c o u n t  for the road or for t h e  

slope that exists at t h e  rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope a p p e a r s  to 

b e  less steep than it w o u l d  actually be.

c. C o n c e p t  Plan -  in A n n e x  1 w e  h a v e  a d d e d  site lines a n d  affected units. N o t e  that the 

figures are p robably a n  u n derestimate of the n u m b e r s  of residents w h o  w o u l d  b e  

affected b y  t h e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .

d. C o n c e p t  Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the s u b  D M C  as Pa s s a g e w a y s .  N o t e  that it is n o t  possible to build a n d  o p e r a t e  A r e a  

6f vvithout significantly w i d e n i n g  the designated p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is i n a d e q u a t e  for
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h e a v y  traffic. W i d e n i n g  w o r k s  will h a v e  a h u g e  irrpac: o n  res c e -：' cf :re V.occr-"%'

C ourt, W oodgreen  C ourt and W ood iand  C ourt re s id e n t，3 , bu c .r^ s  3 S w e as 3 ：' 
o th e r  p edestrian  tra ffic  w hich uses Parkvale Drive :〇 ge： to  ih e  "g  t ?j  p 'o r ro tc d
by HKR. This is a m a jo r safety risk and v.ould cut e x is t.rg  t r ip s p c "：3 t on >

has been stressed in previous subm issions bu t, as ■ 一 . r  v 、、
subm ission, has been ignored.

c. C o n c e p t  Plan -  s a m e  as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. T r e e  T r e a t m e n t  Plan ( A n n e x  B, p j g e  A3) j n d  O p t i f i m 。!！ f “ •<- c l
T h e  s t a t e m e n t  a b o u t  existing tree g r o u p s  to b*> rrt.imf-d is u K 〇r*t it

c a n n o t  b e  m a i n t a i n e d  b a s e d  o n  the cunt-nt pl.in, .w tht-rc ,s .*(«■(_；、， 

large retaining structure a n d  site form a t i o n  tli.it wuulcj /v/. .ilk /.• "  .-vt ：r. t • ；.■•■

left in place. Si m p l e  construction loi'.istits w o u l d  mr.in \ a i  . : ：5̂* .*■» 

impro b a b l e .  Also w h e r e  is the approxinuit*' location of the '*< . " ^

excavation for construction will r e m o v e  tfioso hii'hliylUed treos ”

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect <-?•. . .*

the existing slopes since the existing slope d o e s  n ot m a t c h  Uu' profiU' •，•.：：、，

H K R ' s  consultant: the existing slope profile s h o w n  in t he figure d o r s  not rr* • 

correct levels as per the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  S u r v e y； t he existing gr〇u n d  i<>, c t • 

s h o w n  in the figure is incorrect since it d o e s  not m a t c h  the L a n d s  Depcjrt^ S. , 

d ata for this area. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  there is n o  a c c o u n t  for the r o a d  or for thr su r« t* 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter M a s t e r p l a n  Limited says that t he U p d a t e d  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  \  * 

the revised s c h e m e  ( A n n e x  H  to the Further Information) s h o w s  the ' nt*g!ir：iDie ： 1 '

A r e a  6 f a n d  that t he previously s u b m i t t e d  Visual I m p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  r e m a . n s  f t '» ..vt 

This s t a t e m e n t  is b o t h  incorrect a n d  m i s leading since tfie p h o t o s  d o  not shov\ t he  ̂

i m p a c t  o n  the p e o p l e  w h o  w o u l d  b e  really affected b y  t h e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p ^ n o r t  ! e 

the n e a r b y  residents of Parkvale, M i d v a l e  a n d  Hillgrove Villdgps w h o  w ：ll Vie\s Art 3 t < 

close u p  a n d  continuously. T h e  reality is illustrated b y  t h e  P V O C  m o n t a g e  as cort.i r,〇d

in A n n e x  1 to this s u b mission. « f

6 . T h e  U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including c o m m e n t s )  are included in A n r . o x  1 to this 

su b m i s s i o n .  O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set o u t  b e l o w .

a. A  consistent f e ature of the p h o t o m o n t a g e  is thdt t h e  applicant c o n t i n u e s  to s u b m i t  

l o w  quality p h o t o s  as all of t h e m  are grainy «ind p o o r l y  lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza -  these poor quality photomontages hardly reflect the 
views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the VOC photos in Annex 1 to this 
submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout -  these poor quality photos hardly reflect the views 
from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these poor quality 
photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grainy and 
poorly lit.



PVOC ConimeiiLs on A p p lica tio n  num ber: Y / i-D B /2

e. Figure B.14 v i e w  f r o m  t he D - D e c k  -  w h y  s h o w  this v / h e n  there s h o u l d  b e  i m a g e s  

f r o m  the m o r e  p o p u l a t e d  areas w h e r e  residents are i m p a c t e d ,  s u c h  as f r o m  Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d .

f. Figure B.17 v i e w  f r o m  M i d d l e  L a n e  -  w h y  is this p h o t o  u s e d  as t here are v e r y  fev^ 

residents at this location w h o  w o u l d  b e  affected. W h y  are t h e r e  n o  i m a g e s  f r o m  the 

m o r e  p o p u l a t e d  a reas w h e r e  the residents are impacted, s u c h  as f r o m  such as f r o m  

Coral Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t ?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to b e  s e e n  to b e  t r a n s p a r e n t  a n d  fair to all 

parties, including t he public, it is essential that the TPB, if t h e  application p r o c e e d s ,  

provides the p h o t o m o n t a g e  pro v i d e d  b y  the P V O C  to t he relevant m e e t i n g  of t he 

R N T P C .  If this is n o t  d o n e  t h e n  t h e  T P B  Secretariat a n d  the R N N T C  will b e  c o n s i d e r e d  

negligent in its d u t y  a n d  exercise of public administration.

CONCLUSION

W e  (the Parkvale Village O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  representing the O w n e r s  of Parkvale Village, 

w h i c h  is adjacent to A r e a  6f a n d  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  all traffic to A r e a  6f w o u l d  pass) c o n t i n u e  to 

b e  surprised a n d  disapp o i n t e d  that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 
considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 
of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

A s  clearly d e m o n s t r a t e d  in o u r  s u b m i s s i o n  t h e  H K R  application c o n t i n u e s  to b e  deficient in 

m a n y  w ays. S o  again, we consider that the Town Planning Board is in no other position 
than to reject HKR's application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again e n c o u r a g e  t h e  T o w n  Planning B o a r d  to visit the site a n d  m e e t  residents. In d o i n g  

s o ; m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report w o u l d  b e  evident.

Signed on behalf o f the PVOC: Date:

9 D e c e m b e r  2 0 1 6

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P. •

Parkvale Village Owners Committee Chairman
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PVOC Comments on Application number Y/1-D5/2

Annex 1: Comments on HKR^ diagrams and photomontages.
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關乎申請编號W丨-L>B/2而只作指示用迨的擬議發展計I：丨的棰括發畏規範 
B r o a d  D e v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  o f  t he  I n d i c a t i v e  

l)c v e l o  I) tn cn t P r o p o s a l  in R e s p e c t  o f  A d p 1 i c a r i o n  N o . V / I - D B /2 
囚應於 20丨6年 10月 2 7日接獲的進一步資料面修訂的庚接發賽規g  

Revised broad development parameters in view o f 
the further information received on 27 .10.2016

( a )申M 編號

Application no.
Y/I-DB/2

(b) 位 地 址

Location/Address
愉 景 灣 第 6f區 丈 量 約 份 第 3 5 2约 垲 段 第 3 S 5訖 餘 段 及 增 批 \ 

部分 （部 分 ） ; 
Area 6f, Lot 385 RP &  Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discover) Ba> !

(c) 地盤面積 

Site area
約 About 7,623 平方朱 m i

(d) 圖則 

Plan
愉 景 灣 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 核 准 圖 编 號 S/丨-D B  M  | 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning IMan No. S'i-DB'4 1
(e) 地帶 

Zoning
「其 他 指 定 用 途 」註 明 「员 1:?卩丨舍（5)」 ! 

"Other Specified Uses1’ annotated "Staff Quarters (5). i

(f) 擬議修訂 

Proposed 
Amendment(s)

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 」註 明 「M 工 宿 舍 （5)」地 Q 改 ：

宅 （丙 類 ）12」地帶 | 

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" | 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12" ：

(g) 總樓面面積 

及/ 或地積比率 

Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

平$ 米 
m

地仏d :  i 
P!oi ratio i

住用 Domestic 约 About 

21,600

约 About 

2.83 j

非住用 Non-domestic - - |

(h) 幢數

No. of block
住用 Domestic 2 … !
非住用 Non-domestic - 1

綜 合 用 途 Composite
- - i 

-1 丨
( i )建築物高度(以最高 

實用樓面空間計算) 

/

層數

Building height 
(measured to the 
highest usable floor 
space)/
No. of storeys

住用 Domestic 65 米 m  i 
120 米（主水平基準以上）mPDj 

18 層 storev(s) j
非住用 Non-domestic - 米 m  !

- 米（主水平基準以上）m P D

- 層 storev(s)

綜 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m
- 米（主水平基準以上）mPl)

- 層 storey(s)

0 上蓋面積 

Site coverage
約 About 30 %

(k) 單位數目 

No. of units

4 7 6住 宅 單 位 Flats

⑴ 休 憩 用 地  
Open Space

c
-私人  Private

不少於  Not less than 1，190 平 

方 米 m 2

(m) 停車位及上落 t 

客 貨 車 位 數 目 & 
No. of parking Y 
spaces and loading 
unloading spaces y

高爾夫球車停泊位（申請人未有提供停泊位數目）Golfcartparking . 

space (number of parking space not provided by applicant) ‘ 
維修車輛上落客貨位（申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing ； 

vehicles loadirig/unloading space (number of loading/unloading space not ‘ 
provided by applicant) -

市規剡 •委 員 會 概 不 負 寊 。若 有 任 何 疑 問 ，應 查 閱 申 請 人 提 交 的 文 件 。



Ilic  information is provided for easy reference o f  the genera! public. LTnder no circumstances will the Town Plannine 
Board accept any liabilities for (he use o f  the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies o f  the informanon 
pa>vidcd. \ n  case o f  doubt, reference should always be made to the submission o f  the applicant.
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previous responses fro m  PVOC.
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This statement is incorrect. These trees 
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trees to be left in place. Also, simple 
construction logistics would mean this 
would be very improbable.
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RVOC; 

jhese poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views fro tn  the 
Lookout. The Photos are 
groinly and poorly lit
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PVOC;
Why is this Photo-montage used - there are very few  
residents ot this location who would be affected.

Why are there no images from the more populated areas 
where residents are impacted - see page 7?

These poor quality Photo-montages hardly reflect the views 
from the Lookout. The Photos are groinly and poorly lit.
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申請編號  Application No. : Y/I-DB/2

與申請地點屬相同地帶的先前申請
Pi-evious Applications Relating to the Application Site with the Same Zoning(s)

申諧編號 
A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .

擬議用途/ 發展 
P r o p o s e d  U s e / D e v e l o p m e n t

城市規劃委員會的決定(日期） 
D e c i s i o n  of

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d  (Date)

Nil

有關資料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供。對於所載資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異，城市規劃委員會槪不 

負 責 。若有任何疑問，應查閱申請人提交的文件。
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use o f  the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies o f the information 
provided. In case o f doubt, reference should always be made to the submission o f  the applicarft.



申請編號  APP丨icaiio" No. : Y/l-DB/2 5279

申請人提交的圖則、繪圖及報告書 

Plans, Drawings and  Reports Subm itted  by A pplicant

關印 I及编關  Plans and  D raw ings
總綱發展藍圖/ 布局設計圖 Master layout plan(s)/Layou〖 plan(s)

樓 宇 位 置 圖 Block plan(s)

樓 宇 平 面 圖 Fl00丨̂13]1(5)

截視圖 Sectional plan (s)

立視圖 Elevation(s)

顯示擬議發展的合成照片 Photomontage(s) showing the proposed 

development

園境設計總圖/ 園境設計圖 Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan (s)
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中文 英文 
Chinese English

PVOC;
There are many concerns here, that have 

been previously raised to the Board, over 

safety to~pedestrions and the inadequate 

longterm solution for traffic - these 

questions have not been addressed.
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]摘錄圖則 Extract Plans of Public 

id Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規劃研究 Planning studies 

環境影響評估（噪 音 、空氣及 / 或外 

Environmental impact assessment (n

I污染）

□
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—評估 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles)
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□scape impact assessment

樹 木 調 查 Tree Survey 

土力影響評估 Geotechnical impact as:

排水影響評估 Drainage impact assess! proWded/or t/ie sens/t/Ve rece/Vers? 

i m

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 

do not make for a true visual impact 

assessment, why has this not been

Piyfi. Sewerage ̂impact assesspiept ̂

風險評估 Risk Assessment

□  M IS S I N G  

n  M I S S I N G

□  M I S S I N G  

M I S S I N G

□  H I S S I N G

I# 水 、扫衫亏及供水研究 Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply

水質技術報告 Technical I r/ie R/’s/f to the P ub//c /s o

major concern for this development 

and has not been addressed in any 

form - please refer to the previous 

P V O C  submissions that attached.

回應部門意見 Response-1

f 關资料楚為方便市民大眾參考而提供。對於所載資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異’城市規剷委員會丨既不 

負 寅 任 何 疑 問 ，應查閱申請人提交的文件。 ，
fi ht inl'orniution is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances w ill the Town Planning 
Board bccn\ii any liabililies for (he use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the information 
provided. Jn case of dou!)(, reference sliould always be made to Lhe submission of the applicant.
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COMMITTEE for 6f and I w匕h to register my objection with the TPB 
accordingly

Brian John Bunker



PVOC Comments on Application number： Y/I-DD/2

P a r k v a l e  V i l l a g e  O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e  i

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A Application Number Y /l-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 
Area 6f, Discovery Bay.

Introduction
In April a n d  July 2 0 1 6  w e ,  the Parkvale Village O w n e r ' s  C o m m i t t e e  (PVOC), a b o d y  of o w n e r s  

in Parkvale Village in Discovery B a y  (DB) elected to represent the interests of the o w n e r s  of 

the 6 0 6  flats in the village, s u b m i t t e d  o u r  c o m m e n t s  o n  H o n g  K o n g  Resort C o m p a n y  

Limited's (HKR) Section 1 2 A  Application uTo Amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan fo r 
rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6{t Discovery Bay'*. O u r  

c o m m e n t s  w e r e  assigned n u m b e r  1 5 1 2  (April) a n d  2 7 8 7  (July) b y  the T o w n  Planning B o a r d  

(TPB).

丁his d o c u m e n t  includes o u r  c o m m e n t s  o n  the Further Information ( m a d e  available by  the 

T P B  o n  1 8  N o v e m b e r  2 0 1 6 )  s u b m i t t e d  b y  H K R  in re s p o n s e  to c o m m e n t s  m a d e  b y  

g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r tments.

Further information

T h e  Further information s u b m i t t e d  b y  H K R  comprises:

1. M a s t e r p l a n  Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's r e s p o n s e  to d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  available b y  the District Planning 

Office o n  2 5  a n d  2 8  July 2016.

3. A n n e x e s :

A n n e x  A  - Revised C o n c e p t  Plan.

A n n e x  B  - Revised L a n d s c a p e  Design Proposal (extract).

A n n e ^  C  - Revised E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Study.

A n n e x  D - Revised Planning S t a t e m e n t  (extract).
Ar；r e x  E - Technical N o t e  o n  W a t e r  Quality.

Ar.r.ex F - Public Recreation Facilities D e m a r c a t i o n  Plan (extract) a n d  D e e d s  of Restrictive 
C o v e n a n t  (extract).

A.nr.ex G  - Revised S t u d y  o n  Drainage, S e w a g e  a n d  W a t e r  Supply.

substantive c h a n g e  has b e e n  m a d e  to the Further Information s u b m i t t e d  in June.

， t: letter, M a s t e r p l a n  Limited, o n  behalf of H K R ,  states that it has r e s p o n d e d  only

c o m m e n t s .  It is clear that, again, o u r  c o n c e r n s  w h i c h  w e  e x p r e s s e d  in o u r  

s u b m i t t e d  in April a n d  July h a v e  not b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  at all or ve r y  i n a d e q u a t e l y  

r  r ^ 5 p o n s « s  to the d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s ,  n o r  in the o ther parts of their latest 

oi further Information. Indeed, it a p p e a r s  that the T P B  has not circulated our 
a1 r * > / 3 ^ r  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux.

atten tio n  to many tra ffic  access aspects, such as safety and

^ v* ̂  ri〇 not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

1



PVOC Comments on Application number： Y/i-C'B;Z

Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything we have submitted in 
respect o f Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, and, if 
consulted by the TPB, government departm ents and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 
by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 
submission of Further Inform ation, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this !<ey 
concern. This is not acceptable.

P ub lic , comments have to  be subm itted in accordance w ith  TPB Guideline No. 30B 
^Guidelines -  fo r  submission o f comments on various applications under the Town 

Planning Ordinance". Paragraph 4.7 o f the guideline states that: comments shcu/tf
be related to the planning context o f the application and submitted in accordance with the 
relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 
on a case-by-case basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account. 
.As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 
considering the public comments on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support, 
against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intsntior.t 
land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 
infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc.); (c) comments specific :c :rs  
proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers apprcprij：e.M

A tte n tio n  is also drawn to  paragraph 6.1 o f this guideline which states tha t mTh!s ss： zf 
Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications fo r crr.erznent 
of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the 
applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any way to restrict the contents of any 
application or comment made, nor to restrict the right o f the Board to require further 
information.**

The PVOC considers tha t th is th ird  submission from  the PVOC has again property complied 
w ith  TPB Guideline No. 30B, whereas the Submission of Further In form ation  from  HKK 
does not.

Masterplan Limited states tha t the technicalities of the proposal are capable o* re 
resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of the ir, and the ether cc"su ：3^: s 
reports, indicate tha t they are not capable of resolving them.

In this submission we again highlight our principal concerns regarci.ng c-czcsec 

developm ent o f tw o 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,500 rrZ GFA c? 3 r ' i r ^ r ^  

created to accommodate a 170m3 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the fo llow ing  sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable in form ation has been provided by 今- £ g > \^
subm itted studies and papers and not impact assessments, the re to  to

study the impact on the com m unity and people most affected b>

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent-

C. Consultation w ith  all relevant governm ent depart "rents 

inadequate and incom plete.

D. A Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR*s responses to governm ent departm ent 1
evasiye. U cannot be acceptable in a puhhc convjfta tron f v ? ' 、 tf



^VOC Comments on Applic irion  number. Y /l-D U /2

to decide w h a t  is commercially sensitive (re o w n e r s h i p  of P a s s a g e w a y  a n d  allocation of 

undivided shares) a n d  to k e e p  that information f r o m  being publicly c o m m e n t e d  upon. 

All information provided by the applicant m u s t  be placed in the public d o m a i n  so the 

public can c o m m e n t  o n  it. T h e  table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite A n n e x  C  of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

e l e m e n t  of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the ''access roadw ( there is n o  information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m a n y  issues arising f r o m  unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive w h i c h  is designed as a pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  regulations a n d  the effect of additional construction a nd 

operational traffic o n  it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive w h i c h  limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses a n d  construction vehicles, to pass o n e  a n o ther； potential 

lack of e m e r g e n c y  access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

p r o p o s e d  access to the site is a pedestrian area use d  by  residents a n d  the public; a n d  

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. A s  pointed out above, H K R  

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact A s s e s s m e n t  o n  

Pedestrians w h i c h  is listed u n d e r  the Reports to b e  submitted.

G. A  s e w a g e  treatment w o r k s  ( S T W )  is to be  included in A r e a  6f with discharge directly into 

the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the o p e n  nullah w h i c h  is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. H o w e v e r ,  it is clear f r o m  HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, H K T  tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

s e w a g e  into the sea w h e r e a s  it will increase the TIN a n d  TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery B a y  waters. N o t  surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the s e w a g e  proposal '7s considered not an efficient sewage planning strateg/'.

H. H K R  is misleading the T P B  by saying there are t w o  options re w a t e r  supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since g o v e r n m e n t  has c o n f irmed that its facilities at the Siu H o  

W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only o n e  w h i c h  is a potable w a t e r  

supply to b e  provided b y  re-opening, after 1 6  years, the D B  w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  plant a n d  

using w a t e r  f r o m  the D B  reservoir.

N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to A r e a  6f a n d  h o w  

it wilt affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C  p a r agraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key ' 

e i e m e n t  of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is n o  

reference to the D B  L P G  gas s y s t e m  w h i c h  has recently suffered a n  explosion w h i c h  is - 

tr.e subject cf investigations by  E M S D  a n d  FSD.

J. safety of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  p r o p o s e d  1 8  story buildings will b e  built, is

■grcrec, despite A n n e x  C  pa r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a k ey e l e m e n t  of the 1 

d e v e l o p m e n t  is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore CEDD's request for H K R  to ■ 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  to s u b m i t  a 

Cev-echni'cal Planning R e v i e w  Repo r t  (GPRR).

0 //r，er^h；p issues - H K R's right to use Parkvale Drive as access to A r e a  6f is still disputed.

U  >  arr'^g controls of Discovery B a y  are ignored in respect of the M a s t e r  Plan ( M P )  a n d  
〇  [OZ?) relationship, the 2 5 , 0 0 0  population ceiling a n d  the allocation of

m a n a g e m e n t  units u n d e r  the D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( D M C ) .

^ conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

iv/ its v/ho(/y o w n e d  subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.
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PVOC Comments on Application number： Y/i-DO/2

M .  D i a grams a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate a n d  of poor quality.

Annex:

1. C o m m e n t s  o n  HKR's diagrams a n d  p h o t o m ontages.

A. I N A D E Q U A T E  A N D  U N R E L I A B L E  I N F O R M A T I O N  H A S  B E E N  P R O V I D E D  B Y  H K R

1. It can b e  seen f r o m  the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 
Area 6f since April -  June 2014. in vie w  of the m a n y  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising a n d  negligent that the 

consultants h a v e  not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the c o m m e n t s  (e.g. 

over traffic issues) a n d  the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the T P B  there is a list of Plans, Drawings a n d  Reports 

S u b m i t t e d  by H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. T h e  planning process 

by n o w ,  19  years since the Handover, should be  bi-lingual. T h e  current situation m e a n s  

that only residents w h o  can read English will b e  able to read the application a nd submit 

c o m m e n t s ,  thereby excluding m a n y  residents f r o m  a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. Many Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. T h e  T P B  should request H K R  to provide 
the missing items so that there is a full a n d  u p  to date picture of Area 6f a n d  to m a k e  

sure that the public are fully informed about the project. W i t h o u t  this information there 

is the distinct possibility that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. T h e  following Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  Reports h a v e  never b e e n  provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact a s s e ssment o n  pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage i m pact assessment

f. S e w a g e  impa c t  assessment

g. Risk a s s e s s m e n t

5. T h e  following Plans, Diagrams and Reports hav e  not b e e n  provided since H K R  first 

s u b mitted its application which, in v i e w  of the m a n y  public a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  c o m m e n t s ,  

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impa c t  a s s e ssment

c. L a n d s c a p e  i m p a c t  as s e s s m e n t

d. Tree survey

6. H K R  submits studies a n d  papers a n d  not impact assessments, thereby avoiding to 

study the i m pact o n  the c o m m u n i t y  a n d  people m o s t  affected by  its proposal.

7. T h e  consultant's reports provided by  H K R  are not considered reliable for 3 publfc 

, consultation exercise. This is b e c a u s e  the k e y  consultant, O v e  Arup, has stated in 

■ respect of its reports the following: MThis report takes into account oerveyh^r
instructions and requirements o f our client. It is not intended for, and sht,\j*a ^  

relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken to any thtnj

8. B a s e d  o n  the above, the process of public consultation is ciistotte^, not t r a ^ ^ j r e a t  

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see tho correct full picture t>v bcmgipg

4
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together the instructions/requirements given to O v e  A r u p  with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the g o v e r n m e n t  and the public, rely' 

on the reports In view of the statement about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from HKR its full and detailed 
instructions/requirements provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 
12A application and to confirm one way or the other that the reports can be relied 
upon.

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

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

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the T P B  states that "on the 27/10/2016, the 
applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to
departmental comments..." This m e a n s  that H K R  has only addressed govern m e n t

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

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the D B  community.

b. H K R  is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain g o v e r n m e n t  departmental 

a n d  public concerns citing that this is ''commercially sensitive information1'. In a 

public consultation exercise, which is supposed to be o p e n  and transparent, this 

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

g o v e r n m e n t  planning process a n d  should be unacceptable to the TPB.

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

procedure in respect of the second round of c o m m e n t s .  This raises the question as to 

w h y  the T P B  has not s u spended or even cancelled this Section 1 2 A  application, pending 

the o u t c o m e  of the investigation, a question which should be a n s w e r e d  by the T P B  as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C  CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND BUREAUX

1. H K R  an d  m a n y  g o v e r n m e n t  departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

b e e n  negligent a n d  failed to either respond or to respond adequately to legitimate 

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

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

the T P B  apart f r o m  t w o  deferral papers submitted to the T P B  Rural an d  N e w  T o w n s  

Planning C o m m i t t e e  (RNTPC)), the application and ail the related c o m m e n t s  d o  not 

appear to have been sent by the TPB, for analysis and c o m m e n t ,  to all relevant 

g o v e r n m e n t  departments: e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

an^ Transport.

2. Distribution by the T P B  to all relevant departments and bureaux is fundamental to 

obtaining governnnent views o n  all the issues raised. TPB/Planning D e p a r t m e n t  cannot 

pcs^biy have all the necessary expertise to properly consider c o m m e n t s  on every

e.g, traffic issues; sensitive commercial Interests; and legal ownership.

D. w sk  assessm ent

A  has not b e e n  d o n e  as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is

s^rice risk to the public is a major concern for this devel o p m e n t  and has not

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 
submissions and again in this one. We have expressed many concerns about traffic; 
slopes; environment; and public health.

2. A Risk Assessment is required and HKR should be instructed to do one by the TPB. The 
Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that a(l government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 
application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. HK^S RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS

1. The Table in HKR#s Further Information ''Applicants response to the departmental 
comments m a d e  available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016" 

cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the DPO's two letters are not 
attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to ail 
comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 
have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 
both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PVOCs comments 
on HKR's responses.

3. AFCD comments -  as explained in Section M, paragraphs B and 4, below and in Annex 1 
to this submission, HKR's comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 
(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 
not practicable.

4. DSD comments -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 
will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR's Annex C 
paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only nmost of the pollution concentrations would comply 
with relevant criteri(f,. What about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments -  HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone STW 
within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 
Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD's requirements. Even after 
such comments, HKR has only submitted a ''preliminary water quality assessment, 
which concludes that the proposed STW ucouJd meef^ relevant technical standards 
for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 
standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that ^there ore too many seeders 
in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out 

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in c5 
reports. As an alternative please use a n e w  section to summarise 加  S:AC 

implications of the proposed development**. (I.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details and a commitment tc 
STW design standards necessary to fully meet all of EPD's r^uin?rt>er»ts 
technical standards for both the STW and discharge approach.

{>
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d. Specific 4 - H K R  confirms that not ail pollution concentrates w o u l d  c o m p l y  with 

relevant criteria but only ''most'7. W h a t  a b out the o nes w h i c h  d o  not?

e. Specific 5 -  again H K R  gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  a n d  the discharge pipe a n d  provides n o  details about 

ongoing m a i n t e n a n c e  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t .

f. Specific 7 -  H K R  d o e s  not provide a ny c o m m e n t s  regarding the ongoing m a i n t e n a n c e  

a n d  m a n a g e m e n t ,  both for d a y  to d a y  operations a n d  for emergencies of the S T W .

g. Specific 8 -  H K R  clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

m e t h o d  n o w  p r o p o s e d  is a gravity s e w a g e  pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) a n d  goes o n  to say that it is 

r e c o m m e n d e d ,  during the s u b s e q u e n t  detailed design stage, to establish a n y  base 

flow along the spillway a n d  h e n c e  the feasibility of discharging effluent into the o p e n  

nullah a n d  b o x  culvert directly. H K R  is obscuring the subject a n d  should be  told by  

E P D  to clearly state n o w  w h i c h  m e t h o d  it intends pursuing a n d  its full implications.

7. E P D  a n d  W a s t e  M a n a g e m e n t  -  H K R  continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

saying that the construction meth o d o l o g i e s  are yet to be  d e v e loped in the su b s e q u e n t  

detail design.

8. E P D  a n d  S e w a g e  Infrastructure -  H K R  d o e s  not provide a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  response to 

E P D  a n d  only simplistically refers to other c o m m e n t s .

9. E P D  a n d  Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  H K R  describes the road type of Parkvale as ua local 
roocf a n d  refers to a buffer of 5 m  b e t w e e n  the road a n d  the p r o p o s e d  dev e l o p m e n t .  

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the p r o p o s e d  only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a m e a n s  of access to the site. 

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

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

designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  a n d  is m a d e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is n o  buffer b e t w e e n  Parkvale Drive a n d  W o o d b u r y  Court.

10. Lands D e p a r t m e n t ' s  c o m m e n t s :

a. Specific 1 -  this is missing a n d  should be  provided by H K R  to the TPB.

b. Specific 4  -  H K R  recognizes that its application d o e s  not c o n f o r m  to the a p p r o v e d  

M P 6 . 0E7h(a) M a s t e r  Plan. T h e  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  insist that H K R  deals first 

with the M a s t e r  Plan issue before proceeding a ny further with this application.

c. Specific 6  -  H K R  refuses to c o m p l y  with the requirements of public consultation, 

w h i c h  require that all information is disclosed, by  hiding behind w h a t  it considers to 

b e  ^commercially sensitive'* information in respect of the m a n a g e m e n t  a nd 

accountability of the 2 5 0 ,000 undivided shares of the Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  

C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C ) .  This v^as dealt v/ith in a letter of 3 A u g u s t  2 0 1 6  f r o m  H K R  to the

010. This is not acceptable, a n d  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  insist o n  this 

irfermarion being disclosed. Furthermore, if H K R  continues to insist o n  its position,

lares D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  consult v^ith relevant g o v e r n m e n t  departments, such as 

a n d  Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a d e  by 

r^y?, T v,：s subject i$ covered also in Sections B, above, a n d  L, below.

7 -  this is in respect of o w n e r s h i p  a n d  is covered in the H K R  letter m e n t i o n e d  

^  aoov#;. Again, u n d e r  the claim of sensitive co m m e r c i a l  information

7
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H K R  is trying to u n d e r m i n e  the public consultation exercise. T h e  Lands D e p a rtment 

should hav e  HKR's claim io be  the sole o w n e r  of Area 6f reviewed by independent 

lawyers a n d  the Legal Services Department. It w o u l d  be totally w r o n g  for the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  to accept HKR's a nd its lawyers* clatm at face value since, e.g., the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  will not have seen the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 a n d  11 -  the Director of Lands has to i m p l e m e n t  the Audit C o m m i s s i o n’s 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  an d  if not explain w h y  not. These c o m m e n t s  by the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  an d  HKR's response will be  sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  -  H K R  has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the D B  O Z P  through deliberate a n d  incremental d e v e l o p m e n t  projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. T R A F F I C

1. All the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted to the T P B  in respect of traffic access, safety 

a n d  e m e r g e n c y  situations in both Parkvale Village a n d  the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to b e  ignored, e.g.

a. H K R  still says that vehicle access will be  simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, w h ich is a gross simplification of w h a t  will hav e  to be constructed to d o  so. 

Furthermore, it provides n o  design a n d  diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact o n  the P a s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4 below) w h ich is the only access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court an d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

b. H K R  still d o e s  not provide a n y  detailed information about a safe a n d  viable m e a n s  of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction a n d  post-completion 

occupation phases. H K R  states that Parkvale Drive will b e  extended to the site. This 

encroaches o n  the D M C - a s s i g n e d  pedestrian p a s s a g e w a y  which is currently the sole 

m e a n s  of access, a semi-recreational area a n d  a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. T h e  Parkvale P a s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by h e avy construction vehicles a n d  d oes not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. T h e  asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass a nd lacks the legal 

bare m i n i m u m  width of pedestrian pavements.

2. T h e  p r o p o s e d  access to the site is by an  extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that HArea 6f is readily accessible, with on extension to the existing 
Parkvale Drive", As Parkvale Drive is the only m e a n s  of access through our village, all 

traffic w o u l d  h ave to pass through our village to access Area 6f...This is clear f r o m  A n n e x  

A  of the O c t ober Further Information a n d  the aerial i m a g e  below.

8
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Aerial imap,e of existing P a r k v a l e  Viilace v/ith i m p o s e d  Gf D e v e l o p m e n t

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that 4,The 476 units and 1,190 populations 
increase as a result of the proposal is very modest development intensities* 1. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  d o  not agree with this statement, as it is p r o p o s e d  that 

all traffic a n d  people generated b y  the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  w o u l d  ha v e  to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. N o t  only will the considerable construction 

traffic h a v e  to drive u p  a hill past the existing l o w  rise flats in the village a n d  then past 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, 

required to service the p r o p o s e d  4 7 6  flats, being nearly do u b l e  the n u m b e r  of flats in 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, will 

cause o n g o i n g  noise, po o r  air quality a n d  disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village. '

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - f r o m  Discovery Valley R o a d  to the junction with Mi d d l e  Lane, being a 

relatively n a r r o w  hill covered in asphalt, w h i c h  Is also the only m e a n s  of access to 

Midvale Village.

j Settiement 

I cracking evident in 

: asphalt surface on 

| Section 1 of

i Parkvale Drive
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Section 2 - f r o m  the-junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  

behind the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential 

buildings, being a steep n a r r o w  hill covered in asphalt.

Settlement 

cracking evident 

in asphalt

surface on

Section 2 of

Parkvale Drive.

冷 祕 麵

Section 3 -  the ,tPassogeway,,l as defined in the Parkvale Village S u b - D M C ,  providing 
access to the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential 

buildings, w h i c h  is designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  a n d  m a d e  of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

T h e  far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  is 

f r o m  w h e r e  

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

___ i

5. W e  n o t e d  in o u r  previous c o m m e n t s  that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a m e a n s  of 
access to A r e a  6f d u e  to c o ncerns regarding its state of repair a n d  its w i d t h  constraints 

a n d  d u e  to e m e r g e n c y  vehicle access a n d  safety concerns.

10
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6. We arc very surprised and concerned tha t no government departm ent has asked 
about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only means of access to Area Bf and that 
HKR has not addressed our concerns in its Further Inform ation.

7. State of Repair - As the p h o tographs a b o v e  s h ow, the state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

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

h e a v y  usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  

regulations, a n d  therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20 t o n n e  FS a n d  

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

a n d  settlement that has resulted f r o m  the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

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

built to be able to sustain usage by h e a v y  construction traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, w h ich w o u l d  result 

f r o m  the n u m b e r  of propo s e d  flats, being almost twice that of the existing W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

S e t t l e m e n t  

evident to 2 0  

t o n n e  rated 

p a v i n g

resulting f r o m  

cu r r e n t  traffic 

l o adin g  at start 

of p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

Parkva le Drive 

to A r e a  6 f.

8. Although this is k n o w n  by HKR, n o  m e n t i o n  of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

information.

S. Tr：e costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the o w n e r s  

r j  P&rkvale Village, but they d o  bear a share of these costs a n d  the costs of maintaining 
S': other such roads in Discovery Bay. H o w e v e r ,  ail the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

3 o f  ?3rkvale Drive are 'D〇 m  by the o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

Village. We are extrem ely concerned tha t the additional construction 
and operational traffic  will cause serious damage and ongoing maintenance costs to  
the o w n e r s  in Parkvate Village.

10, y/ldth Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

d o e s  not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

the sharp b e n d s  o n  Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 

ro ̂  /e //ay to them.
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking u p  the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

o n e  another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is n o  ability for other vehicles to m a n o e u v r e ,  especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. T h e  corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the e d g e  of 

the Passageway. It s e e m s  unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving 

equipment, piling gear or t o w e r  crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In a n y  event, there w o u l d  be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

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

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

V i e w  of the 

rear of 

W o o d b u r y  

Court,

illustrating the

vehicles f r o m  

pedestrians 

a n d  the 

inability of 

vehicles to pass 

o n e  another.

13. T h e  considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate proi'iems,

especially w h e n  a construction vehicle a n d  a bus, or w h e n  t w o  construction vo*' c e>. 

travelling in opposite directions along Piirkvale Drive.

n a r r o w n e s s  of 

the pedestrian 

pav e m e n t ,  its 

lack of a 

carriageway to 

senarate
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G. SLVVAGE TREATMENT

1. All the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  s u b m i n e d  to the T P B  in respect of s e w a g e  treatment 

processing a n d  discharge continue to b e  ignored.

2. H K R  has decided to build a separate s e w a g e  treat m e n t  w o r k s  ( S T W )  in A r e a  6f. This 

m e a n s  that people living in Parkv;ile Village will h a v e  a S T W  adjacent to t h e m .  H K R  is 

not provicimg details of the design, its exact location a n d  h o w  it will b e  m a n a g e d  a n d  

maintained. A s  H K R  will w e m t  to m i nimize costs, w e  are c o n c e r n e d  h o w  a d e q u a t e  such a 

facility will b e  a n d  the risk of its breaking d o w n .  S o  the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at n o  stage h 3 v e  b e e n  consulted by H K R ,  will b e  forced b y  H K R  to live next d o o r  to a 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the T P B  a p p r o v e s  the 

appl-cation.

3. H < R  is proposing to discharge treated s e w a g e  f r o m  A r e a  6f t h r ough a gravity s e w a g e  

pipe a n d  into the m a r i n e  w a t e r s  adjacent to the ferry pier with o u t  the n e e d  of a m a r i n e  

outfal! a n d  fexated less th3n 3 0 0  m e t r e s  f r o m  the public bathing b e a c h  at Tai P a k  Bay. 

This is a n  artificiaHy m a d e  b e a c h  fronting the very shallow a n d  silted Tai P a k  W a n .  T h e  

proposal for the t r e a t m e n t  of s e w a g e  a n d  the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 300rri f r o m  a bathing beach, b o a r d w a l k  restaurants a n d  ferry pier, is

1 5
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6. T h e  a b o v e  a p p r o a c h  t o  s e A a g ?  T. r e a T ^ ^ f > t  an-J a ^ s c T a r ^ f  r，iv  f*〇! b c e r i  h y  M K H

t o  t h e  w i d e r  c o m m u n i t y  c* Ij B. v . e ^  〇*■ is J e ^  r ?f*. »fid s u U - o p t i m u f T i  ti[)[jroac.h (,i 

similar a p p r o a c h  is t o  b e  a d c s t e i  f o r A r e a  l C b  ^ i t h  t o  b e  rjirrctly di!.(

into the sea at Nrnn S h o e  W a n ) ,  H < R  is guilty o* a b j s m g  the so csltpd public consultation 
process a n d  displaying a c o ^ p i e t e  d.sregard for m o d e r n  s e w a g e  ireatment a n d  

discharge practices as d e v e l o p e d  $〇 di'：gent!y over the last 3 0  years tjy g o v e r n m e n t ,  

n a m e l y  EPD, W S D  a n d  D S D  a n d  t^»e：r respective poltcr/ bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of J u n e  a n d  O c t o b e r  H < R Js consultants h a v e  said.

a. in parag r a p h  6.2.in of its original application, that "alternative on-site sewage 
treatment plant could be provided, either at Area Cf or Aren 10b. This is not 
preferred, having numerous sr^V ;n the area is considered to be ineffective in 
achieving economies fo r scale for the infrastructure and land areat,. Furthermore, 

p a r a g r a p h  5.6.2.2 of H K R ’s S tudy o n  Drainage, S e w e r a g e  a n d  W a t e r  Supply S y s t e m s  

for A r e a  6f notes that MThis STW will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 
towers fo r 476 units Qt Area 6f so it is considered not on efficient sewage planning 
strategy". P a r a g r a p h  5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a y  cause ''on offensive 
smell ond is health hazarcT.

b. HThis additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality ond marine 
ecology. All these would require a quontitotive water quality model to be established 
fo r assessment os port o f the subsequent EIA". (June Revised E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Study,

6.3.1.3). Fur t h e r m o r e ,  in the O c t o b e r  Further Information there is n o  reference to a 

s u b s e q u e n t  EIA, w h i c h  likely m e a n s  that the subject of a n  EIA has b e e n  dr o p p e d .  

Logically there should b e  a full scale EIA as part of this Section 1 2 A  application.

c. building a S T W  in A r e a  6f is still s u b - o p t i m u m  in its O c t o b e r  submission. Since the 

consultant h a s  again in the Further Information A n n e x  G  MRevised Study on Drainage, 
Sewage ond Water Supply, p a r a g r a p h  5.6.1.4, stated that aAs this new DBSTW will
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onSf treat sewoge from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 
^vtr>tr〇hied scheme is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy".

S. 〇u e  to its proximity to o ur village, w e  consider that it is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in d u e  to the potential smell a n d  health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y

t>e discharged into an o p e n  nullah.

o. n 〇 m e n t i o n  w a s  m a d e  in HKR's first a n d  s e cond submissions of w h a t  w o u l d  h a p p e n  to 

the s e w a g e  in the event that the S T W  broke d o w n .  O n l y  n o w ,  in its third submission, is 

the subject of e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  addressed. T h e s e  include: dual feed p o w e r  

suppiy for the S T W ;  ^suitable b a c kup" of the S T W  treatment process (but n o  information 

as to w h a t  is suitable); a n d  connecting the gravity s e w a g e  pipe to the existing s e w a g e  

s y s t e m  (to b e  only u sed during emergencies), w h i c h  w o u l d  feed the s e w a g e  to the 

existing sysr e m  (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  S T W ) ,  and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of s e w a g e  by 

3 6  s e w a g e  tanker vehicles per d a y  to the Siu H o  W a n  S T W .  T h e  f o r m e r  is clearly m o s t  

Jikely to be  u sed o n c e  a n d  then left o n  permanently, since there is n o  description of h o w  

this a a i o n  w o u l d  b e  m a h a g e d  (hence m a k i n g  u n a p p r o v e d  use of the g o v e r n m e n t  Siu H o  

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by  its d a y  

to d a y  performance) is both m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of s e w a g e  by truck is dearly unacceptable in a m o d e r n  city environment, 

especialiy as it w o u l d  require 3 6  sev/age tanker vehicles a day, a n d  is inconsistent with 

the g o v e r nment's efforts to m o d e r n i s e  s e w a g e  treatment a n d  disposal in H o n g  Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has b e e n  told that it cannot feed the s e w a g e  to the Siu H o  W a n  S T W .

10. In addition, H K R  has not m e n t i o n e d  anything a b o u t  e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  in the 

e v e n t  of the o p e n  nullah discharge a p p r o a c h  being taken. This w o u l d  probably involve 

the 3 6  trucks pe r  d a y  travelling t h r ough Parkvafe village a n d  Discovery B a y  going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  w h i c h  H K R  d o e s  not h a v e  approval to use for this s e w a g e .

U .V /e  are also c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent v/ill h a v e  b e e n  treated, it will h a v e  a high concentration of 

nutrients v;hich has b e e n  scientifically proven to e n c o u r a g e  g r o w t h  of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see p a g e  1 7 0  of ''Harmful Algae", 

v o l u m e  9, issue 10, 2 0 1 0  of 'Elsevier'} and, as the prevailing w i nds c o m e  f r o m  the east, 

blowing ont o  Discovery Bay, such harmful algae w o u l d  not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H K R  tries to d o w n p l a y  the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more TINs a n d  TPs w h i c h  will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In response to the D S D  request to clarify the future m a i n t e n a n c e  responsibility for the 

p r o p o s e d  s e w a g e  treatment facilities u n d e r  Option 2 a n d  3 in Sections 5.6.2 a n d  5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the Jun e  Further Information states that "The Option 
2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sev/age treatment plant will be maintained by City 
Monogement at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 
developments". This has not b e e n  reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to h a v e  a separate S T W  in Are a  fJ.

13. H K R  continues to m a k e  n o  reference in its Further Information that all the capital a n d  

operating costs arising f r o m  the p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A rea 6f together with the gravity 

sev/age pipe to the sea at the Plaza will b e  m e t  b y  eilher H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the A r e a  6f p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  H K R  should b e  required to confirm 

that all capital a n d  operating costs arising f r o m  the p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f a n d  the
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gravity s e w a g e  pipe or use of the nullah v/ill be  b o rne by  HKP, ar.<i/or tr^ urv>r/vie*> 

shareholders of A rea 6f p r o p o s e d  d e v e l opment.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village a n d  other villages in Discover/ B a y  t h o u W  not 
hav e  to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity s e w a g e  pipe or the c o n n e a i o n  to 

the o p e n  nullah.

H. W A T E R  S U P P L Y  F R O M  T H E  D B  R E S E R V O I R

I. HKR's application a n d  Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression rr.a* 

there are t w o  options available regarding the supply of potable v/ater. As previousiy 

pointed out, potable w a ter will be not supplied f r o m  the Siu H 〇 W a n  W a t e r  Treatrr.ert 

W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a nd the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station (FWPJ. As the SHV/V/T7； 

a n d  S H W F W P  cannot be e x p a n d e d  to m a t c h  the p r o g r a m m e  of the potential Areas 

a n d  1 0 b  developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea fro m  both Masterplan a nd O v e  Aru p  for g o v e r n m e n t  net 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for s e w a g e  an d  water. H K R  has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f {and 10b) f rom the r a w  v/ater stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private v/ater treatment v/orks 

a n d  building w a ter mains for fresh a n d  flushing water in order to m a k e  a private v/ater 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f a nd 10b.

2. This appears to b e  a very expensive a n d  another s u b - o p t i m u m  approach. There is no 

Information in the Further Information as to m a n a g e m e n t ,  engineering, environmental 

a n d  public health implications of, after 16  years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again be  asked to confirm that the capital a n d  the operating costs arising 

f r o m  using the reservoir will be b o rne by either H K R  or the undivided shareholders of 

the A r e a  6f a n d  Are a  1 0 b  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l opments, a n d  not by the o w n e r s  of Parkvale 

Village or b y  the o w n e r s  of a n y  other village in Discovery B a y  w h i c h  have their w a ter 

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  

Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station.

I. P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1, A  serious omission f r o m  the application is that all other utilities have b e e n  overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key clement for 

the d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f. T h ese include electricity, L P G  supply, telephone, TV  and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to be  laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrov/ a n d  congested 

pedestrian p a v e m e n t ,  adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and 

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. A n o t h e r  serious, a n d  disturbing, omission is th3t the consultants appeear to be u n a w a r e  

that H K R  a n d  the D B  c o m m u n i t y  are awaiting the E M 5 D  a n d  F S D  reports into a major 

L P G  gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive o n  5 S e p t e m b e r  2016. There are serious concerns 

about the L P G  s y stem in DB. T h e  reliability of expanding tht; tjse of the L P G  system to 

Areas a n d  3 0 b  n e eds to be  considered a n d  included in a submission of Further 

Information.
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3. H K R  should b e  required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will h a v e  n o  

i m p a c t  o n  the residents a n d  o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village or explain w h a t  the i m p a c t  will 

b e  a n d  h o w  H K R  will mitigate their impact.

J. S L O P E  S A F E T Y  A N D  B U I L D I N G  C O N C E P T

1. W e  h a v e  pointed out a b o v e  that H K R  has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last P V O C  submission that ^HiGEO, 
CSDD) hod requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support of the 
application to be submitted by HKR NOW and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 
feasibility o f the proposed development HKR has refused to do so and will only submit a 
GPRR prior to implementation.H W e  said that HKR's position m u s t  b e  rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key e l e m e n t  for the 

d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f, H K R  continues to ignore C E D D ’s requests a n d  again has 

provided n o  Information o n  the slope a n d  building design. A s  the Further Information 

d o e s  not include a Geotechnical Planning R e v i e w  Report (GPRR), n o  information has 

b e e n  provided in respect of the p r o p o s e d  geotechnical engineering w o r k  p r e s u m a b l y  

necessary in respect of both the slope d o w n  f r o m  Ar e a  6f to Coral a n d  Crystal Courts 

a n d  behind A r e a  6f a n d  the slope behind the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings. In comparison, H K R  has r e s p o n d e d  to a similar 

request for a G P R R  for A r e a  1 0 b  a n d  has submitted o n e  in its latest Further Information 

in respect of A r e a  10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  b e l o w  (and in A n n e x  1 to this submission) the d i a g r a m  

illustrating the slope a n d  building position is fundamentally flawed as it s h o w s  the slope 

conning straight d o w n  to Coral a n d  Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village a n d  omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope w o u l d  b e  less steep than it 

actually w o u l d  be.

4. H K R  sh o u l d  b e  a s k e d  to u n d e r t a k e  a geotechnical re v i e w  a n d  s u b m i t  a G P R R .

5. T h e  site is defined as 8 , 3 0 0 m 2  o n  rising g r o u n d  f r o m  4 4 m P D  to 7 0 m P D .  W h a t  is unclear 

f r o m  this description is that the site is only partially f o r m e d  a n d  is p r e d o m i n a n t l y  a slope 

leading d o w n  t o w a r d s  Crystal a n d  Coral Courts. T h e  present platform w a s  only created 

to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  3 Story Building a n d  most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large e n o u g h  to a c c o m m o d a t e  the road leading to the t w o  p r o p o s e d  high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. T o  establish the level site indicated o n  the 

c o n c e p t  plans w o u l d  require considerable site formation to raise the g r ade f r o m  4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level 5 5 m P D ,  a n d  to cut b a c k  the existing f o r m e d  slope.
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6. In creating this m y e h  larger I^vel site, tht slopes t o w a r d ?  Crystal a n d  Coral Ceyrts anq 

t o w a r d s  piscpvery Valley R o a d  will b e  incre?$?d significantly. Thi? raises the safety risk 

Of slpp^ failure a n d  in^r^ases the slope drainage run-pff t o w a r d s  the existing P^rkv^ie 

Vill?ge properties.

7. H K R  should b e  required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks,

K. Q W N g R S H I P  A N D  H K R 、R I ^ H T  T O  U S E  P A R K V A L E  D F U V尽 A S  A C C E S S  T O  A R E A  SF

X. T h e  S u b ^ D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  fpr Parkvaie Village refers to Sections 2 a n d  3 (as 
described ?bove) of Parkvale Drive, being f r o m  its junction with Middle U n e  to its e n d  at 

thg  ̂ tart pf th^ p r o p o s e d  extension to Area 6f, as a nPassogewqy>,.

2. !n A n n e x  5 of its first Further Information, H K R  stated that nthe ownership of the 
Rassagev^ays v^sts with the Registered Owner (HKR) v/ho is entitled to grant a Right o f 
Way to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6/^.

3. T h e  Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  for Discovery B a y  a n d  the S u b - D e e d  of M u t u a l  

C o v e n a n t  for Parkvale Village are complicated d o c u m e n t s  a n d  are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageway?, Village Retained Areas a n d  

Village C o m m o n  Areas a n d  the rights of the Registered O w n e r  a n d  of o w n e r s  of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, a n d  given that the o w n e r s  of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

b e e n  responsible for the costs of maintaining this ,,Possoqewayn for the past 28 years, 
w e  believe that H K R  should present counsels' indep e n d e n t  legal opinions supporting its 

contention that it has the legal right to use the p a s s a g e w a y  as access to A r e a  6f.

5. Furthermore, the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  should reject HKR's request to leave its detailed 

views o n  this subject within the ncommercially sensitive informotionn contained in HKR's 
letter to the O L O  d a ted 3 Au g u s t  2 0 1 6  a n d  referred to in Section E above.
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L. PLANNING CONTROLS

1. Planning controls include the M a s t e r  Plan, population ceiling of D B  a n d  the allocation of 

undivided shares u n der the D B  D e e d  of M u t u a l  Covenant.

2. Regarding the M a s t e r  Plan (MP), it w a s  pointed out in c o m m e n t  4 4 0 2  submitted last 

July that, although it has b e e n  u p d a t e d  recently, It stil! d oes not m a t c h  the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  a nd O Z P  are aligned with the existing d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot before 

any consideration of a ny proposal to a m e n d  the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

m u c h  risk that the rights of the other o w n e r s  of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have b e e n  ignored by  both H K R  a n d  the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f a nd 1 0 b  a n d  other obviously 

planned developments, H K R  is m o v i n g  towards breaching the population ceiling of 

25,000, which is the m a x i m u m  as per the a p p r o v e d  OZP, without going through the 

necessary g o v e r n m e n t  procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

a nd only refers to population in the context of w a ter supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  hav e  not 

considered our c o m m e n t s  as there is n o  reference to this subject in the list of 

d e p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s .

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery B ay is 15,000 

a n d  That the current a p p r o v e d  O Z P  limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 

current population w a s  a m e n d e d  19,585 (as per the records of D S  Services M a n a g e m e n t  

Limited, the property m a n a g e m e n t  c o m p a n y  of D B  a n d  a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR). There is n o  information provided w h i c h  w o u l d  provide assurances about the 

population figure q u o t e d  by HKR. This is information in respect of the m e t h o d  of 

collection, m a n a g e m e n t  of the data a n d  w h e t h e r  it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital e l e m e n t  of planning for, a n d  control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures q u o t e d  a n d  used are independently collected a nd 

verified by  audit. T h ere is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

b y  its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary. T h e  T P B  is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing a n y  further applications of a n y  kind in respect of DB.

5. T h e  difference b e t w e e n  the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 a n d  the s u m  of the current population 

a r d  the D e p o s e d  population of Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

w r t  copulation doe s  not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery B a y  w h ich H K R  is currently developing a n d  planning. S uch d e v e l o p m e n t s  

that described in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 3 7 2  submitted last July w h i c h  refers to the 

Lards D e p a r t m e n t  currently reviewing H K R ’s application to develop an  additional 

rr-2 u n der the next M a s t e r  Plan, M P 7 .0E. Using the p r o p o s e d  n u m b e r  of flats in 

A/ess 6f a nd 1 G b  as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, m a y  be 

c. or. t'r.is additional 124,000 m 2 .

7. is that H K R  is knov/ingly acting in such a w a y  as to be  flagrantly

Z the vjn'ent ceilings o n  the total n u m b e r  of flats a n d  population. 

* fry-M appear that both the T P B  a n d  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  is ignoring w h a t
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8. Before the chan g e  in use is considered, H K R  m u s t  be  required by G o v e r n m e n t  to 

d e m o n s tra te , in  a fu l ly  a c co u n ta b le  m a n n e r, th a t  th e  p ro p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n ts  in  Areas 
6f a n d  1 0 b  will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery B a y  being 

d e v e l o p e d  a n d  planned, to exceeding the a p p r o v e d  O Z P  m a x i m u m  population of 

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection m e t h o d  a n d  th e  expected population of areas for which H K R  

seeks approval to develop before the Section 1 2 A  applications in respect Areas 6f and 

1 0 b  are considered a n y  further.

9. It is clear that the T P B  is in dang e r  of being persuaded by  this incremental approach, 

using population figures w h ich are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 m e n t i o n e d  above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent nee d  by 

g o v e r n m e n t  to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue v^as not addressed N O W  by 

the T P B  a n d  w h y  H K R  w a s  allowed to develop b e y o n d  the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In vie w  of the serious nature of this issue, these c o m m e n t s  will again be sent to both the 

Director of Audit a n d  the Discovery Ba y  District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the O m b u d s m a n ,  as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the T P B  a n d  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. T h e  allocation of undivided shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units is an issue which H K R  is well 

a w a r e  of f r o m  the efforts of a D B  o w n e r  over the last t w o  years. This issue has b e e n  the 

subject of m u c h  correspondence b e t w e e n  the owner, H K R  a n d  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  and 

presentations to V O C s  a n d  the City O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  (COC). Furthermore, this subjea 

is covered in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 4 0 2  submitted last July to the T P B  a n d  the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  has asked H K R  to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by  t h e m  for allocation to the propo s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to the 

Lands D e p a r t m e n t  b y  requesting the information to b e  regarded as commercially 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, w h i c h  

is inconsistent with the aim s  of public consultation.

11. T h e  final determinant of the ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of the Lot (under the Land
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assure the T P B  that there are sufficient shnres to b e  allocated lo A r e a s  6f a n d  1 0 b  :ind 

other d e v e l o p m e n t s .  R o t h  the L a n d s  a n d  Planning Dc p j r t r n o n t s  are aw.ire of this 

s»tu3ti〇n a n d  s h o u l d  not consider a n y  application until they receive a s s u r a n c e  with 

supporting a n d  valid d o c u m e n t a t i o n  a n d  figures thnt there c»re shares available for the 

d e v e l o p m e n t s .

15. in o rder to protect the interests of ati th e  current a n d  future assigns of t h e  developer, 

the T P B  should require a full a c counting of t h e  Dilocntion of all un d i v i d e d  shares b y  shnre 

type to ail Villages, City a n d  the o ther areas of the lot, prior to consideration of ar^y 

proposal to a m e n d  the present 0 2 P .

16. Related to the a b o v e  is the position currently b e i n g  a r g u e d  b y  a c o n c e r n e d  D B  o w n e r  

that there has b e e n  niLqllocatlon of shares to c o m m e r c i a l  units since there is re a s o n  to 

believe that n u n a g o m e n t  units h a v e  n o t  b e e n  allocated to the c o m m e r c i a l  units in D Q  in 

a c c o r d a n c e  with the t e r m s  of the D M C .  !n respect of this concern, th e  following 

resolution w o s  p r o p o s e d  at the City O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e  ( C O C )  o n  7 D e c e m b e r  2 016: "To 
propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 
the true number o f Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercia! 
units at Discovery Bay and the basis fo r such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 
from HKR fo r any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund fo r any 
overpayment) should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms o f the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)11.

17. This is clearly a ver y  i m p o r t a n t  issue w h i c h  t h e  T P B  s h o u l d  inquire into before 

p r o c e e d i n g  with b o t h  A r e a  6f a n d  1 0 b  applications, since the T P B  n e e d s  to k n o w  the 

exact a n d  correct position regarding all th e  p a r a m e t e r s  in m a n a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in D B  

so that decisions c a n  b e  m a d e  in the correct plann i n g  e n v i r o n m e n t .

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. T h e  latest Further i nformation p r o v i d e d  b y  H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate a n d  

p o o r  quality d i a g r a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

2. T h e  D I A G R A M S  (including c o m m e n t s )  included in t h e  latest Gist are included in A n n e x  1 

to this submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set o u t  in t h e  following parag r a p h s :

3. Annex A to the Further Information ^Revised Concept Planw:

a. C o n c e p t  Plan - w h e r e  are t h e  area d e v e l o p m e n t  w a t e r  features that w e r e  indicated 

o n  〇t h e r parts of th e  s u b m i s s i o n s ?  Clearly t h o s e  trees indicated c a n n o t  b e  planted 

in the areas s h o w n  e l s e w h e r e  as w a t e r  features. This is a m i sleading i m a g e .

b. Section A - A  - the existing g r o u n d  condition is incorrect. It d o e s  no t  m a t c h  t h e  L a n d s  

D e c a r t m e n t  S u r v e y  D a t a  for this area. T h e r e  is n o  a c c o u n t  for t h e  r o a d  or for the 

slope tnat exists at the rear of Crystal Court, wit h  t h e  result that t h e  slope a p p e a r s  to 

b e  less s teep t h a n  it w o u l d  actually be.

c. C o n c e p t  Plan -  in A n n e x  1 w e  h a v e  a d d e d  site lines a n d  affected units. N o t e  that the 

figures are p r o b a b l y  a n  u n d e r e s t i m a t e  of th e  n u m b e r s  of residents w h o  w o u l d  b e  

a^fccte^ b y  th e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .

d. C o n c e p t  P?an - t h e  sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in y e l l o w  a r e  d e s i g n a t e d  in

sjb D V C  as Passageways. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f y/：t^ou? significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for
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he.ivy traffic W i d e n i n g  w o r k s  will h a v e  a h u g e  i m p a c t  o n  residents of the W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r c e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  C ourt residential buildings, as well as all 

o t h e r  pedestrian uaffic w h i c h  u ses Parkvale Drive to get to t h e  hiking traii p r o m o t e d  

b y  H K R  This is a m a j o r  safety risk a n d  w o u l d  cut existing transportation routes. This 

h a s  b e e n  stressed in previous s u b m i s s i o n s  but, as explained e l s e w h e r e  In this 

submission, h a s  b e e n  ignored.

e. C o n c e p t  Plan ~  s a m e  as (a) above.

4. A n n e x  B  R e v i s e d  L a n d s c a p e  D e s i g n  P r o p o s a l  (extract):

a. T r e e  T r e a t m e n t  Plan { A n n e x  B, p a g e  A 3 )  a n d  Optimisation of L a n d  U s e  figure B.l. 

T h e  s t a t e m e n t  a b o u t  existing tree g r o u p s  to b e  retained is incorrect. T h e s e  trees 

c a n n o t  b e  m a i n t a i n e d  b a s e d  o n  the current plan, as there is a r e q u i r e m e n t  for a 

large retaining structure a n d  site f o r m a t i o n  that w o u l d  not allow t h e s e  trees to b e  

left in place. S i m p l e  construction logistics w o u l d  m e a n  this w o u l d  b e  very 

i m p r o b a b l e .  Also w h e r e  is the a p p r o x i m a t e  location of t h e  retaining wait? T h e  

excavation for construction will r e m o v e  t h o s e  highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land u s e  figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect s t a t e m e n t s  a b o u t  

t h e  existing slopes since the existing slope d o e s  n o t  m a t c h  the profile indicated b y  

H K R ' s  consultant: the existing slope profile s h o w n  in the figure d o e s  not reflect the 

correct levels as per the L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  Survey; the existing g r o u n d  condition 

s h o w n  in t h e  figure is incorrect since it d o e s  not m a t c h  the l a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  S u r v e y  

dat a  for this area. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  there is n o  a c c o u n t  for the r o a d  or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter M a s t e r p l a n  Limited says that the U p d a t e d  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised s c h e m e  ( A n n e x  H  to the Further Information) s h o w s  t h e  ̂ negligible" effect of 

A r e a  6f a n d  that the previously s u b m i t t e d  Visual I m p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  r e m a i n s  relevant." 

This s t a t e m e n t  is b o t h  incorrect a n d  misleading since t h e  p h o t o s  d o  no t  s h o w  t h e  visual 

i m p a c t  o n  th e  p e o p l e  w h o  w o u l d  b e  really affected b y  t h e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  l.e. 

th e  n e a r b y  residents of Parkvale, M i d v a l e  a n d  Hillgrove Villages w h o  will v i e w  A r e a  6f 

close u p  a n d  continuously. T h e  reality is illustrated b y  t h e  P V O C  m o n t a g e  as co n t a i n e d  

in A n n e x  1 to this submission.

6. T h e  U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including c o m m e n t s )  are included in A n n e x  1 to this 

submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set o u t  be l o w .

a. A  consistent feature of the p h o t o m o n t a g e  is that t h e  applicant c o n tinues to s u b m i t  

l o w  quality p h o t o s  as all of t h e m  are grainy a n d  poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 v i e w  f r o m  D B  Plaza -  t h e s e  p o o r  quality p h o t o m o n t a g e s  hardly reHect the 

v i e w s  f r o m  t h e  Plaza o n  a clear d a y  as illustrated in t h e  V O C  p h o t o s  in A n n e x  1 to : .̂；s 

s ubmission.

c. Figure B.1 0  v i e w  f r o m  L o o k o u t  -  t h e s e  p o o r  quality p h o t o s  hardly reflect t h e  V ' e w s  

f r o m  t h e  L o o k o u t  as t h e  p h o t o s  are grainy a n d  poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 v i e w  f r o m  the hiking trail s o u t h  of Discovery Valley - t h e s e  p e e r  c u a  

p h o t o s  hardly reflect the v i e w s  f r o m  t h e  hiking trail as t h e  p h o t o n  3re 

poorly lit.
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p figure B / M  v k *w  frorri fhe [J D_cJ( -  w h y  i h o w  H 114 w h<?n thpfe should t>t* ifnagf、 
U t i m  Jhe fn〇 f»? populatrcJ 〇rt»as wh»rrp re%*f.i«*n»s <re irr>pjctfO. vu(h  4  ̂ f r o m  Coral 

Couft, Ciy't.U C o t K t , C o u r t ,  Couft j n d

f. l i .W  viev/ f r〇 ffi Mi(Jftl*f tdn«r -  w hy  «s tt iis p h o to  useU j*. t f i f f f  are v f f y  few

r i '^ idents  at ih is l〇 r , j t i〇 fj w h o  w o u ld  b«f j f f e c te d  W M / j r e  t^e»e no images f rom  

niort* popul.»t<»M d r m r ,  v /hpre  th e  art* irr«pjae<l, such as f ro m  such as f rom

Coral Court , C ry . ta l  Court,  ' ^ o a d O u ry  Court , W o 〇( jg r ^ rn  Court and W o 〇t1l*ind Court?

7. Ifj orrlff for rliis public consult.ition e*«rrc»if \o b «  s e e n  to b e  transparent a n d  fjir to a» 

p.irties, m d u d u ^  ttn? public, it rs e^sentu! that the TPB, »f the application proceeds, 

provides lh».* p h〇t o morU«ig« p r o v i d e d  b y  the P V O C  to the relevant m e e t i n g  of the 

KtlTPC. if tttr» is not d o n e  t h e n  the T P 0  Secretariat a n d  the R N N T C  will b e  c o nsidered 

noRliKent in its d u t y  a n d  exercise of public administration.

C O NCLUSIO N

W e  (the Parkv.ile Village O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  representing the O w n e r s  of Parkvale Village, 

w h i c h  is .vJjjt.ent to A r e n  f»f a n d  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  all traffic to A ^ e a  6f w o u l d  pass) conti n u e  to 

h o  surprise(J j n d  disnppoifHecl that n o  G o v e r n m e n t  D e p a r t m e n t ,  n o r  H K R ,  a p p e a r s  to h a v e  

con^ i d v r r d  the a d v e r s e  I m p a c t  of the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the o w n e r s  a n d  residents 

of Parkvale cipocially the totally i n a d e q u a t e  a n d  unsuitable access to the site.

a s  deiirly demonstriited in ou r  s u b m i s s i o n  the H K R  application continues to b e  deficient in 

m a n y  ways. S o  again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning B o a r d  is in n o  o t h e r  position 

t h a n  to reject M K R ' s  application to r e z o n e  A r e a  6f.

W e  ngain e n c o u r a g e  the T o w n  Planning B o a r d  to visit the site a n d  m e e t  residents. In doing 

so, iriariy of the issues highlighted in this report w o u l d  b e  evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

M r .  K e n n e t h  J. Brad l e y  J.P.

Parkvale Village Owners Committee Chalrm»n
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關乎屮滴拟號W丨-IMi/2而只作扪示用途的拟譏驳展扑劃的概括發拽规範 
Broad Development Parameters of the I i u l i c » c i v e  

D c v c I 〇n m f  n t t* ron<n ib I in  K c <r>cc t o f  A ni> 1 i r t  i » n N 〇. Y / l - | ) H / 2  
L/：® 於 20丨6 年 10/丨2 7丨丨按拘的進一少/淡 油 J的邙阽鉍以说恥 

Revised broad development pafumeters in view o f  
the further information received on 27.10.2016

⑷ 屮 請 S K  
Appltcntion no

Y/I-DB/2

( b )位邋/ 地址

Location/Address

愉 拽 ；辑 览 6 f E；丈 It約 份 苋 3 5 2 约 地 段 奶 3 8 5 號舱段及增批  

部分（部分）

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

(c) i m w r n  
Site urea

約 About 7 , 6 2 3平 方 米 m 2

(d) 圇則 

Plan

愉 景 洞 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 核 准 圈 编 號 S/l-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4

(c) 地帶 

Zoning
「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5)」

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"

⑴丨旧茂修訂 

Proposed 
Amcndmcnt(s)

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5)」地 帶 改 则 為 「住 

宅 (丙 類 ）丨2 」地帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)1' to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 總糗囡面榷 

及/ 或地顸比率 

Toial floor area 
and/or plot ratio

平，
積比率 

Plot ratio

注用 Domestic 約 About 

21,600

約 About 

2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -

(h) m m
No. of block

住用 Domestic 2

非住用 Non-domestic -

綜 合 用 途 Composite -

(i+)建築物高度(以最高 

贸用樓面空間計算） 

/
懸
Building height 

| (measured to the 
； highest usable floor 
j spacey 

! No. of storevs

住用 Domestic 65 张 m
120 米（主水平基準以上）m P D  

18 屜 storev(s)
非住用 Non-domestic - 來 m  1

- 米 （主水平基準以上）m P D

- 層 storev(s)

综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m
- 米（主水平基準以上）m P D

- M  storey(s)

p ) 上蓋函槟 

： Site coverage
約 About 30 %

:(J〇 眾乜趑目 

No. of units

4 7 6住 宅 單 位 Hats

<〇

Open Space
-私 人  Private

不少於  Not less than 1,190 平 

方 米 m 2

■Or.)停座亡及上落 f |髮闼夫球班停泊位 （申誚人未有J 
r  <spacc ("number of parking space not 

No. of paring J： |维修班輛上落客貨位（申請人未弓 
spaces ar/i loading jvehicles loading/unloading space (n 

space? y  iprovided by applicant)

这供停泊位數目）Golf cart parking 

provided by applicant)
穿提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing 

umber of loading/unloading space not

窄 堍 j r 梦 麯 會 ” 岑 兴 货 • 芴 釕 任 何 鉍 問 • 脒 査 間 中 访 人 提 交 的 文 件 • u

小  fD

\ : ，3f  n r  ■ '  f  i '  r ^ f
>



The informahon is pfovnJed for easy reference of the general public Under iw  circumstances w ill Uie Town Planning 
Bokiti »cc*pi »/iy Imbihtics for the u ic  of tlte mformatjon nor any inaccuracies or dtscrcpanctes of the infomiation 
pfovidcij In 1：暴》 « of iloubk reference should be made to dtc jubrmssion of the applicant.
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申請編號 A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  : Y / I - D B / 2  

備許 Remarks

於 2 0 1 6年丨0 月 2 7 日，申請人提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交經修訂的發展 

總綱藍圖、截視圖*園境設計總圖、環境影逛評估、規劃報告，排水、排污及供水研究• 

水質技術報告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圇則。

O n  27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 参 考 而 提 供 • 對 於 所 載 資 料 在 使 用 上 的 問 題 及 文 典 上 的 歧 與 •鲛 节 規 扔 安 錢  

會概不負貴•若有任何疑問，應査閱申謂人提交的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of tl\e general public. Under no cuvumstancts tiy Tov»i\ 
Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccurtcies 〇c 3iscrtjNK\';切  〇{、加  

information provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the 〇i' lh<

i «
«  \1
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' / / h e r e  o r e  th e  o / e o  d e v e lo p m e n t  

w a t e r  f e a tu r e s  t n o t  w e r e  i n d i c o t r d  o n  
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t r e e s  t o  b e  l e f t  i n  p lo c e .  A ls o ,  s im p le  
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nrĵ Mi
B.1

^ t f z ^ £
，也 te l:

DISCOVERY DAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE - AREA 6F

o

v  r««



DISCOVERY B>y OF UW D USe • AREA



o

J FIGURE 1: Extracts from Dwg / /  v-；-i■.•■*•' \ , ； - ' ( •'* /  •_
-no. PRF-001 dated 14 Jan 2016 ' / •  .. •• w U.i‘〆  V_: 。 ，乂• }
Rev. C

P A R T  P L A N  3

i --- -r-,--- ;---- ----------- --------：---- - ! . ■ y I r  '•!•,，； 5 ’

y / /  ^ T ；：- i ；/：.-〇 v 7 >T - : : ' … ‘v ， .
v ,， . *：. i > v  • - - • ! n w ：

^■.：v  • -.i.k •： < r - ■ ; ：v ! ( '*.• ,- v , •• v.v • n . V  - K * - - 1 - • * ^

v ' ,  ■•■： , f

P A R T  P L A N  2

I

： - - V  /  /  i ■： ■ '/ ' . . (較 V

A -  , , r . , V . . . *
• ••• » ’ • ， . • .* e . • « • > / v • • • »• *

:> r ：^ : ： "  ' t v , , ; ：； ；； ： . ；- ； ' ； ； v >  ; c ： - , ； ■

■•■’■」 ! U \ \ \ . ^

|  ;  i  \  l 7 -* -• *'•' -  ' r - - ^ ； . { r * ^ * ； ' 1 • • • •人 ./

fl*iSWW AppIic*ti〇 rt Ho. ： W I . D B / 2
此K W S M if l人Ut5的文阵 •

Tbi» ptt̂ e ii tKUKlcJ (n fu  «|>pficdr>l*i tubm«U〇d docvmcnU.

•^
v必

沿
:





PVOC；
These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 
Plaza on a clear day •  see 
attached.

V P t :  S W 卜 A p p C < J^ 4 ”  V o m  d j f  P U U  和O

Do^iapmoni

申 n i f i K  Applicaiion No.: ________ Y / ( - D D / 2
此H W 自中H 人设交的文件 •

Thii pa^e i i  extracted from applicant's submillcd documents.
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rvoc,
W h y  is t h u  P h o tO ' in o n t a g e  w t e d  ■ t h e r e  o r e  v e t y  f e w  

t t i i d e n t i  o l  th is  l o c a t io n  w h o  w o u ld  b e  a f fe c t e d .

W h y  a r e  t h e ie  n o  im a g e s  f r o m  The n w r e  p o p u la t e d  a r e a s  

w h e r e  t c s id e n t s  a t e  im p a c t e d  - s e e  p a t je  7 ?

T h e se  p o o r  q u a l i t y  P h o t o - m o n ( a g t s  h a r d l y  r e f l t c t  t h e  v i t w s  

f i o m  th e  L o o k o u t .  The P h o to s  a r e  g r a in l y  a n d  p o o r l y  l i t .

l 灸 v Lj >« urC>*<^ Wrw vWtk untarui L»no w«ift F^yoainj

A f ^ ^ o n  No : __________Y / l - D B / 2 _________

TKi» p*|« ts «>^Ktet5 from ApplicaM*% lubmiRtd <kxum«nij.

PHOTOMONTAGE - VP15 (VSR T3) FROM MIDDLE LANE

C»SCOVi«r BAY OPTlMlZATMDS 〇F U W 〇 USE • ftEHNEMENT 〇P AREA 6F

OC 嘗 B.17



申 號  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  : 、7 1 - 1川 /2

典 屮 柁 问 地 帶 的 先 觔 屮 諌

I ' r r v i o u i  A p p l i c a t i o n !  K r i a t i n ^  t u  t h r  A p p l i c a t i o n  S i t e  w i t h  t l i c  S a m e  / o n i n g ( s )

u m } s m / ^ m . . . . . . . — — _ — …
的 麵 涵 厂

A p p l i c a t i o n  N o . I * r o j M » r d  L i r / I J e v r l o p m e n t D e c i s i o n  o f
_ J u w n ^ r i a m i i n | »  H o a r d  ( D a l t j —

N i l

何關嶔料记乃万浼市民大眾參今f f r i疣供• 州i x a •料仃使用上的w 战及文f t h 的歧v t  •城n i m m  ■泛詨矜w 不

鉍K  • 若H J : 何 • 呼査V ：印鴻入统父扪义件*
T h e  information is provi<!ed for easy rcfe/ence o f  *l»e gcocfs) public. Ur»dcr n o  c n c u i n stanccs  will U»e l o w n  Planning 

B o a r d  accept a n y  liabilities fo r  ihc uve o f  ihe i n f w r n a u o n  nor  m\y inaccuracici or discrepancies o f  the information 

provided. In case o f  doubt, reference s h o u i d  a ) w a y i  be m a d e  to the l u b m i s s i o n  o f  Uic applicant



中諮编號 Application No. : Y/l-DH/2

_申謓人提交的側、绐圖及報告逬
Platis, D r a w i n g s  a n d  Reports Suhinitted b y  Applicant

中文 英文
C h in ese  E n g lish

Tlans and Orawinss
缌網S 展蓝K l /布局設計El Master layout 丨〕lan(sVLayout plan(s) □ 0

樓宇位篮岡Block phn(s) □ □ MISSING

tS手 平 面 過 丨 an(s) □ □ MISSING

K 視[S Sec丨iona丨 pla丨i(s) □ 0

立視圖 Elevation(s) □ □ MISSING

頭 示 ! 展 的 合 成 照 片  Photomontage(s) showing the proposed □ 0

dcvelopmeni
園设設許把回/蹈境設計圖 Master 丨andscape plaii(s)/Lamiscape plan(s) □ 0

ify) □ 0PVOC;
There are many concerns here, Chat have 
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution for traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

J滴錄圖則  Extract Plans o f  Public 

an-a?id Deed o f Restrictive Covenant

規 2 1 丨研究 Planning studies

哎埂55響評估（咬音，空氣及/ 或水

Environmental impact assessment (noid
^ ^  "v*1 v̂'V- Vr-̂ 1-11-1 ̂  ̂  ̂

]污染）

Lair and/or water

□
□

0

0

pollutions).

:就車拉的又通影 货評估  Traffic  impact assessment (on vehicles)

4 S拉

r r v « r w w w  
□

Visualimpacfa^essmenl，

IS Landscape impact assessment 

衝木調査 Tree Survey 

土力杉皆評佐 Geotechnical impact as: 

杂水影货評估 Drainage impact assess

tj°

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 
do not make for a true visual impact 
assessment, why has this not been 
provided for the sensitive receivers?

Risk Assessment

^ t/rf^tp^eaVei'peafy}^

ryvrvY-orY-r-ryrrf-r-orrV

壤 7乂 . 资汚及 f共水说究  Study on Drainage. Sewerage and Water 
水筲茳沦報告 Technical iipy〇c; 7心 此 h o  t/ie pub//.c /s o

互 見  Response-*!
major concern for this development 
and hos not been addressed in any 
form - please refer to the previous 
PVOC submissions that attached.

□ □

□ I^IISSING 
'ISSING 
SSING

U^ISSING
□ MISSING
□ MISSING
□ MISSING 

MISSING
ISSINGK ：

有k k 是為方2 布民大眾參考而提供•釘於所较資料在使用上的問題及文菝上的歧異•城市規剷委员會概不 
供赉•尤 铒 *炫i 聞申M 人搛义的文件•
7 ^  a  for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning

ute of fix infor/milon nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of llie Information 
y tv /t^ tA  In r» t*  rA  tri^ f.n c e  s)K>u>d he made lo the submission of Ihe applicant.
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tpbpd

寄件名： 

奇件B期: 
收件?i':
主H: 
附件：

suwn

⑺曰12月
t̂ bpd(̂ phr/i zô .rx 
Application T̂o. Y/I-DB/2 Arta 6f
PVQC Third Comncnti on the SKTuon 12A f-TTifr 二r’: r r i :工 ， pc

5 28 1

Dear Sir/Madam,

I have read the attached submission from Parkvaie Village Owners Cc-^iritiee *〇 f  area 6̂  i t〇 U > ^  oo
raised in the attached submission I wish to register my objection w*!h me TPB

Yours faithfully,
Mrs Susan E Fernie

( )



i?bpd

寄 件 者 : Kcr.r>:th | m
寄 件 H期 .•

「/>B】2/12C:6年星  Ar〕
收 件 名 ： gcv.rjc
主 技 ： r^. Y/：-Ds；
的 件 ： PV-OC Th--- Ojrsr^z ：

/  h a v e  r e a d  th e  a l l a c h e d  s u b m is s io n  f r o m  ihe  P A R K ^ A L E  C u M m JTTl l  \  r f
o b j e c t i o n  y j i lh  tha T P B  a c c o r d i n y j y

Ken Wnnn(j l l __________



P VOC Ctjrnn^rifj or. A^( • > i r. • ibirr V/l LH/J

P a r k v a l e  V i l l a g e  O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A ApplitaUon Number Y/l DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 
八 rea 6f,f)iscovt?ry Bay.

Introduction

In April a n d  July 2 0 1 6  w e ,  the Parkvale Village O w n e r ' s  C o m m i t t e e  (PVOC), a b o d y  of o w n e r s  

in Parkvale Village in Discovery B a y  (DB) elected to represent the interests of the o w n e r s  of 

the 6 0 6  flats in the village, s u b m i t t e d  our c o m m e n t s  o n  H o n g  K o n g  Resort C o m p a n y  

Um i t e d ^ s  (HKR) Section 1 2 A  Application nTo Amend Discovery Boy Outline Zoning Plan for 
re2〇ning the permissible use from staff quarters to fiats at Area 6ft Discovery Bay". O u r  

c o m m e n t s  w e r e  assigned n u m b e r  1 5 1 2  (April) a n d  2 7 8 7  (July) b y  the T o w n  Planning B o ard 

(TPB).

This d o c u m e n t  includes our c o m m e n t s  o n  the Further Information ( m a d e  available b y  the 

T P B  o n  1 8  N o v e m b e r  2 0 16) submi t t e d  by  H K R  in r esponse to c o m m e n t s  m a d e  by  

g o v e r n m e n t  dep a r t m e n t s .

F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n

T h e  Further Information s u b m i t t e d  b y  H K R  comprises:

1. M a s t e r p l a n  Limited's covering letter.

2. H K R ' s  r e s p o n s e  to d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  available b y  the District Planning 

Office o n  2 5  a n d  2 8  July 2016.

3. A n n e x e s :

A n n e x  A  - Revised C o n c e p t  Plan.

A n n e x  B - Revised L a n d s c a p e  Design Proposal (extract).

A n n e x  C  - Revised E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Study.

A n n e x  D  - Revised Planning S t a t e m e n t  (extract).

A n n e x  E - Technical N o t e  o n  W a t e r  Quality-

A n n e x  F - Public Recreation Facilities D e m a r c a t i o n  Plan (extract) a n d  D e e d s  of Restrictive 

C o v e n a n t  (extract).

A n n e x  G  - Revised S t u d y  o n  Drainage, S e w a g e  a n d  W a t e r  Supply.

N o  substantive c h a n g e  has b e e n  m a d e  to the Further Information s u b m i t t e d  in June.

In its covering letter, M a s t e r p l a n  Limited, o n  behalf of H K R ,  states that it has r e s p o n d e d  only 

tc d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s .  It is clear that, again, o u r  c o n c e r n s  w h i c h  w e  e x p r e s s e d  in o u r  

c o m m e n t s  s u b m i t t e d  in April a n d  July h a v e  n o t  b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  at all or very i n a d e quately 

in H K R ' s  r e s p o n s e s  to the d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s ,  n o r  in the o t h e r  parts of their latest 

s u b m i s s i o n  of F u r ther Information. Indeed, it a p p e a r s  that the T P B  has not circulated o u r  

c o m m e n t s  to all relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux.

r 〇f e/.ample, w e  h a v e  d r a w n  attention to m a n y  traffic access aspects, such as safety a n d  

e m e e g e n c y  situations, w h i c h  d o  not a p p e a r  to h a v e  b e e n  raised b y  the T P B  with either the

1

9 V ^ l f f  f » F ' T  "'Tr r  f n
m i



PVOC Comn^tius Apphc^lum r\uinh»'r. V /l-D fi/2

Fire Services Departrtw?nt (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears t〇 h a v e  b e e n  completely ignored by H K R  a n d  the TPB, and, if 

consult^fi hy the TPB, g o v e r n m e n t  departfnents a n d  bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

by the absence, a g am, 〇( a Traffic Impact A s s e s s m e n t  o n  Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, H K R  a n d  the T P B  are completely icnoring this key 

concern. Thts »s not acceptable.

Public c o m m e n t j  h a v e  to b e  submitted in accordance with T P B  Guideline No. 3 0 D  

"Guidelines -  for submission of c o m m e n t s  o n  various applications u n d e r  the T o w n  

Planning Ordinance^. Paragraph A.7 of the guideline slates that: "Public comments should 
be related to the planning context of the appiicvtion and submitted in accordance with the 
relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 
on a case-by-case basis and only plonning-related coniiderotions will be taken into account. 
As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning Issues in 
considering the public comments on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support, 
against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intention, 
land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 
infrastructure, landscape, visual and the focal community etc.); (c) comments specific to the 
proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate.”

Attention is also d r a w n  to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline w hich states that "This set of 
Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for amendment 
of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 
applications under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any way fo restrict the contents of any 
application or comment mode, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 
information."

T h e  P V O C  considers that this third s u b mission f r o m  the P V O C  has again properly complied 

w i t h  T P B  Guideline No. 30B, w h e r e a s  the S u b m i s s i o n  of Further Information f r o m  H K R  

d o e s  not.

M a s terplan Limited states that the technicalities of the proposal are capable of being easily 

resolved. H o w e v e r ,  the inadequacies a n d  omissions of their, a n d  the other consultant's 

reports, indicate that they are not capable of resolving t h e m .

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

d e v e l o p m e n t  of t w o  1 8  storey buildings, including 4 7 6  flats, of 21,600 m 2  G F A  o n  a platform 

.created to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  three storey Building.

T h e s e  principal c o ncerns are described in the following sections:

A. In a d e q u a t e  a n d  unreliable information has b e e n  provided b y  HKR. E.g. H K R  has 

submi t t e d  studies a n d  papers a n d  not im p a c t  assessments, thereby avoiding having to

* study the impact o n  the c o m m u n i t y  a n d  people m o s t  affected by  its proposal.

B. Public Consultation is inadequate a n d  non-transparent.

1 C. Consultation with all relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  has b e e n  

in a d e q u a t e  a n d  incomplete.

D. A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  has not b e e n  undertaken.

E. HKfVs responses to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s  ha v e  b e e n  inadequate and 

evasive. It c a n n o t  b e  acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone
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to decide w h a t  is commercially sensitive (re o w n e r s h i p  of P a s s a g e w a y  a n d  allocation of 

undivided shares) a n d  to k e e p  that information f r o m  being publicly c o m m e n t e d  upon. 

All information provided by the applicant m u s t  b e  placed in the public d o m a i n  so the 

public can c o m m e n t  o n  it. T h e  table setting out these responses cannot b e  considered 

to b e  c o mprehensive.

F. Despite A n n e x  C  of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

e l e m e n t  of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the ''access roadw , there is n o  information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. T h e r e  are m a n y  issues arising f r o m  unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvate Drive w h i c h  is designed as a pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B O  regulations a n d  the effect of additional construction a n d  

operational traffic o n  it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive w h i c h  limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including b uses a n d  construction vehicles, to pass o n e  another; potential 

lack of e m e r g e n c y  access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

p r o p o s e d  access to the site is a pedestrian area u s e d  b y  residents a n d  the public; a n d  

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. A s  pointed out above, H K R  

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact A s s e s s m e n t  on  

Pedestrians w h i c h  is listed u n d e r  the Reports to b e  submitted.

G. A  s e w a g e  treat m e n t  w o r k s  ( S T W )  is to be  included in A r e a  6f with discharge directly into 

the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the o p e n  nullah w h i c h  is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. H o w e v e r ,  it is clear f r o m  HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, H K T  tries to m i nimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

s e w a g e  into the sea w h e r e a s  it will increase the TIN a n d  TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.gw red tide in Discovery B a y  waters. N o t  surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the s e w a g e  proposal 4,is considered not an efficient sewage planning strateg/1.

H. H K R  is misleading the T P B  b y  saying there are t w o  options re w a t e r  supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since g o v e r n m e n t  has conf i r m e d  that its facilities at the Siu H o  

W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only o n e  w h i c h  is a potable w a t e r  

supply to b e  provided by re-opening, after 1 6  years, the D B  w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  plant a n d  

using w a t e r  f r o m  the D B  reservoir.

] . N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to A r e a  6f a n d  h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C  p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

elerr.ent of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is n o  

reference to the D B  L P G  gas s y s t e m  w h i c h  h a s  recently suffered a n  explosion w h i c h  is 

the subject of investigations b y  E M 5 D  a n d  FSD.

J. Sicpe safety of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  p r o p o s e d  18  story buildings will b e  built, is 

;gr.〇red, despite A n n e x  C  p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a key e l e m e n t  of the 

is srte formation. H K R  continues to ignore C E D D ' s  request for H K R  to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  to su b m i t  a 

Piarming R e v i e w  Report (GPRR).

< . 0  w " s ^ e s  - H'KR's right to use Parkvale Drive as access to A r e a  6f is still disputed.

L. co^rois of Discovery B a y  are ignored in respect of the M a s t e r  Plan ( M P )  a n d

Zortf ?\ar, (02?) relationship, the 25 , 0 0 0  population ceiling a n d  the allocation of 
rJr,br^ anti m a n a g e m e n t  units u n d e r  the D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  (D M C ) .  

has a corfiict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are tr/ its wholly 〇y/ned subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.
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M .  Di a g r a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate a n d  of poor quality. 

Annex:

1. C o m m e n t s  o n  HKR's diagrams a n d  photomon t a g e s .

A. I N A D E Q U A T E  A N D  U N R E L I A B L E  I N F O R M A T I O N  H A S  B E E N  P R O V I D E D  B Y  H K R

1. It can be seen f r o m  the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 

A r e a  6f since April -  June 2014. In view of the m a n y  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  previously and 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising a n d  negligent that the 

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the c o m m e n t s  (e.g. 

over traffic issues) a n d  the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the T P B  there is a list of Plans, Drawings a n d  Reports 

S u b m i t t e d  by H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. T h e  planning process 

by n o w ,  1 9  years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. T h e  current situation m e a n s  

that only residents w h o  can read English will b e  able to read the application a n d  submit 

c o m m e n t s ,  thereby excluding m a n y  residents f r o m  a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, D r a w i n g s  a n d  Reports are missing. T h e  T P B  should request H K R  to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full a n d  u p  to date picture of Area 6f a n d  to m a k e  

sure that the public are fully informed about the project. W i t h o u t  this information there 

is the distinct possibility that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. T h e  following Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  Reports h a v e  never b e e n  provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment o n  pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact a s s essment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. S e w a g e  impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5 ‘ T h e  following Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  Reports have not b e e n  provided since H K R  first 

submitted its application which, in v i e w  of the m a n y  public a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  c o m m e n t s ,  

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. L a n d s c a p e  impact a s s essment

d. T r e e  survey

6. H K R  submits studies a n d  papers a n d  not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact o n  the c o m m u n i t y  a n d  people m o s t  affected b y  its proposal.

7. T h e  consultant’s reports provided by H K R  are not considered reliable for 3 public 

consultation exercise. This is b e c a u s e  the key consultant, O v e  Arup, has stated in

；respect of its reports the following: uThis report takes into account the particular 
instructions and requirements o f our client. It is not intended for, and should n o t  ^  

relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken to ony third party'0*

8. B a s e d  o n  the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct a n d  full pictuie by

4
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together the Instructions/requirpments given to O v e  A r u p  with the response, i.e. the 

reports, rurttierrnore, h o w  c a n  a n y o n e ,  including the g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  the pul»lic, rely 

o n  thp reports in viev/ of t h e  s t a t e m e n t  a b o u t  liability!

9. T h e  T P O  is r e q u e s t e d  to obtain f r o m  H K R  its full a n d  detailed 

instructions/requirements  p r o v i d e d  to all their consultants involved in this Section 

1 2 A  application a n d  to c o n f i r m  o n e  w a y  or t h e  o t h e r  that the reports c a n  b e  relied 

u p o n .

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

1. Public Consultation is s u p p o s e d  to b e  o p e n ,  transparent a n d  not distorted b y  

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In tho published Gist of A r e a  6f, the T P B  states that " o n  the 27/10/2016, the 
applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to 
departmental comments ” This m e a n s  that H K R  has only a d d r e s s e d  g o v e r n m e n t  

d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o n c e r n s  in its third s u b m i s s i o n  a n d  h a s  ignored all public c o m m e n t s  

s u b m i t t e d  to t h e  TPB ,  including t hose f r o m  Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  a n d  

the D B  c o m m u n i t y .

b. H K R  Is avoiding explaining publicly its r e s p o n s e  to certain g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t a l  

a n d  public c o n c e r n s  citing that this is ''commercially sensitive information". In a 

public consultation exercise, w h i c h  is s u p p o s e d  to b e  o p e n  a n d  transparent, this 

attitude is u n a c c e p t a b l e  to the p e o p l e  of H o n g  K o n g ,  inconsistent with the 

g o v e r n m e n t  planning process a n d  sh o u l d  b e  u n a c c e p t a b l e  to the TPB.

2. T h e r e  is a n  o n g o i n g  police investigation into the a b u s e  of the s u b m i s s i o n  of c o m m e n t s  

p r o c e d u r e  in respect of the s e c o n d  r o u n d  of c o m m e n t s .  This raises the question as to 

w h y  t h e  T P B  h a s  n o t  s u s p e n d e d  or e v e n  cancelled this Section 1 2 A  application, p e n d i n g  

the o u t c o m e  of th e  investigation, a quest i o n  w h i c h  sh o u l d  b e  a n s w e r e d  b y  the T P B  as 

part of t h e  public consultation exercise.

C. C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. H K R  a n d  m a n y  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  their respective o v erseeing b u r e a u x  h a v e  

b e e n  negligent a n d  failed to either r e s p o n d  or to r e s p o n d  a d e q u a t e l y  to legitimate 

c o n c e r n s  a n d  issues raised b y  m e m b e r s  of the public in their wel l - r e a s o n e d  submissions. 

B a s e d  o n  t h e  t hree s u b m i s s i o n s  of H K R  (and t h e  fact that noth i n g  h a s  b e e n  published b y  

t h e  T P B  apart f r o m  tv/o deferral p a p e r s  s u b m i t t e d  to t h e  T P B  Rural a n d  N e w  T o w n s  

Planning C o m m i t t e e  (RNTPC)), t h e  application a n d  all the related c o m m e n t s  d o  not 

a p p e a r  to h a v e  b e e n  sent b y  the TPB ,  for analysis a n d  c o m m e n t ,  to all relevant 

g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s :  e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; H i g h w a y s ;  

a n d  Transport.

2. Distribution b y  t h e  T P B  to all relevant d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  is f u n d a m e n t a l  to 

obtaining g o v e r n m e n t  v i e w s  o n  all th e  issues raised. T P B / P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t  c a n n o t  

possibly h a v e  alt t h e  n e c essary expertise to properly consider c o m m e n t s  o n  e very 

subject: e.g. traffic issues; sensitive c o m m e r c i a l  interests; a n d  legal o w n e r s h i p .

D. R I S K  A S S E S S M E N T

1 , A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  h a s  no t  b e e n  d o n e  as indicated in t h e  table of t h e  Gist. This is 

negligent sir.ee risk to t h e  public is a m a j o r  c o n c e r n  for this d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  h a s  not

5
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b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  in a n y  f o r m  despite the c o n c e r n s  expressed m  o u r  t w o  previous 

i u b m l s s i o m  a n d  again in this 〇〇<?. W e  h a v e  e x p r e s s e d  m a n y  concerns a b o u t  traffic； 

ilopei； e n v i r o n m e n t ,  a n d  public health.

2 A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  is required a n d  H K R  s h o u l d  b e  instructed to d o  o n e  b y  the TPB. T h e  

Risk A s s e s s m e n t  c a n n o t  b e  d o n e  in a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  m a n n e r  unless the T P B  ensures 

that dll g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  provide their c o m m e n t s  o n  this 

application a n d  the c o m m e n t s  su b m i t t e d  b y  the public, including t hose b y  the P V O C .

£. H K R S  R E S P O N S E  T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. 了h e  T a b l e  in H K R ' s  Further I nformation to f/，e rfeportmenfcr/

comments made available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2010" 
c a n n o t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  a n d  reliable since the O P O ' s  t w o  letters are not 

attached. C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  it is not possible to c h e c k  w h e t h e r  H K R  has r e s p o n d e d  to oil 

c o m m e n t s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  it is also not possible to c h e c k  w h i c h  of the public c o m m e n t s  

h a v e  b e e n  ignored b y  the T P B  a n d  to ask w h y ?

2. H K R * s  r e s p o n s e  to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

b o t h  deficient a n d  inadequate. T h e  following p a r a g r a p h s  set out the P V O C ' s  c o m m e n t s  

o n  H K R ' s  responses.

3. A F C D  c o m m e n t s  -  as explained in Section M ,  p a r a g r a p h s  3 a n d  A, b e l o w  a n d  in A n n e x  1 
to this submission, H K R ’s c o m m e n t s  regarding the revised L a n d s c a p e  Design Proposal 

( H K R  Further Information A n n e x  B) to plant 1 4 3  c o m p e n s a t o r y  trees within A r e a  6f are 

not practicable.

4. D S D  c o m m e n t s  -  H K R ^ s  s t a t e m e n t  that ali statutory r e q u i r e m e n t s  for effluent standards 

will b e  m e t  b y  a sta n d a l o n e  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  w o r k  ( S T W )  is incorrect as H KR's A n n e x  C 

p a r a g r a p h  6.4.1.1 notes that only "most o f the pollution concentrations would comply 
with relevant criteriaN, W h a t  a b o u t  the o n e s  w h i c h  d o  not?

5. E P D  c o m m e n t s  -  H K R  confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within A r e a  6f.

6. E P D  a n d  W a t e r  Quality:

a. G e n e r a l  1 - E P D  h a s  previously stated that the w a t e r  quality a s s e s s m e n t  in the 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  S t u d y  (E5) w a s  i n a d e q u a t e  to m e e t  EPD's requirements. E v e n  after 

suc h  c o m m e n t s ,  H K R  has only s u b m i t t e d  a ^preliminary water quality assessment', 
w h i c h  c o n c l u d e s  that the p r o p o s e d  S T W  "could meet' relevant technical standards 
for s e w a g e  discharge. S o  H K R  h a s  still not carried o u t  the necessary studies to the 

stand a r d  required b y  EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that "there are too many sections 
in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out in the 
subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in the ES 
reports. As an alternative please use a new section to summarise the ElAO 
implications o f the proposed development". (I.e. A r e a  6f).

c. Specific 3 - H K R  Is still refusing to give a d e q u a t e  details a n d  a c o m m i t m e n t  to the 

S T W  design s t a ndards necessary to fully m e e t  all of E P D ’s r e q u i r e m e m s； 3txi 

technical standards for b o t h  the S T W  a n d  discharge a p p r o a c h .

o
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d. Specific 4 - H K R  confirms that not all pollution concentrates w o u l d  co m p l y  with

relevant criteria but only W h a t  about the ones which d o  not?

e. Specific 5 — again H K R  gives only limited details regarding the design and 

construction of the S T W  a n d  the discharge pipe a n d  provides n o  details about 

ongoing maint e n a n c e  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t .

f. Specific 7 -  H K R  do e s  not provide any c o m m e n t s  regarding the ongoing maintenance 

a n d  m a n a g e m e n t ,  both for day to day operations a n d  for emergencies of the S T W .

g. Specific 8 -  H K R  clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

m e t h o d  n o w  pr o p o s e d  is a gravity s e w a g e  pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

case scenario (especially during dry seasons) a n d  goes on  to say that it is 

r e c o m m e n d e d ,  during the sub s e q u e n t  detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway a n d  h e n c e  the feasibility of discharging effluent into the o p e n  

nullah a n d  box culvert directly. H K R  is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

E P D  to clearly state n o w  w hich m e t h o d  it intends pursuing a n d  its full implications.

7. EPD a n d  W a s t e  M a n a g e m e n t  -  H K R  continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

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

detail design.

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure -* H K R  do e s  not provide a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  response to 
E P D  a n d  only simplistically refers to other c o m m e n t s .

9. E P D  a n d  Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  H K R  describes the road type of Parkvale as "a local 
roacf1 a n d  refers to a buffer of 5 m  b e t w e e n  the road a n d  the pr o p o s e d  development. 

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the p r o p o s e d  only access to the site. 

!t fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a m e a n s  of access to the site. 

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

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

designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  a n d  is m a d e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is n o  buffer b e t w e e n  Parkvale Drive a n d  W o o d b u r y  Court.

10. Lands Departments comments:

a. Specific 1 -  this is missing a n d  should b e  provided b y  H K R  to the TPB.

b. Specific 4 -  H K R  recognizes that its application d o e s  not c o n f o r m  to the ap p r o v e d  

MP5.0E 7 h ( a )  M a s t e r  Plan. T h e  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  insist that H K R  deals first 

with the M a s t e r  Plan issue before proceeding a n y  further with this application.

c. Specific 6 -  H K R  refuses to c o m p l y  with the requirements of public consultation, 

w h ich require that all information is disclosed, b y  hiding behind w h a t  it considers to 

be ^commercially sensitive’* information in respect of the m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  

accountability of the 2 5 0 ,000 undivided shares of the Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  

C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C ) .  This w a s  dealt with in a letter of 3 Au g u s t  2 0 1 6  f r o m  H K R  to the 

OLD. This is not acceptable, a n d  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  insist o n  this 

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if H K R  continues to insist o n  its position, 

the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  consult with relevant g o v e r n m e n t  departments, such as 

Lega! Services a n d  Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a d e  by 

H K P . 了his subject is covered also in Sections B, above, a n d  L, below.

6 Spec/ic 7 -  this i5 in respect of o w n e r s h i p  a n d  is covered in the H K R  letter m e n t i o n e d  

urcJ^r Specific C abo*/e. Again, u n d e r  the claim of sensitive c o m m e r c i a l  information

7
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H K R  is trying to u n d e r m i n e  the public consultation exercise. T h e  Lands D e p a rtment 

should have HKR's claim to be the sole o w n e r  of Area 6f reviewed by independent 

lawyers a n d  the Legal Services Department. It w o u l d  be totally w r o n g  for the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  to accept HKfVs a n d  its lawyers* claim at face value since, e.g., the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  will not have seen the instructions given to H K ^ s  lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 -  the Director of Lands has to i m p l e m e n t  the Audit Commission's 

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  and if not explain w h y  not. These c o m m e n t s  by the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  and HKR's response will be  sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  -  H K R  has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the D B  0 2 P  through deliberate a n d  incremental d e v e l o p m e n t  projects.

: This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. T R A F F I C

1. All the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted to the T P B  in respect of traffic access, safety 

a n d  e m e r g e n c y  situations in both Parkvale Village a n d  the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to b e  ignored, e.g.

a. H K R  still says that vehicle access will be  simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, w h i c h  is a gross simplification of w h a t  will have to be constructed to d o  so. 

Furthermore, it provides no  design a n d  diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact o n  the P a s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4 below) w h ich is the only access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

b. H K R  still d o e s  not provide any detailed information a b out a safe and viable m e a n s  of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction a n d  post-completion 

occupation phases. H K R  states that Parkvale Drive will b e  extended to the site. This 

encroaches o n  the D M C - a s s i g n e d  pedestrian p a s s a g e w a y  w h ich is currently the sole 

m e a n s  of access, a semi-recreational area a n d  a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. T h e  Parkvale P a s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by h e avy construction vehicles a n d  d o e s  not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pav e m e n t s .

d. T h e  asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass a n d  lacks the legal 

bare m i n i m u m  width of pedestrian p a v e ments.

2. T h e  p r o p o s e d  access to the site is by  an  extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that "Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 
Parkvale Drive". As  Parkvale Drive is the only m e a n s  of access through our village, ail 

traffic w o u l d  have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear f r o m  A n n e x  

A  of the O c t o b e r  Further Information a n d  the aerial I m a g e  below.

8
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3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The 476 units and 1,190 populations 
increase as a result o f the proposal is very modest development intensitiesn. In the 
context cf Parkvaie Village, we do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 
all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 
through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 
traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 
the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Wocdiand Court residential buildings, the 
significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 
required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 
the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 
cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvaie 
Village.

4. Parkvaie Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction v/ith Middle Lane, being a 
relatively narrov/ hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 
.Vtidvale Village.

9
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CftOioo 2 - f r o m  t h e  junction v;ith M i d d l e  L a n e  to t h e  start of t h e  p e d e s t r i a n  p a v e m e n t  

t p h m d  T h e  7；o o 〇b u r y  Couf*. ?；o o ^ g r f ? e n  C o u r t  a n d  V ；oocjlancJ C o u r t  residential

buildings, b e i n g  a : t e ^ p  r；arrrj// hi!! c o v e r e d  ir, asphalt

Sett l e m e n t  

a a c h r i g  evKjen!

in asphalt 

surface o n  

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive

i

!i
i
j

Sec t i o n  3  -  t h e  MP o s s o g e w o / \  as d e f i n e d  in t h e  P a r k v a l e  Viilage S u b - D r / C ,  p r o v i d i n g

a c c e s s  to t h e  W o o d b u n /  Court, V / o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential 

buildings, w h i c h  is d e s i g n e d  as a p e d e s t r i a n  p a v e m e n t  a n d  m a d e  of p a v i n g  blocks, n o t

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

T h e  far e n d  

of t h e  

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  is 

f r o m  w h e r e  

the

p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

5. W e  n o t e d  in o u r  p r e v i o u s  c o m m e n t s  tha t  P a r k v a l e  D r i v e  is totally u n s u i t e d  3> a r r e a n s  of 

a c c e s s  to A r e a  6f d u e  to c o n c e r n s  r e g a r d i n g  its state of repair arid its w i d t h  cor-stra^nts 

a n d  d u e  to e m e r g e n c y  vehicle a c c e s s  a n d  safety c o n c e r n s .

10
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6. W e  are ver y  surprised a n d  c o n c e r n e d  that n o  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t  h a s  a s k e d  

a b o u t  the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only m e a n s  of access to A r e a  6f a n d  that 

H K R  ha s  n o t  a d d r e s s e d  o u r  c o n c e r n s  in its Further Information.

7. State of R e p a i r  - A s  the p h o t o g r a p h s  a b o v e  s h o w ,  the state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

already poor. F u r t h e r m o r e ,  n o  section of Parkvale Drive w a s  const r u c t e d  to s u p p o r t  

h e a v y  usage. In particular, Section 3 is d e s i g n e d  ns a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  

regulations, a n d  therefore is only currently d e s i g n e d  to cater for 2 0  t o n n e  FS a n d  

operational loading. T h e r e  is significant c o n c e r n  o v e r  the existing a n d  visible d a m a g e  

a n d  set t l e m e n t  that h a s  resulted f r o m  the current u s a g e  of all three sections of Parkvale 

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

built to b e  able to sustain u s a g e  b y  h e a v y  construction traffic, n o r  t h e  increase in 

operational traffic, especially th e  increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, w h i c h  w o u l d  result 

f r o m  the n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  flats, b e i n g  a l m o s t  twice that of the existing W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  C ourt a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings.

8. A l t h o u g h  this is k n o w n  b y  H K R ,  n o  m e n t i o n  of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. T h e  costs of mainta i n i n g  Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are n o t  b o r n  directly b y  t h e  o w n e r s  

of Parkvale Village, b u t  t h e y  d o  b e a r  a s hare of t h e s e  costs a n d  t h e  costs of m a i n t a i n i n g  

all o t h e r  s u c h  r o a d s  in D i s covery Bay. H o w e v e r ,  all t h e  costs of m aintaining Sections 2 

a n d  3 of Parkvale Drive are b o r n  b y  t h e  o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village as t h e s e  sections only 

serve Parkvale Village. W e  are e x t r e m e l y  c o n c e r n e d  that t h e  additional construction 

a n d  o p e r a t i o n a l  traffic will c a u s e  serious d a m a g e  a n d  o n g o i n g  m a i n t e n a n c e  costs to 

t h e  o w n e r s  in P a r k v a l e  Village.

10. W i d t h  Constraints - A s  well as t h e  surface of Parkvale Drive n o t  b e i n g  built to s u p p o r t  

hea'/y traffic, its v/idth d o e s  n o t  s u p p o r t  u s a g e  b y  large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shu-ttie b u s e s  negotiate t h e  s h a r p  b e n d s  o n  Parkvale Drive, o t h e r  small v a n s  or delivery 

vehicles n e e d  to give v/ay to t h e m .

S e t t l e m e n t  

evident to 2 0  

t o n n e  rated 

p a v i n g

resulting f r o m  

current traffic 

l o a d i n g a t s t a r t  

of p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

P a r kvale D rive 

to A r e a  6f.

Section 3 of

P a r k v a l e

Drive.
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Section 1 of 

Pdrkv,}!e Drive.

The view 

looking u p  the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

h a v e  in passing 

o n e  another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle b u s  enters the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is n o  ability for o ther vehicles to m a n o e u v r e ,  especially while the b u s  turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. T h e  corner of W o o d b u r y  C o u r t  is only 11 c m  (see p h o t o g r a p h  b e l o w )  f r o m  the e d g e  of 

t h e  P a s s a g e w a y .  It s e e m s  unlikely that large e q u i p m e n t ,  suc h  as e a r t h m o v i n g  

e q u i p m e n t ,  piling gear or t o w e r  c rane s e g m e n t s ,  could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In a n y  event, t here w o u l d  b e  n o  safe place for pedestrians with such h e a v y  

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

Section 3 of 
Parkvale Drive.

View of the 
rear of 
Woodbury 
Court,
illustrating the 
narrowness of 
the pedestrian 
pavement, its 
lack of a 
carriageway to 
separate 
vehicles from 
pedestrians 
and the 
inability of 
vehicles to pass 
one another.
i

13. T h e  considerable construction traffic will significantly exac e r b a t e  these pr〇M e m 5 ,  

' especially w h e n  a construction vehicle a n d  a bus, or w h e n  t w o  construction vehicles, 3 ^  
1 travelling in oppos i t e  directions along Parkvale Drive.

I：
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14. E m e r g e n c y  Access - In the e v ent of a vehicle accident or a blockage o n  Parkvale Drive by 

t w o  or m o r e  large vehicles in conflict, there w o u l d  b e  n o  access for e m e r g e n c y  vehicles, 1 

w h e t h e r  ambula n c e s ,  fire appliances or police, to an e m e r g e n c y  at either the 

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

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. T h e  question of a d e q u a t e  e m e r g e n c y  access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should h a v e  b e e n  referred to the Police a n d  

the Fire Services D e p a r t m e n t  for consideration before these roads a n d  driv e w a y s  w e r e  

p r o p o s e d  for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications u n d e r  

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

j 1 4 f3ird's-eye v i e w  of the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 

丨 the W o o d b u r y  Court; W o o d g r e e n  C ourt a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o urt residential buildings,

：illustrating that this section is a n a r r o w  p a v e d  pedestrian a n d  golf parking area providing 

. access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles,

I local b u s  services a n d  delivery vehicles w h i c h  m a y  traverse at l o w  s p e e d s  to p a r k  in o n e  

：of the on!y three u n l o a d i n g  bays. It is not a properly engineered road a n d  lacks a c a m b e r  

[ co a l l o w  for efficient drainage, b e ing constructed of concrete bricks laid o n  non-reinforced 

, s a n d  underlay. This rend e r s  the surface p r o n e  to s u b sidence a n d  m i n o r  flooding during 

；h e a v y  rainfall.

16, Safer/ - Section 3 pedestrian p a v e m e n t  of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

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

pedestrian area that is u s e d  b y  children a n d  y o u n g  families for cycling, ball g a m e s  

general recreation, it Is also us e d  b y  the elderly a n d  for walking dogs, as well as for 

tc the residential buildings. This area is w h o l l y  unsuitable for h e a v y  traffic flow 

ar>^ p o s e :  a very real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the h e a v y  traffic required 

construction a n d  the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

^ of buses, w h i c h  w o u l d  result f r o m  the n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  flats

/ ’巧 a rr.cv that of the existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  

Court resi^ntial b'jifdings.
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17. T h e  P a s s a g e w a y  is a cul-de-sac a n d  is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it is 

shared with parking spaces for a f e w  golf carts a n d  three g o o d s  vehicle unloading 

spaces, w h i c h  w e r e  a d d e d  out of necessity follovying the opening of the D B  Tunnel Link. 

T h e  P a s s a g e w a y  also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. H o wever, it is 

very narrow, to the extent that a bus a n d  a medium- s i z e d  delivery vehicle cannot pass. 

It is constrained because there is a steep slope o n  o n e  side a n d  the other side is right up 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  

Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, w h o s e  m a i n  front doors o p e n  directly 

to the Passageway. T h ere are n o  separate footpaths, a n d  there is n o  r o o m  for any, and 

there are n o  railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto a n d  play on 

the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  a n d  the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. T h e  

P a s s a g e w a y  design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 

especially h e a v y  trucks a n d  buses, the presence of w h i c h  w o u l d  destroy the safety and 

a m e n i t y  of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

V i e w  of the 

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  

leading to the 

start of the 

p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Ar e a  6 f, 

illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to A r e a  6f - After the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area bf w a s  n'ace 

k n o w n ,  a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  p r o p o s e d  a n  alternative access to A-ea 

f r o m  Discovery Valley Road. At a m e e t i n g  of the O w n e r s  of Parkvale Village ;n 

2 0 1 6  a n  e m p l o y e e  of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a wholly o w n e c  sub* o 

HKR, n o t e d  that H K R  w a s  considering this alternative. S u b s e q u e n t  to t^e n e e ； 

sent a n  email to the C h a i r m a n  of the P V O C  w hich stated that：

H  "We are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbcurhca ^  >

favourably considering to bui!d either a temporary or perma^n： w  

Discovery Valley Roadn.

20. H o w e v e r ,  despite HKR's c o m m e n t  in the email, it has not .-nentiOf^vl t
traffic im p a c t  or the possibility of a n  alternative access n

either its Application or its Further Information. In fact, in v k w ：

u
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tfuit there .ire no  Impacts on tfu? surrounding are.is ar»(} thul they will use the Parkvalc 
Drive access. We consider this as tutjlly uf)Siitisf;»u〇ry.

2 1 .「ur{hi"more, n() Govt?m⑽ rit f)ppartrriL” tt ht，s rtiun.stL.d HKMo pf〇p〇u»
access, tht! cotiCL'rns reg iifd in^  usifjg },;jikvtjle  Dhvl* js the only rneans of »iccf*ss
to A rM  (;f *川 【i ihp  a ltcm a live  «k c (，ss which we f仙 ed in m ir c(” ” m ents on the ori|:lfUil

applirntiori a n d  in our c o m m e n t s  o n  the HKR*s first submission of Further Informutiori.

22. T h e  nlternative .iccess fr o m  Oiscovery Valley K o j c I w o u l d  not require tfie use of any part 

of Parkvalo Drive. W e  believe that the T P B  should require H K R  to a d o p t  this 

alternative access or to d e m o n s t r a t e  w h y  it c a n n o t  b e  used.

G. SEWAGE TREATMENT

1. All the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted to the T P B  in respect of s e w a g e  treatment 

processing a n d  discharge continue to be  ignored.

2. H K R  has decided to build a separate s e w a g e  treat m e n t  w o r k s  (S丁W }  in A r e a  6f. This 

m e a n s  that people living in Parkvale Village will h a v e  a S T W  adjacent to t h e m .  H K R  is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location a n d  h o w  it will b e  m a n a g e d  a n d  

maintained. A s  H K R  will w a n t  to minimize costs, w e  are c o n c e r n e d  h o w  a d e q u a t e  such a 

facility wi!l b e  a n d  the risk of its breaking d o w n .  So  the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at n o  stage h a v e  b e e n  consulted by H K R ； will b e  forced b y  H K R  to live next d o o r  to a 

S丁W  with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the T P B  a p p r o v e s  the 

application.

3. proposing to discharge treated s e w a g e  f r o m  A r e a  6f through a gravity s e w a g e  

a n d  into the m a r i n e  wa t e r s  adjacent to the ferry pier without the n e e d  of a m a r i n e

S'jtfaU a n d  located less than 3 0 0  m e t r e s  f r o m  the public bathing b e a c h  at Tal P a k  Bay.

：5 a n  artificialty m a d ^  b e a c h  fronting the very shallow a n d  silted Tai P a k  W a n .  T h e  

p f o p o ^ t  for the t r e a t m e n t  of s e w a g e  a n d  the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, th a n  3 0 0 m  f r o m  a bathing beach, b o a r d w a l k  restaurants a n d  ferry pier, is

1 5
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rnvjronm»*ntjlly unijr.cP[)t；iblo a n d  vyill e n c o u r a g e  toxic red tides as well as 

conafntratlrjns of F.. coli.

小 It is noiotj that H K K  is ikying, d!, it difJ m  its r>econfJ submission, that discharRinp 

directly tlu.* tri^ird icwo^r* into an o p o n  nullah is still «in option to be considered at the 

d(.*vi|̂ n This u|)(；n nullah î, parallel to Discovery Valley H〇jd a n d  proceeds directly

in front of Hillp/ove Villdgf!. Then.for，?，every day M O  cu m s  per day of s e w a g e  will he 

flowing alonp,si(J(i .ipproxirniJti；ly 2 0 0  metres of (ootpiith/roaU a n d  directly uncler the 

balconies of arourid 200 apartments in this village This option w o u l d  appear to b e  

c h e叩 (!r than building a gravity s e w a g e  pipe a n d  it is considered that H K R  will adopt this 

option whilst K ivmy the impression i〇 the TPB, [PU, etc. that it will build a Rravity pipe, 

w h ich p r e s u m a b l y  puts the s e w a g e  flow underground.

5. T h e  consultants ha v e  not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  of a S T W .  In addition, there is n o  m e n t i o n  of the assumptions 

a n d  limitations as to their a p p r o a c h  to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific a n d  mathematicnl acceptabilily of their 

a p p r o a c h  (and its quality), since, v/ithout this, the vDSt majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand a n d  to be  able to c o m m e n t  o n  the approach.

6. T h e  a b o v e  a p p r o a c h  to s e w a g e  treatment a n d  discharge has not b e e n  explained by H K R  

to the w ider c o m m u n i t y  of DB. In v i e w  of this deficient a n d  s u b - o p t i m u m  ap p r o a c h  (a 

similar a p p r o a c h  is to be  a d o p t e d  for A r e a  1 0 b  v/ith s e w a g e  to b e  directly discharged 

into the sea at N l m  S h u e  W a n ) ,  H K R  is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process a n d  displaying a c o m p l e t e  disregard for m o d e r n  s e w a g e  treatment and 

discharge practices as d e v e l o p e d  so diligently over the last 3 0  years by g o v e r n m e n t ,  

n a m e l y  EPD, W S D  a n d  D S D  a n d  their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of Ju n e  a n d  O c t o b e r  HKR's consultants h a v e  said:

t

a. in paragraph 6.2.ili of its original application, that “alternative on-site sewage 
treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 
preferred, having numerous STW in the area is considered to be ineffective in 
achieving economies fo r scale fo r the infrastructure and land area". Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR's S t udy o n  Drainage, S e w e r a g e  a n d  W a t e r  Supply S y s t e m s  

for A r e a  6f notes that "This STW will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 
towers fo r 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not an efficient sewage planning 
strategy". Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a y  cause Mon offensive 
smell and Is health hazard” .

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine 
ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model fo b e  established 
fo r assessment as part o f the subsequent EIA'\ (June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, In the O c t o b e r  Further Information there is n o  reference to a 

s u b s e q u e n t  EIA, w h i c h  likely m e a n s  that the subject of a n  HIA has b e e n  dropped. 

Logically there should b e  a full scale ElA as part of this Section 1 2 A  application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still s u b - o p t i m u m  in its O c t o b e r  submission. Since the 

consultant has agnin in the Further Information A n n e x  G  MRevised Stua'y on D rcino^  
Sewage and Water Supply1', paragraph 5.6.1.4, stated that MAs this 0&ST\\ will
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only treat sewage from 2 single resichntial towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 
d c c rn tru li/c d  schem e is co n sid ered  not an effic ient sew age planning strategy".

8. D u e  to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it Is inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in A r e a  6f# d u e  to the potential smell a n d  health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

b e  discharged into an o p e n  nullah.

9. N o  m e n t i o n  w a s  m a d e  in HKR's first a n d  s e c o n d  submissions of w h a t  w o u l d  h a p p e n  to 

the s e w a g e  in the event that the S T W  broke d o w n .  O n l y  n o w ,  in its third submission, Is 

the subject of e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  addressed. T h e s e  Include: dual feed p o w e r  

supply for the S T W ;  ''suitable b a c k u p "  of the S T W  treatment process (but n o  information 

as to w h a t  is suitable); a n d  connecting the gravity s e w a g e  pipe to the existing s e w a g e  

s y s t e m  (to b e  only used during emergencies), w h i c h  w o u l d  feed the s e w a g e  to the 

existing s y s t e m  (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  S T W ) ,  and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of s e w a g e  by 

3 6  s e w a g e  tanker vehicles per d a y  to the 5iu H o  W a n  S T W .  T h e  f o r m e r  is clearly m o s t  

likely to b e  u s e d  o n c e  a n d  then left o n  permanently, since there is n o  description of h o w  

this action w o u l d  b e  m a n a g e d  (hence m a k i n g  u n a p p r o v e d  use of the g o v e r n m e n t  Siu H o  

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by  its d a y  

to d a y  p e r f o r m a n c e )  Is b o t h  m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of s e w a g e  by  truck is clearly unacceptable in a m o d e r n  city environment, 

especially as it w o u l d  require 3 6  s e w a g e  tanker vehicles a day, a n d  is inconsistent with 

the g o v e r n m e n t ' s  efforts to m o d e r n i s e  s e w a g e  treat m e n t  a n d  disposal in H o n g  Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has b e e n  told that it c a n n o t  feed the s e w a g e  to the Siu H o  W a n  S T W .

10. In addition, H K R  has not m e n t i o n e d  a nything a b o u t  e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  in the 

e v e n t  of the o p e n  nullah discharge a p p r o a c h  being taken. This w o u l d  pr o b a b l y  involve 

the 3 6  trucks p e r  d a y  travelling t h r o u g h  Parkvale village a n d  Discovery B a y  going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  w h i c h  H K R  d o e s  not h a v e  a p proval to use for this s e w a g e .

11. W e  are also c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. A l t h o u g h  the effluent will h a v e  b e e n  treated, it will h a v e  a high concentration of 

nutrients w h i c h  has b e e n  scientifically p r o v e n  to e n c o u r a g e  g r o w t h  of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see p a g e  1 7 0  of ^H a r m f u l  Algae", 

v o l u m e  9, issue 10, 2 0 1 0  of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing w i n d s  c o m e  f r o m  the east, 

b l o w i n g  o n t o  Discovery Bay, such harm f u l  algae w o u l d  not dissipate easily. 

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  H K R  tries to d o w n p l a y  the o c c urrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  TINS a n d  T P s  w h i c h  will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In r e s p o n s e  to the D S D  request to clarify the future m a i n t e n a n c e  responsibility for the 

p r o p o s e d  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  facilities u n d e r  Op t i o n  2 a n d  3 in Sections 5.6.2 a n d  5.6.3, 

respectively, of H K R ' s  application, the J u n e  Further Information states that ftThe Option 
2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 
Management at the costs o f undivided shareholders o f Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 
developments^. This has not b e e n  recon f i r m e d  in the latest Further Information, 

al t h o u g h  the intention is n o w  to h a v e  a separate S T W  in A r e a  6f.

13. H K R  conti n u e s  to m a k e  n o  reference in its Further Information that all the capital a n d  

operating costs arising f r o m  the p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f together with the gravity

pipe to the sea at the Plaza will b e  m e t  b y  either H K R  a n d / o r  the undivided 

of the A r e a  6f p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  H K R  sh o u l d  b e  required to confirm 

that all capital a n d  operating costs arising f r o m  the p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f a n d  the
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gravity s e w a g e  pipe or use of the nullah will b e  b o r n e  by H K R  and/or the undivided 

s h a re h o ld e rs  o f A rea  6 f p ro p o s e d  d e v e lo p m e n t.

1 个八Iso the residents of Parkvale Village a n d  other v川ages in Discovery B a y  should not 

h a v e  to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity s e w a g e  pipe or the connection to 

the o p e n  nullah.

H. W A T E R  S U P P L Y  F R O M  T H E  D B  R E S E R V O I R

I. HKR's application a n d  Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are t w o  options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable w a t e r  will be not supplied f r o m  the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  Treatment 

W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station (FWP). As the S H W W T W  

a n d  S H W F W P  cannot b e  e x p a n d e d  to m a t c h  the p r o g r a m m e  of the potential Areas 6f 

a n d  1 0 b  developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced b y  the plea f r o m  both Masterplan a n d  O v e  A r u p  for g o v e r n m e n t  not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for s e w a g e  a n d  water. H K R  has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) f r o m  the r a w  water stored 

in the private Discovery B a y  Reservoir by  restoring the private water treatment works 

a n d  building w a t e r  m a i n s  for fresh a n d  flushing w ater in order to m a k e  a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f a n d  10b.

2. This appears to b e  a very expensive a n d  a n o ther s u b - o p t i m u m  approach. There is no  

information in the Further Information as to m a n a g e m e n t ,  engineering, environmental 

a n d  public health implications of, after 1 6  years, re - o p e n i n g  the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again b e  a s k e d  to confirm that the capital a n d  the operating costs arising 

f r o m  using the reservoir will b e  b o r n e  b y  either H K R  or the undivided shareholders of 

the A r e a  6f a n d  A r e a  1 0 b  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s ,  a n d  not b y  the o w n e r s  of Parkvale 

Village or b y  the o w n e r s  of a n y  other village in Discovery B a y  w h i c h  ha v e  their w a t e r  

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  

Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station.

I. P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission f r o m  the application is that all other utilities have b e e n  overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key e l e ment for 

the d e v e l o p m e n t  of A r e a  6f. T h e s e  include electricity, L P G  supply, telephone, T V  anc 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to b e  laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing n a r r o w  a n d  congested 

pedestrian p a v e m e n t ,  adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o c i g r e e n  Court and 

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. A n o t h e r  serious, a n d  disturbing, omission is that the consultants appear to be u n a w a r e  

that H K R  a n d  the D B  c o m m u n i t y  are awaiting the E M S D  a n d  F S D  reports into a major 

L P G  gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive o n  5 S e p t e m b e r  2016. There are serious concerns 

a b o u t  the L P G  s y s t e m  in DB, T h e  reliability of expanding the use of the L P G  s\sten to 

Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  n e e d s  to b e  considered a n d  included in a submission of Further 

Information.



PVOC L'cmn»«fn^ on Appiif.flhor* number V /I I'H /?

3. HKR should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 
impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 
be and how HKR wil! mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY AND BUILDING CONCEPT

1. We have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 
Assessment. Furthermore, we pointed out in the last PVOC submission that "H(GEO, 
C£DD} had requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support o f the 
application to be subm itted by HKR NOW  and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 
feasibility o f  the proposed developm ent HKR has refused to do so and will only submit a 
GPRR prior to implementation/* We said that HKR's position must be rejected.

2. Despite this 卩urther Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 
development of Area Si, HKR continues to ignore CEDD's requests and again has 
provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 
does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 
been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 
necessary in respect of both the slope down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 
and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury'Court, Woodgreen Court and 
Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 
request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 
in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 
illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 
coming straight down to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 
leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 
actually would be.

4. HKR should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,300m2 on rising ground from 44mPD to 70mPD. What is unclear 
from this description Is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 
leading down towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 
to accommodate a 170m2 GFA B Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 
area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 
rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 
concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 44mPD 

to approximately a level 55mPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Cora! Courts and 
towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 
of si叩 e failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 
Village properties.

7_ HKR should be required to state how it will eliminate these risks.

K. OWNERSHIP AND HKR;s RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 
described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 
the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a "Passogetva〆，.

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that Hthe ownership of the 
Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Right of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6f.

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 
Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 
person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 
Village Common Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 
undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

i
4； Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 
' been responsible for the costs of maintaining this "Passageway^ for the past yea-s. 
we believe that HKR should present counsels* independent legal opinions suppoaing its 
contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR's request to leave its
views on this subject within the ̂ commercially sensitive information" ccntaineo -.n s 
letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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L. P L A N N I N G  C O N T R O L S

1. Planning controls include the M a s t e r  Plan, population ceiling of D B  a n d  the allocation of 

undivided shares u n d e r  the D B  D e e d  of M u t u a l  Covenant.

2. R e g a r d i n g  t he M a s t e r  Plan (MP), it w a s  pointed out in c o m m e n t  4 4 0 2  submitted last 

July that, although it has b e e n  u p d a t e d  recently, it still d o e s  not m a t c h  the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,3〇〇+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  a n d  O Z P  are aligned with the existing d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot before 

a n y  consideration of a n y  proposal to a m e n d  the OZP .  Otherwise, there is simply too 

m u c h  risk that the rights of the other o w n e r s  of the Lot will be  interfered with. This 

aspect a p p e a r s  to h a v e  b e e n  ignored by  b oth H K R  a n d  the TPB.

3. W i t h  regard to population, it is clear that, with A r e a s  6f a n d  1 0 b  a n d  other obviously 

p l a n n e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s ,  H K R  is m o v i n g  t o w a r d s  breaching the population ceiling of 

25,000, w h i c h  is the m a x i m u m  as per the a p p r o v e d  O Z P ,  without going t h r ough the 

necessary g o v e r n m e n t  procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

a n d  only refers to population in the context of w a t e r  supply.

4. Fur t h e r m o r e ,  unfortunately it a p p e a r s  that relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  h a v e  not 

considered o u r  c o m m e n t s  as there is n o  reference to this subject in the list of 

d e p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s .

5. H K R ' s  original application n o t e d  that the current population of Discovery B a y  is 15,000 

a n d  that th e  current a p p r o v e d  O Z P  limits the population to 25,000. S u b s e quently the 

current population w a s  a m e n d e d  19,585 (as per the records of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  

Limited, t he property m a n a g e m e n t  c o m p a n y  of D B  a n d  a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR). T h e r e  Is n o  information provided w h i c h  w o u l d  provide assurances a b o u t  the 

population figure q u o t e d  by  H K R .  This is information in respect of the m e t h o d  of 

collection, m a n a g e m e n t  of the data a n d  w h e t h e r  it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital e l e m e n t  of planning for, a n d  control of, d e v e l o p m e n t .  It is 

essential that the population figures q u o t e d  a n d  u s e d  are independently collected a n d  

verified b y  audit. T h e r e  is a conflict of interest her e  since H K R  is using figures provided 

b y  its w h o l l y  o w n e d  subsidiary. T h e  T P B  is r e q u e s t e d  to a d dress this serious issue 

b e f o r e  processing a n y  further applications of a n y  kind in respect of D B .

6. T h e  difference b e t w e e n  the m a x i m u m  of 2 5 , 0 0 0  a n d  the s u m  of the current population 

a n d  the p r o p o s e d  population of A r e a s  6f a n d  1 0 b  is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population d o e s  not include t he future o c c u p a n t s  of other properties in 

D-scover/ B a y  w h i c h  H K R  is currently developing a n d  planning. S u c h  d e v e l o p m e n t s  

ir.c'-'jde that described in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 3 7 2  s u b m i t t e d  last July w h i c h  refers to the

D e p a r t m e n t  currently reviewing H K R ’s application to develop a n  additional 

1 / 4 / C O O  rr：2 u n d e r  the next M a s t e r  Plan, M P 7 . 0 E .  Using the p r o p o s e d  n u m b e r  of flats in 

A r e a :  a n d  1 0 b  as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, m a y  be

t-j '■* o n  t h：s 3cid'rti〇nal 1 2 4 , 0 0 0  m 2 .

7. V/'r：at this rr.eans is that H K R  is k n o w i n g l y  acting in such a w a y  as to b e  flagrantly

t he current ceilings o n  the total n u m b e r  of flats a n d  population. 

 ̂ ^  w j l d  a p p e a r  that b o t h  the T P B  a n d  L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  is ignoring w h a t

-C

21



PVOC Coirm^nu on Application numb».*r； Y/[-DB/Z

8. Before the c h a n g e  in use is considered, H K R  m u s t  be  required by G o v e r n m e n t  to 

d e m o n strate, in a fully accountable m a n n e r ,  that the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in Areas 

6 f a n d  1 0 b  will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery B a y  being 

d e v e l o p e d  a n d  planned, to exceeding the a p p r o v e d  O Z P  m a x i m u m  population of 

25,000. This should Include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

in d e p e n d e n t  collection m e t h o d  a n d  the expected population of areas for which H K R  

seeks approval to develop before the Section 1 2 A  applications in respect Areas 6f and 

1 0 b  are considered a n y  further.

9. It is clear that the T P B  is in dang e r  of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 

using population figures w h i c h  are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 m e n t i o n e d  above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent n eed by 

g o v e r n m e n t  to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an

_ investigation by the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue w a s  not addressed N O W  by 

the T P B  a n d  w h y  H K R  w a s  allowed to develop b e y o n d  the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In vie w  of the serious nature of this issue, these c o m m e n t s  will again be  sent to both the 

Director of Audit a n d  the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be  sent to the O m b u d s m a n ,  as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the T P B  a n d  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. T h e  allocation of undivided shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units is an issue which H K R  is well 

a w a r e  of f r o m  the efforts of a D B  o w n e r  over the last t w o  years. This issue has b e e n  the 

subject of m u c h  corre s p o n d e n c e  b e t w e e n  the owner, H K R  a n d  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  and

; presentations to V O C s  a n d  the City O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 4 0 2  submitted last July to the T P B  a n d  the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  has asked H K R  to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained

‘ by t h e m  for allocation to the propo s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to the 

Lands D e p a r t m e n t  b y  requesting the information to be  regarded as commercially 

sensitive. In other word s ,  not to b e  disclosed in a public consultation exercise, w h ich 

is inconsistent with the a i m s  of public consultation.

11. T h e  final determinant of the ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of the Lot [under the l3nc 

Grant a n d  M a s t e r  Plan) is the n u m b e r  of undivided shares remaining for allocation to

. a n y  n e w  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot. T h e  Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  Covenant ( P D M C )  

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into 250,C〇〇 

undivided shares. T h ese undivided shares w e r e  immediately allocated to various uses: 

56,500 to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t ,  4.850 to C o m m e r c i a l  development, 2,150 to Clubs 

a n d  public recreation activities, a nd 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 w e r e  ceflnec 3$ 

^Reserve Undivided Shares1'.

12. O n l y  undivided shares allocated to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t  m 3 y  be sub-ailccatec tc 

Residential Units a n d  o n c e  these have b e e n  exhausted the developer rr^ay d"3vv 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. T h e  p r o b l e m  is there is n o  record of h o w  m a n y  Reserve Undivided for

allocation to the future d e v e l o p m e n t  of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to b e  n o  accountable a n d  transparent central reg^ter jnd

m a n a g e m e n t  of the process of allocating the shares w h ich canoot
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assure the T P B  that there are sufficient shares to b e  allocated to Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  and 

other developments. Both the Lands a n d  Planning D e p a r t m e n t s  are a w a r e  of this 

situation a n d  should not consider a n y  application until they receive assurance with 

supporting a n d  valid d o c u m e n t a t i o n  a n d  figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current a n d  future assigns of the developer, 

the T P B  should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares b y  share 

type to all Villages, City a n d  the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to a m e n d  the present OZP.

16. Related to the a b o v e  is the position currently being argued b y  a c o n c e r n e d  D B  o w n e r  

that there has b e e n  misallocation of shares to com m e r c i a l  units since there is reason to 

believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units h a v e  not b e e n  allocated to the c o m m e r c i a l  units in D B  in 

accordance with the t e rms of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution w a s  p r o p o s e d  at the City O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e  (COC) o n  7 D e c e m b e r  2016: "To 
propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 
the true number o f Management Units (MU) that they have aHocated to all commercial 
units at Discovery Bay and the basis fo r such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 
from HKR fo r any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund fo r any 
overpayment) should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms o f the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC),f.

17. This is clearly a very important issue w h i c h  the T P B  should inquire into before 

proceeding with both A r e a  6f a n d  1 0 b  applications, since the T P B  n e e d s  to k n o w  the 

exact a n d  correct position regarding all the pa r a m e t e r s  in m a n a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in D B  

so that decisions can b e  m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. T h e  latest Further Information provided b y  H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate a n d  

p o o r  quality diagrams a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

2. T h e  D I A G R A M S  (including c o m m e n t s )  included in the latest Gist are included in A n n e x  1 

to this submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A n n e x  A  to the Further Information ^Revised C o n c e p t  Planw :

a. C o n c e p t  Plan - w h e r e  are the area d e v e l o p m e n t  w a t e r  features that w e r e  indicated 

o n  other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated ca n n o t  b e  planted 

in the areas s h o w n  elsewhere as w a t e r  features. This is a misleading image. 

t . Section A - A  - the existing g r o u n d  condition is incorrect. It d o e s  not m a t c h  the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  Survey Data for this area. T h e r e  is n o  account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope a p p e a r s  to . 

o e  less steep than it w o u l d  actually be.

c. Pian -  in A n n e x  1 v/e h a v e  a d d e d  site lines a n d  affected units. N o t e  that the

x are probably a n  underestimate of the n u m b e r s  of residents w h o  w o u l d  be 

t>y the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .

?'.9n - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 
sjt rJf/C  as N o t e  that it is not possible to build a n d  operate Area

A ificantly //ideoing the designated p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is i n a d equate for

2 3
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h e a v y  traffic. W i d e n i n g  w o r k s  will ha v e  a h u g e  impact o n  residents of the W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, as well as all 

other pedestrian traffic w h i c h  uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail p r o m o t e d  

b y  HKR. This is a m ajor safety risk a n d  w o u l d  cut existing transportation routes. This 

has b e e n  stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has b e e n  ignored.

e. C o n c e p t  Plan -  s a m e  as (a) above.

4. A n n e x  B Revised L a n d s c a p e  Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree T r e a t m e n t  Plan ( A n n e x  B, pa g e  A3) a n d  Optimisation of Land U s e  figure B.l. 

T h e  statement a b o u t  existing tree groups to b e  retained is incorrect. T h e s e  trees 

cannot be maintained b a s e d  o n  the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure a n d  site formation that w o u l d  not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics w o u l d  m e a n  this w o u l d  b e  very 

improbable. Also w h e r e  is the appro x i m a t e  location of the retaining wall? T h e  

excavation for construction will r e m o v e  those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements a bout f 

the existing slopes since the existing slope d o e s  not m a t c h  the profile indicated by 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile s h o w n  in the figure d o e s  not reflect the 

correct levels as per the L ands D e p a r t m e n t  Survey; the existing g r o u n d  condition 

s h o w n  in the figure is incorrect since it d o e s  not m a t c h  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is n o  account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the U p d a t e d  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised s c h e m e  ( A n n e x  H  to the Further Information) s h o w s  the "negligible" effect of 

Area 6f a n d  that the previously submitted Visual Impact A s s e s s m e n t  remains reievant.M 

This state m e n t  is both incorrect a n d  misleading since the ph o t o s  d o  not s h o w  the visual 

impact o n  the people w h o  w o u l d  b e  really affected by  the p r o p o s e d  dev e l o p m e n t .  I.e. 

the n e a r b y  residents of Parkvale, Midvale a n d  Hillgrove Villages w h o  will vi e w  A r e a  6f 

close u p  a n d  continuously. T h e  reality is illustrated b y  the P V O C  m o n t a g e  as contained 

in A n n e x  1 to this submission.

6. T h e  U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including c o m m e n t s )  are included in A n n e x  1 to this 

submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the p h o t o m o n t a g e  is that the applicant continues to submit 

l o w  quality ph o t o s  as all of t h e m  are grainy a n d  poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 v i e w  f r o m  D B  Plaza -  these p o o r  quality p h o t o m o n t a g e s  hardly reject the 

views f r o m  the Plaza o n  a clear d a y  as illustrated in the V O C  ph o t o s  in A n n e x  1 to tWi-s 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 v i e w  f r o m  L o o k o u t  -  these p o o r  quality p h o t o s  hardly reflect the 

f r o m  the L o o k o u t  as the p h o t o s  are grainy a n d  poorly iit.

d. Figure B.12 v i e w  f r o m  the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these p o o r  q u a  

ph o t o s  hardly reflect the views f r o m  the hiking trail as the photos are a x i  

poorly lit.
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t\ B.14 vi^ w  frorri D-D«?ck - w h y  this \htne bf

f "，m  th** uK>r«* 麝\ h u m

C u u H ,  r.ry.t.il C*jwrt, '//ooObuf / Court, VJtj〇-}^ne^^ C*-uM #n<j WCHHll^nd

f. n^ur»i H.l / vu*w f r o m  iVltd île Ldn? -  why ；s this photo used is  th fre  ire  v ffy  ft*w 
rtv.ificnts nt this l〇(；itior\ ^ h o  w o u l d  b e  a ^ f c t e d  W h y  are th<*fe n o  i m j g e s  f r o m  thf 

mort? popul.ilfij w h e r e  th« residents 419 imp^ctfd, $uc^ at <r〇m  juch as from

Cor.il Court, Crystal Court, W 〇cnJbury Court, W o o d ^ r r e n  C o u n  *fid V V o o d U n d  Covjrt?

7. In orri<*r for U h *j public consultJtion pKercisc to De to br  transparent a n d  fair to a\\ 
irtfludinji the fjublic, it is ewerUtdl that the TP8, if the J p p“catien p r o c e e d、 

provides tt)(* photorn〇nt;ige provided by  the P V O C  to the relevant meetiF^g of the 

[^NTPC. If t h K  is not fionc thnn tht* TP0 Secretariat a n d  the R N N T C  will be  considered 

rw»^llK»*nr lr> itr, duty a n d  exercise of public administration ■

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  (the f'ntkvalt? Villoge O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  representing the O w n e r s  of Parkvale Village, 

wlili.fi is iuij.ir.^nt to Are.j 6t j n d  through w h ich all traffic to Area 6f w o u l d  pass) continue to 

b e  surprised j m i  (Jisappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 
considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 
of Parkvale Village, ospeciaily the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly dernonstrjted in o ur submission the H K R  application continues to be  deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So  iif；ain, we consider that the Town Planning Board is in no other position 
than to reject HKRfs application to rezone Area 6f.

W c  again e n c o u r a g e  the T o w n  Planning B o a r d  to visit the site a n d  m e e t  residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the Issues highlighted in this report w o u l d  b e  evident-

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

M r .  K e n n e t h  J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village Owner* Committee  Chairman
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關 乎 屮 筇 细 號 Y/丨-丨川/2而只作扪示 ;丨!达 的 鉍 瀟 枰 規 範  

H r 〇 a d Develop  in e n t P a ra m e te rs  o f  t l ic  I n i! i c a t i v c 
1) f v c I o I) m r n I P r rui o s n  1 i " R espect o f A t> n I i c a t i o n No. N /I - 1* lt/2  

wi^M'2016^-： i〇 ) ] r n \ m m ^  -少 a• 料 丨 丨  

Revised broad development parameters m vicwi)!' 
the further information received on 27 10.2016

(»)
Application no 

Loention/Address

Y/I DB/2 

(邡 分 ）

art) in D.D. 352, 1

愉 W 渴 识 6f[JS丈JSi约 份 ；R 3 

Area 6ft I.ot 385 RP & Hxt. (P

A胗 设 及 埘 沘  

discovery Hay
(c) itl-̂lfnf̂ 

Site area 約 About 7,623平 方 米 m2
⑷ 圖 則

rian
愉 fil鸿 分 區 計 釗 大 網 核 准 Si编 號 S/l-DB/4 

Approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/I-DB/4
(c) iltff? 

Zoning
「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5) j 

"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"
(0 ‘MS修訂 

Proposed 
Amendmcnt(s)

把 「其 他 指 定 川 途 」 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5)」 地 帶 改 剡 為 「住 

宅 （丙 ®)12」地 帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 螬復固面憤 

及 / 或地憤比率 

Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

地稂比  
Plot ratio

住用 Domestic 約 About 
21,600

约 About 
2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -
(h) 極數

No. of block
(i 用 Domestic 2
非住用 Non-domestic -
綜 合 用 途 Composite -

(!)建築物高度(以M 高 

； S 用摟面空間計爲） 

I /

注用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上）mPD 
1 8 M storeyfs)

逼數

Building height 
j (measured to the 
| highest usable floor 

space)/
: No. of storeys

非住用 Non-domestic • 米 m
• 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上）mPD 
- 層 storev(s)

综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m
- 米 （主 水 平 基 準 以 上)mPD
- 層 storey(s)

:(J) 上蓋面項 

Site coverage 約 About 30 %
f<)

No of units
476住 宅 單 位 Flats

(l)
Open Space - 私 人  Private 不少於 Not less than 1,190 平 

方米 m2

停 束 乜 及 上 落 (；|高 沒 夫 秣 車 泞 泊 位 （申 請 人 未 苻 提 供 停 泊 位 數 目）Golf cartparking 
客k朿 r -space (number of parking space not provided by applicant)
No. ofp̂ 'an̂  j；:逯 修康Wi上 落 客 只 位 （申 讁 人 未 冇 提 供 上 落 客 货 位 數 目）Servicing 
spaces ar*d iĉ dmjC .vehicles loadin̂/unloading space (number of loading/unlonding space not 
unloadir̂ spacers > ；yr〇vjViĉ by applicant)

• 妇 料 是 為 7,夕吊<  
市崁灸麵 侖抵 / 角，

r)f( ^  f*> TT.yrTtj 

汊犮W屮1/1人丨f 夂妁文忭 

• i -



The inf〇fm«u〇n ti provided for easy rcfeience of (lie general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
f}〇4rd accept «ny liAbihtiet fur (i>c use of Û e tnfurmation t)〇r any inaccuracies ot discrepimcies of the information 
provided In c«»e of tii/ubt, retcrettce ft̂u>uid always be made to the sutxmssion of the applicant.
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A p p l i c a t i o n  N „ .  : _V/l,l)J}/2

L 4 1 I  J h . w K 、：

fK: 2 (U 6 锋 m  ;! 2 7 丨丨I 屮蹋入 ?f y A  —沴 痂 外 .;哼 【以 认 Ai丨;r 文述 f i X W的發糾 

w 綱 * i w  • t e ^ i i  •龙!烫没i H f f i : • 奸 佔 • 坆 r 构 a  • m 水 、»丨 .幻及供水明究 • 

水 告 ，六 成 及 公 於 • 认 球 甩 及 阳 制 公 芡 的 确 汀 圃 則 •

On 27 KJ 2016, the 叩 phcant s jbmiucd further inknriiation :,” 〇vi(Jjng tes；)〇n.scs in Responses 

to departipcnta! comments including revised Master Plan, sectional plan, Landscape I'ropo^al, 

Environniental Study, Planning Stalcmenl, Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply, 

Tcchnioul Note on Water Quality, updated photomontages and extract 丨)丨iins o f  i,ublic 

Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan and Deed o f  Rtstrictivc Covcr*ant

PVOC;
Please confirm where 
the responses are to the 
Residents/PVOC 
concerns os they do not 
appear to have been 
reviewed or addressed.

______________________________ i___________________________ _

PVOC;
Photo-montages are very poor quality, and are nut 
reflective of the view from the majority of the 
community.

Note that there are over 523 flats that view directly 
on this site； with an overage of 3 per unit, thats 
potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 
reflected in the photo-montages.

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 # 考 而 提 供 • 對 於 所 鉞 黄 料 在 使 用 上 的 問 駔 及 文 S 上 的 歧 兴 ■ 咳 布 坆 幻 5 苺 

會 概 不 負 贷 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 * 應 査 閱 申 諝 人 提 交 的 文 件 •
The information is provided for easy reference o f the genera! public. Under no circuimtanccs vnli the T〇\sn 
Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use o f the information nor any inaccuracies or discrq-'ancics ol ih< 
information provided. In case o f doubt, reference should always be made to the sitbnusston o f th<f atpplic*u>t
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一 5U H -O M C  fiO U N U ^H V  U U f i  
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P V O C
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H K R s  6f P l a n n i n g  P r o p o s a l
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Parkvale Village Owners^ Committee
Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A Application Number Y/i-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 
Area 6f, Discover/ Bay,

Introduction

fn a n d  July 2.015 v/e, the P a r W a l e  Village Ov/ner^s Ccm.mittee {PVOCj, a b o d y  of o w n e r s  

^  P a r W a ' e  ^ ：Ja.ge In Oisccr/ery Say (DB) elected to represent the interests of the o w n e r s  of 
t^e 60 6  fists In the vtiiage, submite<j our c o m m e n t s  o n  H o n g  K o n g  Resort C o m p a n y  

'L'm；：tedvs {HKH'j Section 1 2 A  Apprication uTo A m e n d  Discovery Boy Outline Zoning Plan for 

rezonm.g the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Ba/\ O u r  

ccr"rr；erfts w e r e  assigned n u m b e r  1 5 X 2  (Aprii) a n d  2 7 8 7  (Juiy) by the T o w n  Planning Board

T h；：s t；2c-ument ：n d u d e s  cur c o m m e n t s  o n  the Further information { m a d e  avaUabie by the 

TP3 or. 13 N c v e m b e r  2016) submitted b y  H K R  in response to c o m m e n t s  m a d e  by 

governfTient departments.

Ftirther Information

The farther Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1- Masterplan Umited's co /̂ering fetter.

nKPfs response to departments! comments made available by the District Planning 
C'^ce on 25 and 23 July 2016,

3- Annexes:

A  - Revised C o n cept

A r r e x  B  - Rerlsad -landscape Design Proposal {extract).

C  - R e u s e d  E n v i r o n m e n t a；] Study- 

〇 - Re/lsed P a n n i n g  S t atement {extract).

Arr.e^ E - T e c h n；：cal ̂ c t e  o n  W a t e r  auality.

f - Psjt：ic Recreation fsci!tt^es D e m arcation Plan .(extract) a n d  D e e d s  of Restrictive 

..toenarn細广3办

g  ̂  -Ke/ised Stu<iy c n  Drsinsgs, Sev/age a n d  W a t e r  Supply,

•《v  〜 c’star心ve change has i>een msde to the Further informadOD subm彳tted in june.

letter̂  ?/>3Sterp'Ian Urmted, on behsif of HKR, states that It has responded only 
c〇fr；r?ver;t5. it h  dear that, again, our concerns v/hich we expressed in our 

如匕⑺社6 Ju 卜，心 ve 作说 been addressed at aJi or very inadequately 
T,,r V  departmental comments, nor'm the other parts of thetr latest

^  沙 你  lf咖 机 比  3PP"e3rs that the TP8 has not ckculsted our
to ̂  re：.e/sm gO'^rrrr^M departments and bureaux,

爭 P 於"'//e 心代女 a w n  ^ er心0 n  如 ，的相 c 3C^ 5 5  aspects, such as

a p p e a r  to :h»ve b e e n  raised by the T P S  with .either the

X



T)
Fire Services 0ep5firr，ent (f£Dj or the Police. In fact everything w e  卜3 /e sjtrr^ttec 沁 

cespect of 了raftc appears tc h a v e  b e e n  eorrpietefy igncre^ by H < R  s n c  ttve TPB, are, /  

ccnsuited b/ the 了P&, g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  arri bureaux* r-ortherrr.cre, as cc^.f rr^ei' 
by the absence, ag5:n, of 3 丁raffic Irr.psct A s s e s s m e n t  o n  PMestrisns in th;s !5:est 

S'jbrr*is5ion cf Further Informatics, H K H  a n d  the T P S  are con-(p：ete3y fgrcnrg t^<s <ey 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public c o m m e n t s  h a v e  to be s u b mitted in accordance v/tth T P 8  Guidetine No .  3 C B  

“Guidelines -  for submission of c o m m e m s  o n  various applications u n d e r  the Tcr"n 

Pianning Ordinance", Paragraph 4 7  cf the guic；e;ine states that:爽/3!；©//: co/nm?/7ts s^ct;/口 

be related to the pfenning context c f trte applicotJon and submitted in accordance with the 
relevant previsions of the Ordinance. Tne^e public comments y/iJI be osseszê - by tr̂ e Bccrd 
on a case-by<oce basis and only phnning-reluted considerations wiU te taken into account. 
As o general guideline, the Beard //ill primarily consider the feih/zing planning iss'jez in 
considering the public comments on the appUcation: (a) trte nature (e.g. /ie//s in support, 
against or expressing general concern) cf the public comment; (b) the phnning intention, 
fand-vse compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecolcg'/, traffic, 
infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc); (c) comments ^peafi< to the 
proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate "

Attention Is also drav/n to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline v&uch states that MThts set cf 
Guidelines onfy provides general guidance cn the publication of appUcaVons far amendment 
of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on th.e voncus 
applicotJons under the Ordinance. It is not meant in any wer/ to restrict the contents of arty 
application or comment made, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 
information."

T h e  P V O C  considers that this third submission f r o m  the P V O C  has again properi*/ complied 

with T P B  Guideline No. 30B, v/hereas the Submission of Further Information f r o m  HKR 
d o e s  not*

Masterplan Limited states that the technicalrties of the proposal are capsb!s of being eas.'V 

resolved. Hov/ever, the inadequacies a n d  omissions of their, a n d  the ether c o n s i / u r ^ s  

reports, indicate that they are not capable cf resolving the m .

In this submission *//e again highlight our principal concerns regarding the prcpc&ec 

development of two 13 storey buildings, including 475 fists, of 2i,603 m 2  G F A  sn a

created to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 C m 2 G r A  three storey Building.

T h e s e  principal concerns are described in the follov/ing sections:

久 Inadequate arvj unreliable information has b e e n  prcvi:ied b y  Eg. HiCR ’35

submitted studies a n d  papers a n d  not impact assessments, rhereir/ 2vc^c；r：g tc

study the impact o n  the comrriunitv a n d  people m o s t  affected by its propcssL

8. Public Consultation is inadequate a n d  n o n—transparent.

C  Consultation v/ith all re!e'/ant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux has t ? e ^  

inadequate a n d  incomplete.

0. A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  has not b e e n  undertaken,

E. HKKf$ responses to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a a m e n t  c o m m e n t s  h a v e  rra5e^*a：€ a"- 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise ̂ cr 3 r p t.C3^t s



to decide w h a t  i5 commercially sensitive (re o w n ership of P a s s a g e w a y  a nd allocation of

undivid(*d shares) ancito keep that information 卜 om being pubheiy commerced upon.
All inforniiJtion provided by the applicant m u s t  be placed in the public d o m d i n  so tfie 

public can c o r n m o n t  o n  it. Tfic table setting out these respofises cjnnot be  considered 

!〇 be comprehensive.

F. Dospitc A n n e x  C of the latest further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

d e m e n t  of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the "access ruadM ( tfiere is no  information provided us to 

its construction through l^rkvale village. There jre rnjny issues arising f r o m  unsuitable 

access lo the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive w h ich is designed as a pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  under B U  regulations a nd the effect of additional construction and 

operational traffic o n  it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive w h ich limit the ability of 

larger vehicles, including buses a n d  construction vehicles, to pass o n e  another; potential 

lack of e m e r g e n c y  access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the 

proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents a n d  the public; a nd 

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

continues to not submit, in its Further Information, a Traffic Impact A s s e s s m e n t  on 

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  s o w a g e  treatment w o r k s  (STW) js to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 

the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the o p e n  nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. H o w e v e r ,  it is clear f r o m  HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, H K T  tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

s e w a g e  into the sea w h e r e a s  it will increase the TIN a n d  TPs, thereby increasing the 

probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery B ay waters. N o t  surprisingly HKR's consultants 

say that the s e w a g e  proposal "is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy,\
H. H K R  is misleading the T P B  by saying there are t w o  options re w a ter supply but, as 

previously pointed out (since g o v e r n m e n t  has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu H o  

W a n  W a t e r  T r e a tment W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station 

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

supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16  years, the D B  w a ter treatment plant a n d  

using w a ter f rom the D 8  reservoir.

>■ N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6f a n d  h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C  paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

element of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is n o  

reference to the D B  L P G  gas system which has recently suffered an explosion w h ich is 

the subject of investigations by E M S D  an d  FSD.

J. Slope safety of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  p r o p o s e d  18  story buildings will be  built, is 

ignored, despite A n n e x  C  paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key e l e m e n t  of the 

d e v e l o p m e n t  is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore C E DD's request for H K R  to 

assess the geotechnical feasibility of the p r o posed d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  to submit a. 

Geo:echnical Planning R e v i e w  Report (GPRR).

K. O w n e r s h i p  issues - HKR's right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f is still disputed.

L  Planning controls of Discovery B ay are ignored in respect of the M a s t e r  Plan (MP )  and

O v t k e  Pian (OZP) relationship, the 2S,0 0 0  population ce'iling a nd the allocation of 

scares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units u n der the D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  (DMC). 

Purtrerrrore, h <R has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

are p^ov.^ed by  its wholly ov/ned subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.

p y V  V a .fp rn m fi Ayp! .... V ， i '. ,"  w  V/j

3

r * *f * * p ，nr i  i  - *  t. i  ■ -< -»• |  % ▼  %  , in? • r



('VOC Commenfi un Application number； V/! -DB/；!

M  Diagr a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate a n d  of poor quality. 

Anm»x:

1. C o m r n f m t s  o n  HKft's diagrams a n d  photomofitages.

A. I N A D E Q U A T E  A N D  U N R E U A B t E  I N F O R M A T I O N  H A S  B E E N  P R O V I D E D  B Y  H K R

1. II can bo  seen f r o m  thi? latest f urther Information that the consultants h a v e  not visited 
A rea 6f since April -  June 2014. In view of the m a n y  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  previously a nd 

the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising a n d  necligent that the 

consultants hav e  not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the c o m m e n t s  (e.g. 

over traffic issues) a nd the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the T P B  there is a list of Plans, Drawings a n d  Reports 

Su b m i t t e d  by H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. Th e  planning process 

by n o w ,  19 years since the Handover, should be bi-Iingual. T he current situation m e a n s  

that only residents w h o  can read English wilt be able to read the application a n d  submit 

c o m m e n t s ,  thereby excluding m a n y  residents f r o m  a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, D r a w i n g s  a n d  Reports are missing. T h e  T P B  should request H K R  to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full a n d  u p  to date picture of Area 6f a n d  to m a k e  

sure that the public are fully informed about the project. W i thout this information there 

is the distinct possibility that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. T h e  following Plans, Diagrams a n d  Reports have never b e e n  provided:

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment o n  pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. S e w a g e  impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. T h e  following Plans, D i a grams a n d  Reports hav e  not b e e n  provided since H K R  first 

submitted its application which, in vie w  of the m a n y  public a n d  g o v e r n m e n t  c o m m e n t s ,  

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. H K R  submits studies a nd papers a n d  not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

study the impact o n  the c o m m u n i t y  a n d  people m o s t  affected by its proposal.

7. T h e  consultant’s reports provided by H K R  are not considered reliable for a public 

consultation exercise. This is because the k ey consultant, O v e  Arup, has stated in 

respect of its reports the following: HThis report takes in to account the particular 
instructions and requirements o f our client. It  is no t intended fo r, and should n o t be 
relied upon by any th ird  party  and no responsibility is undertaken to any th ird p a rty*>

8. Based o n  the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct a n d  full picture by bringing
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together the instructions/requirements given to O v e  A r u p  with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, h o w  can a n y one, including the g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  the public, rely 

o n  the reports in v i e w  of the st a t e m e n t  a b o u t  liability!

9. T h e  T P B  is r e q u e s t e d  to obtain f r o m  H K R  its full a n d  detailed 

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

1 2 A  application a n d  to confirm o n e  w a y  or the other that the reports c an b e  relied 

upon.

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

1. Public Consultation is s u p p o s e d  to be  open, transparent a n d  not' distorted by 

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of A r e a  6f, the T P B  states that uon the 27/10/2016, the 
applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to
departmental comments... " This m e a n s  that H K R  has only addressed g o v e r n m e n t

d e p a r tmental concerns in its third submission a n d  has ignored all public c o m m e n t s  

s u b m itted to the TPB, including those f r o m  Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  a n d  

the D B  c o m m u n i t y .

b. H K R  is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain g o v e r n m e n t  departmental 

a n d  public c o n cerns citing that this is "commercially sensitive information". In a 

public consultation exercise, w h i c h  is s u p p o s e d  to b e  o p e n  a n d  transparent, this 

attitude is unacceptable to the p e ople of H o n g  Kong, inconsistent with the 

g o v e r n m e n t  planning process a n d  should b e  unacceptable to the TPB.

2. T h e r e  is an  o n g o i n g  police investigation into the a b u s e  of the submission of c o m m e n t s  

p r o c edure in respect of the s e c o n d  r o u n d  of c o m m e n t s .  This raises the question as to 

w h y  the T P巳 has n ot s u s p e n d e d  or e v e n  cancelled this Section 1 2 A  application, pending 

the o u t c o m e  of the investigation, a question w h i c h  should b e  a n s w e r e d  by  the T P B  as 

p a n  cf the public consultation exercise.

C  C O n S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1 :二<?m d  m a n y  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  their respective overseeing b u r e a u x  hav e

negligent a n d  failed to either r e s p o n d  or to r e s p o n d  adequately to legitimate 

c c r. c e m s  a n d  issues raised by m e m b e r s  of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

ibzet o n  the three submissions of H K R  (and the fact that nothing has b e e n  published by 

T P B  apart f r o m  t w o  deferral papers submitted to the T P B  Rural a n d  N e w  T o w n s  

二 C G m m i U e e  (RNTPC)), the application a n d  all the related c o m m e n t s  d o  not 

h a v e  b e e n  sent by  the TPB, for analysis a n d  c o m m e n t ,  to all relevant 

d e p a r t m e n t s :  e.g. Police; Fire Services; Transport; Legal Services; Highways; 

sport,

〆 〇ri W  th e  T P B  to 3音I relevant d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  is f u n d a m e n t a l  to

" "g  9 /j '^ ^ r r  ̂ nX v i ews o n  all the issues raised. TPB/Planning D e p a r t m e n t  cannot 

t he necessary expertise to properly consider c o m m e n t s  o n  every 

^  c sensitive c o m m e r c i a l  interests； a n d  legal ownership.

, A > x\tA don#* as indicated in the table of the Gist. This Is

r ^  putltc ij a m a j o r  c o n cern for this d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  has not
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b e e n  addressed in a n y  f o r m  despite the concerns expressed in our t w o  previous 

submissions a n d  again in this one. W e  h a v e  expressed m a n y  concerns about traffic; 

slopes; environment; a n d  public health.

2. A  Risk A s s e s s m e n t  is required a n d  H K R  should b e  instructed to d o  o n e  by the TPB. T h e  

Risk A s s e s s m e n t  cannot be d o n e  in a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  m a n n e r  unless the T P B  ensures 

that all g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  b u r e a u x  provide their c o m m e n t s  o n  this 

application a n d  the c o m m e n t s  submitted by the public, including those by the P V O C .

E. H K ^ s  R E S P O N S E  T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. T h e  Table in H K R ^  Further Information ''Applicants response to the departmental 
comments made available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016u 
c a n n o t  b e  considered c o m p r e h e n s i v e  a n d  reliable since the D P O ’s t w o  letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to c h eck w h e t h e r  H K R  has r e s p o n d e d  to all 

c o m m e n t s .  Furthermore, it is also not possible to check w h ich of the public c o m m e n t s  

h a v e  b e e n  ignored by  the T P B  a n d  to ask w h y ?

2. HKR's response to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient a n d  inadequate. T h e  following paragraphs set out the P V O C s  c o m m e n t s  

o n  H K R ’s responses.

3. A F C D  c o m m e n t s  -  as explained in Section M ,  paragraphs 3 a n d  4, b e l o w  a n d  in A n n e x  1 

to this submission, HKR's c o m m e n t s  regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

( H K R  Further Information A n n e x  B) to plant 1 4 8  c o m p e n s a t o r y  trees within Area of are 

not practicable.

4. D S D  c o m m e n t s  -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be  m e t  by  a standalone s e w a g e  treatment w o r k  ( 5 T W )  is incorrect as HKR's A n n e x  C

- paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only "most of the pollution concentrations would ccrripiy 
with relevant criterla,\  W h a t  a b o u t  the o n e s  w h i c h  d o  not?

5. E P D  c o m m e n t s  -  H K R  confirms that it will construct a sub-optima! standalone S T W  

within A r e a  6f.

6. E P D  a n d  W a t e r  Quality:

a. General 1 - E P D  has previously stated that the w a t e r  quality assessment ；n 

Environmental Study (ES} w a s  inadequate to m e e t  EPD's requirements. Even after

such c o m m e n t s ,  H K R  has only submitted a "p/*e//Vn，*nary tvare.r

w h i c h  concludes that the p r o p o s e d  S T W  Mcouid meeC relevant technics： 

for s e w a g e  discharge. So H K R  has still not carried out the necessar\- stuc-^s 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - H K R  continues to ignore the c o m m e n t  th3t hther^ sine w
in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be .v: ,-r

subsequent statutory BIA and to remove such mis!eaJ rfg 、 ；v

reports. As an alternative please use a new section tc : -u、

implications of the proposed developmentt,. (i.e. Area 60.

c. Specific 3 • H K R  is still refusing to give a d e q u a t e  det.Ws a v  a 

S T W  design standards necess.ny to fully ivuvt at! of '；»'0 s 

technical standards for both the S T W  dischjrgt*
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d. Specific 4 - H K R  confirms that not all pollution concentrates w o u l d  c o m p l y  with 

relevant criteria but only ,/m o s t ,#. W h a t  a b o u t  the o n e s  w h i c h  d o  not?

e. Specific 5 -  again H K R  gives only limited details regarding the design a n d  

construction of the S T W  a n d  the discharge pipe a n d  provides n o  details a b out 

o n g o i n g  m a i n t e n a n c e  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t .

f. Specific 7 -  H K R  d o e s  not provide a n y  c o m m e n t s  regarding the o n g o i n g  m a i n t e n a n c e  

a n d  m a n a g e m e n t ,  b oth for d a y  to d a y  operations a n d  for e m e r g e n c i e s  of the S T W .

g. Specific 8 -  H K R  clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

m e t h o d  n o w  p r o p o s e d  is a gravity s e w a g e  pipe, but it t hen states that this is a worst

, case scenario (especially during dry seasons) a n d  g o e s  o n  to say that it is 

r e c o m m e n d e d ,  during the s u b s e q u e n t  detailed design stage, to establish a n y  base 

flow along the spillway a n d  h e n c e  the feasibility of discharging effluent into the o p e n  

nullah a n d  b o x  culvert directly. H K R  is obscuring the subject a n d  should b e  told by 

£ P D  to clearly state n o w  w h i c h  m e t h o d  it intends pursuing a n d  its full implications.

7. E P D  a n d  W a s t e  M a n a g e m e n t  -  H K R  continues to provide inadequate f e e d b a c k  by  

saying that the construction m e t h o d o l o g i e s  are yet to b e  d e v e l o p e d  in the s u b s e q u e n t  

detail design.

3. E P D  a n d  S e w a g e  Infrastructure -  H K R  d o e s  not provide a c o m p r e h e n s i v e  response to 

E P D  a n d  only simplisticaily refers to other c o m m e n t s .

9. E P D  a n d  Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  H K R  describes the road type of Parkvale as wo  local 
roocf1 a n d  refers to a buffer of 5 m  b e t w e e n  the road a n d  the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  

This is an inadequate description of Parkvale Drive, the p r o p o s e d  only access to the site. 

It fails to note that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuitable as a m e a n s  of access to the site. 

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

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

designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  a n d  is m a d e  of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

Furthermore, there is n o  buffer b e t w e e n  Parkvale Drive a n d  W o o d b u r y  Court.

10. Lands D e p a r t m e n t s  c o m m e n t s :

2- Specific 1 -  this is missing a n d  should b e  provided b y  H K R  to the TPB.

二. SDe:'f:c 4  -  H X R  recognizes that its application d o e s  not c o n f o r m  to the a p p r o v e d  

W ? 6 . C E 7 h f a )  M a s t e r  Plan. T h e  L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  insist that H K R  deals first 

with the .Vaster Plan issue before p r o c eeding a n y  further with this application.

- - 5  -  H K R  refuses to c o m p l y  with the req u i r e m e n t s  of public consultation, 

• require that 3ii information is disclosed, by hiding behi n d  w h a t  it considers to

s e  "commercially sensitive^ information in respect of the m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  

3Cc〇-.r.*ab;i;ty cf the 2 5 0 , 0 0 0  undivided shares of the Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  

This w a s  c3eait with in a letter of 3 A u g u s t  2 0 1 6  f r o m  H K R  to the 

V  >  '.z rot acceptable, a n d  the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  m u s t  insist o n  this 

r3isci〇sed. Furthermore, if H K R  continues to insist o n  its position, 

m u s t  consult v/ith relevant g o v e r n m e n t  departments, such as 

ar d Secretaf / for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims m a d e  by 

*r,'% is c o v ered also in Sections B, above, a n d  L, below.

7 *  is ir. r*;sp^ct of o w n e r s h i p  a n d  is c o v ered in the H K R  letter m e n t i o n e d  

C Ag3»n, ijnder the claim of sensitive c o m m e r c i a l  information
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H K R  is trying to u n d e r m i n e  the public consultation exercise. T h e  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  

should h a v e  HKR's claim to be  the sole o w n e r  of Are a  6f reviewed by  independent 

lawyers a n d  the Legal Services De p a r t m e n t .  It w o u l d  be  totally w r o n g  for the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  to accept H K R ’s a n d  its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.g., the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  will not hav e  see n  the instructions given to HKR's lawyers.

e. Specific 10 a n d  11 -  the Director of Lands has to i m p l e m e n t  the Audit Commission's 

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  a n d  if not explain w h y  not. T h e s e  c o m m e n t s  by  the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  a n d  HKR's response will be  sent to the Director of Audit.

11. W S D  -  H K R  has completely ignored all the points a b out breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the D B  O Z P  t h r ough deliberate a n d  incremental d e v e l o p m e n t  projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. T R A F F I C

1. Ail the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted to the T P B  in respect of traffic access, safety 

a n d  e m e r g e n c y  situations in both Parkvale Village a n d  the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to b e  ignored, e.g.

a. H K R  still says that vehicle access will be  simply through a n  extension of Parkvale 

Drive, w h i c h  is a gross simplification of w h a t  will h a v e  to b e  constructed to d o  so. 

Furthermore, it provides n o  design a n d  d i a g r a m m a t i c  information in respect of the 

impact o n  the P a s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4 below) w h i c h  is the only access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

b. H K R  still d o e s  not provide a n y  detailed information a b out a safe a n d  viable m e a n s  of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction a n d  post-completion 

occupation phases. H K R  states that Parkvale Drive will be  e x t e n d e d  to the site.- This 

e n c r oaches o n  the D M C - a s s i g n e d  pedestrian p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is currently the sole 

m e a n s  of access, a semi-recreational area a n d  a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. T h e  Parkvale P a s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4  below) is neither designed re: 

constructed for use by h e a v y  construction vehicles a n d  d o e s  not h ave space fc" 

additional designated pedestrian pa v e m e n t s .

d. . T h e  asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass a n d  lacks leg3： 

bare m i n i m u m  width of pedestrian p a v e m e n t s .

2. T h e  p r o p o s e d  access to the site is by an  extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact. tKe 

application states that MAreo 6f is readily accessible, with on extension to t!̂ e ex：s:^g  
Parkvale Drive". As  Parkvale Drive is the only m e a n s  of access through 〇ur v :；age, y-\ 
traffic w o u l d  h a v e  to pass t h r ough our village to access A rea 6f. This is clejr fror-^ A-'.-'ev 

A  of the O c t o b e r  Further Information a n d  the aerial i m a g e  below.

B
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6. W e  arc very surprised a n d  c o n c e r n e d  that n o  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t  has a s k e d  

a b o u t  the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only m e a n s  of access to A r e a  6f a n d  that 

H K R  has not a d d r e s s e d  o u r  concerns in its Further Information.

7. State of Repair - A s  the p h o t o g r a p h s  a b o v e  s h o w , t h e  state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

already poor. Furthermore, n o  section of Parkvalc Drive w a s  constructed to s u p port 

h e a v y  usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  

regulations, a n d  therefore is only currently designed to cater for 2 0  t o n n e  FS a n d  

operational londing. T h e r e  is significant c o n c e r n  over the existing a n d  visible d a m a g e  

a n d  settlement that has resulted f r o m  the current u s age of all three sections of Parkvale 

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

built to b e  able to sustain usage by  h e a v y  construction traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, w h i c h  w o u l d  result 

f r o m  the n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  flats, being almost twice that of the existing W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of

Parkvalc

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 2 0  

! t o nne rated 

| paving 

i resulting fr o m  

丨 current trn(Tic 

i loading at start 

j of p r o p o s e d  

i extension of 

| Parkvale Drive 

! lo A r e a  6f.

3. Al t h o u g h  this is knov;n b y  HK R ,  n o  m e n t i o n  of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

information.

5. " n e  costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by  the o w n e r s  

Parkvale Village, but they d o  bear a share of these costs a n d  the costs of maintaining 

a：: ether such roads in Discovery Bay. H o w e v e r ,  all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

3 of Parkvale Drive are b o r n  by the o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

Park：/a!e Village. W e  are e x t r e m e l y  c o n c e r n e d  that the additional construction 

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

in Parkvalc Village.

Constraints - A s  well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

r* ^ f i  fts width rices not support u s a g e  by  large vetiicles. W h e n  residential

v  r ,p ^ i '4*p； thff sharp b e n d s  o n  Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery
i ， jp w 3 /  to t h ^ m .
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

T h e  view 

looking u p  the 

hill, lllustriiting 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

o n e  another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle b u s  enters the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is n o  ability for other vehicles to m a n o e u v r e ,  especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. T h e  corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see p h o t o g r a p h  below) f r o m  the e d g e  of 

the P a ssageway. It s e e m s  unlikely that large eq u i p m e n t ,  such as earthm o v i n g  

e q u i p m e n t ,  piling gear or t o w e r  crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at alt. In a n y  event, there w o u l d  b e  n o  safe place for pedestrians with such h e avy 

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

Section 3 of 

Tarkvale Drive.

V i e w  of the 

renr of 

W o o d b u r y  

Court,

illustrating the 

n a r r o w n e s s  of 

the pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t ,  its 

lack of a 

carri a g e w a y  to 

separate 

vehicles f r o m  

pedestrians 

a n d  the 

inability of 

vehicles to pass 

o n e  another.

13. T h e  considerable construction traffic will ^iRnificontly Px.ueibAte 

especially w h e n  a construction vehicle ,nu1 bus, or w h e n  t w o  v'Oi'Ni' v 

travelling in opposite directlonv along Orivo.



» >  ； . m m t  T m M lW

0
? /〇r. ',-v. h \̂. -»•......> ;； L»S；.

14. Emergency Access - In the event of a yeh)C>e accident or a t ：0Cfcji：e on Pjrkva：c Df«ve Dy
two or more U r g e  vehicles in ccnfl.CT, there wouid De no c-mcr^cp.cv vrh；tie\(

whether ambu’tance、 fire appiia^ces or police, to 川 ai dn〆  tn«r

construction sice, the Woodbury Coua, Woodgretrn Coua Wooduod Court 
residential buiidm^s or she larger adjacent MidvaJe Vi!!age.

15. T h e  q u e s t i o n  of aciequate e m e r g e n c y  access to the affected o c c u p i e d  .-evidential 

blocks, as wel! as to the construction site, s h o u l d  h a v e  b ^ e n  referred to t he Police a n d  

t h e  fire Services D e p a r t m e n t  for consideration b e f o r e  t h ese r o a d s  a n d  d r i v e w a y s  w e r e  

p r o p o s e d  for conitruction site access. This issue m 3 y  3iso create implications u n d e r  

t he C o n s t r u c t i o n  Sites Safety O r d i o a n c e .

l ^ B i r d ^ s - e y e  v i e w  of the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, 

illustranng that: this section is a  n a r r o w  p a v e d  pedestrian a n d  golf p a rking area providing 

access to the e n t r a n c e  lobbies of  the buildings, k  also p r o vides access to service vehicles,

| local b u s  services a n d  delivery vehicles w h i c h  m a y  traverse at l o w  s p e e d s  Co p a r k  in o n e  

j of che o n l y  three u n l o a d i n g  bays. It is n o t  a p r o perly e n g i n e e r e d  roa d  a n d  lacks a c a m b e r  

j to a l l o w  for efficient drainage, b e i n g  constructed of concrete bricks laid o n  non-reinforced 

I s a n d  underlay. T h i s  r e n d e r s  the surface p r o n e  to s u b s i d e n c e  a n d  m i n o r  flooding d u r i n g  

j h e a v y  rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian p a v e m e n t  of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o urt a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pecestrisn area that is u s e d  b y  children a n d  y o u n g  families for cycling, ball g a m e s  

a n d  general recreation. It is also u s e d  by  the elderly a n d  for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to t he residential buildings. This area is w h o l l y  unsuitable for h e a v y  traffic flo w  

a n d  p o s e s  a v e r y  real risk of residents being hurt or  killed b y  the h e a v y  traffic required 

for t h e  p r o p o s e d  construction a n d  the increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in t h e  nurr/cer of buses, w h i c h  w o u l d  result f r o m  the n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  flats 

being a l m o s t  twice that of th e  existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  

'/JooClar.d C c u a  residential buildings.

13
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17. TV.« d <.ui 0*» iaf and p n m a n l y  a pedestrian thoroufjitare, although It Is

shared (u^'r fig spiffs tor « few golf (arts and threr K〇〇t̂  vehicle unl〇d(ii〇K 

ipJCev 'jut folluvJng the 〇ptM、ii、g of tht? D(\ TiinnfM l.—mk.

TK»; rfiio iv d turntrifc： potrn for the villagi* stiuttle bus. However, It Is

v»?ry narrow, to the »r/tcriT that ^ bui and a mediurn-si/eil delivery vehicle tonnoi pass. 

It is constfjinefJ b#*rji：se th^r^ a 'Jope on  one side and Ihp other sido is rip,ht up 

t^te ^fitrance^ to th# lhru«f 〇(.cupi«*d higti-rise W u ^ d b u r y  Court, Wood^rortn 

Court .in'j Wfjodlarid CrrjQ r e v d州 buddings, w h u s e  m a i” frcml doors upeii (Jireuly 

to the Par/4gew.iy There are no  separate footpaths,⑴、d there is ricm)〇m  for jmy, .ind 

there are r»〇 ratlings or othe^ pf〇tea»〇ni. Children can fun directly out onto ,uul filay on 

th e  pedestrian paven-.tnt and ?h? t»ideriy a lio  u^e M for exercise as wrll as Jjccrss. Hie 

Passageway design co n s tra in ts  d id  no t envisage th e  in tfo d u c llo n  of t lu o u jjh  tra ffic , 

especia lly  heavy tru cks  and buses, th_  p re ie n ce  o f w h k l i  w o u ld  desU〇Y the s flfe ly  and 
a m e n ity  o f P arkva le V illage .

Section 3 of 
Parkvale  Drive.

View of the 
pedestr ian  
pavem ent  
leading  to the 
s ta r t  of the 
proposed  
extension  of 
Parkvale  Drive 
to Area 6 f, 
illustrating  that  
it is primarily  a 
pedestr ian  
thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed de v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f w a s  m a d e  

k n o w n ,  a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 

f r o m  Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Ov/ners of Parkvale Village in M a r c h  

2 0 1 6  an e m p l o y e e  of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a v/holly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR, noted that H K R  w a s  considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, H K R  

sent an email to the C h a i r m a n  of the P V O C  which stated that:

19. ^We are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. As such, HKR is 
favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent hau! road from 
Discovery Volley Road11.

20. H o w e v e r ,  despite HKR's c o m m e n t  in the email, it has not me n t i o n e d  either the potential 

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access f r o m  Discovery Valiev Roa c  <n 

either its A p p  丨 ication or its Further 丨 nformation. In fact, iruhose d o c u m e n t s  H+KSsuttfs

U
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that there are n o  impacts o n  the surrounding areas a nd that they will use the Parkvale 

Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory,

21. Furthermore, no  G o v e r n m e n t  D e p a r t m e n t  has requested H K R  to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only m e a n s  of access 

to Area 6f a n d  the alternative access which w e  noted in our c o m m e n t s  on the original 

application a nd in our c o m m e n t s  o n  the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. T h e  alternative access f r o m  Discovery Valley R o a d  w o u l d  not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the T P B  should require H K R  to a d opt this 

alternative access or to d e m o n s t r a t e  w h y  it cannot be used.

G. S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1. Al! the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted to the T P B  in respect of s e w a g e  treatment 

processing a n d  discharge continue to be  ignored.

2. H K R  has decided to build a separate s e w a g e  treatment w o r k s  ( S TW) in Area 6f. This 

.reans that people living in Parkvale Village will hav e  a S T W  adjacent to t h em. H K R  is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location a n d  iiow it will be  m a n a g e d  a nd 

rr3；r；tained. A s  H K R  will w a n t  to minimize costs, w e  are c o n c erned h o w  a d e q u a t e  such a 

f3r,iiu/ wilt be a n d  the risk of its breaking d o w n .  So  the residents of Parkvale Village,

at r.o stage h a v e  b e e n  consulted by HKR, will b e  forced by H K R  to live next doo r  to a 

3T// with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the T P B  approves the

3 proposing to discharge treated s e w a g e  f r o m  Area 6f through a gravity s e w a g e

^  ̂  into the m a r i n e  waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the n e e d  of a marine 

located less than 3 0 0  metr e s  f r o m  the public bathing b e a c h  at Tai Pak Bay. 

a** a d . c i a H /  m a d e  b e a c h  fronting the very shallow a n d  silted Tai Pak W a n .  T h e  

treatment of i e w a g e  a n d  the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

a -a than f r o m  a bathing beach, b o a r d w a l k  restaurants a n d  ferry pier, is

Alternative 
access to Area 
6ffrom 
Discovery 
Valley Road-
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu ms per day of sewage will be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman’s guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to c o mment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consu!tat;cn 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment arc 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by governme-t, 

namely EPD, W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October H K R ^  consultants have said:

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that ualternotive on-sits sewjje 
treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6 f or Area 10b. This is 
preferred, having numerous STW in the area is considered to be ir.e ffec^e 'r  
achieving economies fo r  scale fo r  the infrastructure and land oreav. Furthe^c^e. 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HK R fs Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supp；\ SNste^s 

for Area 6f notes that ''This STW will treat sewage only from  2 s：ng.e
towers fo r  476 units at Area 6 f so it  is considered not an efficient sevi-cge r 
s tra te g /'. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m ay C3：：se 

smell and is health hazard” .

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quc. r\ -v  …y  

ecology. All these would require o quantitative water quality vc .v esr-rir- s v j  

fo r  assessment as part o f the subsequent EIAU. (June Revised £r»\ w ' '，，e n

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information d ' e 、v  j

subsequent ElA, which likely means that the subject of an 

Logically there should be a full scale ElA as part of this Sect、'，i: \ j o

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in it? v S〆、*

consultant has again in the Further Information Anr»t?\ 〇 ' ^  -■

5ewuge ond IVofcY paragraph S.6.1 4, t h j i n  、义、 "

*  * 9 ♦
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1. AUtt, t»% iMpf.tinfti m  Settton M  b^*t>w ；n A p r * *  1 ta i v^tr^ viion) d i a g r a m

lllu、tr*ithiK lh«* jlupe ,*ml b u t U m 滅 fj〇，it':〇n  N. *.及 t h e  slope

Ciimln^ t̂i.ilKht tlown to Cor.il jnJ Cry^Ut Ccurti >n Vu'age o m t i  the road

Idling； u> t，uikii"gv thpftthv n  wop* w 〇uid t>e i d  steep than it

ditiMlIy w o u M  be.

4. MKK should be a tked  to  u n d e rt^ k *  a ito t« ch ^» cA i rcv t«w  4 iv) iu b rn tt a GPRR

S. The \IU' is i1t、fl"t，d as 8 J 0 0 " U  an r>slr?g 丨rout'd fr〇m  to 7〇m P D  W h a t  iS onciear

from this description is that the Site ij oniy parT.i；i> And (5 pfeOofninantly a slope

leading d o w n  tow.iais Crystal ana Coral Courts Th« pfes亡 p;aTfcfm  was oniy created 

to .iccommod.jte <i 1 7 0 m 1 G F A  3 Story au：ltlmg jad most, if not »!(, of thf cleared *tat 

jiea is only large enough to accomimo<iate the road ieadtng to the two proposed high 

rise buildings not the buildings themselves To f^ta&iish the level Site indicated on the 

concept plans would require consider^biff Sit? formation to raii€ the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level 5 5 m P D ,  and to cut back the existing f o r m e d  siope.
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〇 f 4 l c p «  f a，、rf  a ”d  w x ，t * 泛 t ^ o p t  卜/ ,  i/fi " tp r n u " n K  l’d ，kvr*lf，

Village pr〇p«r^ es

7. H K R  t h o u t d  b e  required to tt»tc s o w  rt 你“ r h m m « u  tK»»c m k t .

K. O W N E R S H I P  A N D  M K « * i  R I G H T  T O  u S f  P A R K V A U  D R I V l  A S  A C C t S S  T O  A H f  A  6F

1. T h e  S u b - D e e d  o f  V “！ 丨》 n r  r f f m  t o  2 d fi(J  3 (，i$
described ibo^ e )  of P*:«.v*：e Dr ve, be.r^ ，ts ju^;ti〇n w ；t̂ i f/'ddlc L ^ n e  to it? pnrt at 

tf>e stjrt 〇f prepoieej e«*^^s.〇f> *d  A r r *  t V  a s  a

2. In A n n e x  [ of its f‘『st f u r t M f  lrf；>rrr，ati〇n, HKft m t e d  th*t "/e

PQ aogew〇y\ vest' 私tih  the f i r g u r f t d  O w rttr (MKR) who t i en titled to grtm t tj Hifjht o f 
Way to other p a n  rs fo use P ouagrw oys to ：t,e p ro p o ^ d  development In A rro  f j f 1.

3. T h e  Principal D e产d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n j n t  for Discovery B a y  arid the 5 u h - D e c J  of M u t u a l  

C o v e n i n !  for pjrkvalc V n U g e  are complicated d o c u m e n t s  a n d  are rtifficult for a lay 

p e r s o n  to understand, espectalty in regard to P a s s a geways, Village Retained A r e a s  a n d  

Village C o m m o n  Areas a n d  the rghts of the Registered O w n e r  a n d  of ov/ners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Giv e n  this, a n d  given that the o w n e r s  of the und.-vided shares in Park^ale Village h a v e  

b e e n  responsible for the costs of maintaining this "Passogewa/' fo r the pas? 2 8  years, 
w e  believe that H K R  sh〇jld present counsels* i n d e p e n d e n t  legal opinions supporting its 

contention that it has the legal right to use the p a s s a g e w a y  as access to A r e a  6f.

5. Furthermore, the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  should reject HKR's request to leave its detailed 

views o n  this subject within the ^commercially sensitive informati〇nM contained in HKfl's 
letter to the D L O  d a t e d  3 A u g u s t  2 0 1 6  a n d  referred to in Section E above.

©
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1. (ontffils inrludH thr* W.i'.tvr Pl.jn, pop'.jU^on cr-lmg wf D H  jruJ <}]〇r jt«〇n of

uruitviMf-d u n O ^ r  th^ O B  of Mut«Jdl C o v e n a M f

?., Kfn-udinf, the M a s t e r  Plan ( M P ) # it w j s  pointPtl out m  cornrTient 4 4 0 2  s u b m i t t e d  last 

July th.jt, filtliou^fi ll hj'j u p d a t e d  ret-ffitly, it still r»c>t m a t c h  the current

Oiitlme? "jnin只 (OZP) or th‘* p/istlrig rJ”vel，Jpf”ent o n  the Lot. Furthermore, m  ofder

tn [)rotec.t the intfjrfv.tf； of tfie current 8,300-*- assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the ff/hlinp/ M P  (uul O Z P  ary aliened with the existing devetopnient o n  the Lot before 

n n y  cunsid^ralion of any proposal to a m e n d  the 0 2 P  Otherwise, there is simply too 

m u c h  ri*;!-; th^i! the rights of the other o w n e r s  of ;he Lot will b e  interfered with. This 

nsprct :i|)fn、.ir*» to hn'/e b e e n  ignored by bot h  H K R  a n d  the TP8.

3. W i l h  ri*(；aftl to population, it is d e a r  that, with Areas 6f a n d  I C b  a n d  other obviously 

p l n n n c d  d evelopments, H K K  is m o v i n g  t o w a r d s  breaching the population ceiling of 

2^1,000, whicti is the m a x i m u m  as per the a p p r o v e d  OZP ,  without going t h r o u g h  the 
necessary g o v e r n m e n t  procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

nnci only refers lo population in the context of w a t e r  supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it 叩 pears that relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  h a v e  not 

Lonsidcred our c o m m e n t s  as there is n o  reference to this subject in the list of 

d p p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s .

5. Hl^'s originnl application n o t e d  that the current population of Discovery B a y  is 15,000 

n n d  thnt the current a p p r o v e d  O Z P  limits the population to 25,000. S u b s e quently the 

current population w a s  a m e n d e d  19,585 (as per the records of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  

Limited, the property m a n a g e m e n t  c o m p a n y  of D B  a n d  a vyholly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR). T h e r e  \s n o  information provided w h i c h  w o u l d  provide assurances a b o u t  the 

population figure q u o t e d  by H KR. This is information in respect of the m e t h o d  of 

collection, m a n a g e m e n t  of the data a n d  w h e t h e r  it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital e l e m e n t  of planning for# a n d  control of, d e v e l o p m e n t .  It is 

essential that the population figures q u o t e d  a n d  u s e d  are independently collected a n d  

verified b y  audit. T h e r e  is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

b y  its whol l y  o w n e d  subsidiary. T h e  T P B  is r e q u e s t e d  to address this serious issue 

before processing a n y  further applications of a n y  kind in respect of DB.

6. T h e  difference b e t w e e n  the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 a n d  the s u m  of the current population 

a n d  the p r o p o s e d  population of Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population d o e s  not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery B a y  w h i c h  H K R  is currently developing a n d  planning. S u c h  d e v e l o p m e n t s  

irtclude that described in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 3 7 2  submitted last July w h i c h  refers to the 

lan d s  D e p a r t m e n t  currently reviewing H K R ’s application to develop an  additional 

1 2 4 ,000 m 2  u n d e r  the next M a s t e r  Plan, M P 7 . 0 E .  Using the p r o p o s e d  n u m b e r  of flats in 

A r e a s  6f a n d  I C b  as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, m a y  be  

built c n  this additional 1 2 4,000 m 2 .

7. W h a t  this m e a n s  is that H K R  is knowingly acting in such a w a y  as to b e  flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings o n  the total n u m b e r  of flats a n d  population. 

F u ^ h c r m o r e ,  it w o u l d  a p p e a r  that both the T P B  a n d  lands D e p a r t m e n t  is ignoring w h a t  

H K R  is doing.
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ft t/ >  rj .yy/- m  ^  is c o n v d e r e O ,  H K K  m u s t  be  requiied b y  G o v e r n m e n t  to

demon\tritr, in j fully iccountjbl« mjnnef, thjt the proposed developments in Area^ 

hf jnd 1 0 b  wiN not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery U.iy Lining 

developed jnd planned, to «xtredtng the approved OZP inaxlimtm population of 

25,000 Tht^ vho'.Jrj *r‘cJui1e 川 accurate count of the eKistiMR population using nn 

mfJ^pendrnt collodion rr.«*th〇cJ and th<? tfKp^ct^ci populdtion of areas for whiefi HKK 

set.'ks dfjpcovdl to drveUjp before The Section 12A applicJtions in respect Arons 6f and 

1 0 b  are consKier^d any further.

9. It is d e a r  that the TP 8  is in d a n g e r  of being p e r s u a d e d  by  this increinental np[)roach, 

using population f嚿ures w h : c h  are not i n d e p e n d e n t  of HKR ,  to considering projects, 

especially given the ver/ small population difference of 1,412 m e n t i o n e d  above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching 〇f the 2 S ,000 population ceiling. T h ere is an  urgent nee?d by 

g o v e r n m e n t  to address this issue. Otherv^ise, io the future, there is likely to bo  an 

investigation b y  the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue v/as not a d d ressed N O W  by 

the T P B  a n d  w h y  H K R  w a s  altov/ed to d e v elop b e y o n d  the population ceilmg of 25,000. 

In v i e w  of the serious nature of this issue, these c o m m e n t s  will ap,airi b e  sent to b oth ttie 

Director of Audit a n d  the Discovery B a y  District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also b e  sent to the O m b u d s m a n ,  as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the T P B  a n d  the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. T h e  allocation of undivided shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units is an  issue w h i c h  H K R  is well 

a w a r e  of f r o m  the efforts of a D B  o w n e r  over the last t w o  years. This issue has b e e n  the 

subject of m u c h  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  b e t w e e n  the o w n e r ,  H K R  a n d  L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  a n d  

presentations to V O C s  a n d  the City O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is c o v e r e d  in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 4 0 2  s u b m itted last July to the T P B  a n d  the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  has a s ked H K R  to p r ove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by  t h e m  for allocation to the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of A r e a  6f. H K R  has replied to the 

L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  b y  requesting the information to b e  r e g a r d e d  as com m e r c i a l l y  

sensitive. In other w o r d s ,  not to b e  disclosed in a public consultation exercise, w h i c h  

is inconsistent wit h  the a i m s  of public consultation.

11. T h e  final d e t e r m i n a n t  of the ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant a n d  M a s t e r  Plan) is the n u m b e r  of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

a n y  n e w  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot. T h e  Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P D M C )  

contains this unique share r e gime in w h i c h  the Lot is notionafty divided into 250,000 

undivided shares. T h e s e  undivided shares w e r e  i m m e d iately allocated to various uses: 

56,5 0 0  to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t ,  4.850 to C o m m e r c i a l  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  2,150 to Clubs 

a n d  public recreation activities, a n d  3,550 to hotel use. 5 5 , 0 0 0  w e r e  defined as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Onl y  undivided shares allocated to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t  m a y  be  sub-ailocated to 

Residential Units a n d  o n c e  these h a v e  b e e n  e x h a usted the developer m a y  d r a w  f r o m  the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. T h e  p r o b l e m  is there is n o  record of h o w  m a n y  Reserve Undivided Shares r e main for 

allocation to the future d e v e l o p m e n t  of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to b e  n o  accountable a n d  transparent central register an d  

m a n a g e m e n t  of the process of allocating the shares w h i c h  m e a n s  that HKR cannot
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assure the TPB that there are sufficient shares to be a丨located to Areas 6f and 10b and 
other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 
supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 
developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current a n d  future assigns of the developer, 

the T P B  should require n full accounting of the allocation of ail undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City a n d  the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to a m e n d  the present OZP.

16. Related to the a b o v e  is the position currently being argued by d  c o n c e r n e d  D B  o w n e r  

that there has b e e n  misallocation of shares to c o m m ercial units since there is reason to 

believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units h a v e  not b e e n  allocated to the c o m m e r c i a l  units in D B  in 

accordance with the terms of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution w a s  prop o s e d  at the City O w n e r s *  C o m m i t t e e  (COC) o n  7 D e c e m b e r  2016; "To 

propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 
the true number of Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 
units at Discovery Bay and the basis fo r such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 
from HKR fo r any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund fo r any 
overpayment) should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC),\

17. This is clearly a very important issue w h ich the T P B  should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f a n d  1 0 b  applications, since the T P B  n e e d s  to k n o w  the 

exact a n d  correct position regarding all the p a r a meters in m a n a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in D B  

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. T h e  latest Further Information provided b y  H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate a n d  

p o o r  quality diagrams a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

2. T h e  D I A G R A M S  (including c o m m e n t s )  included in the latest Gist are included in A n n e x  1 

to this submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A n n e x  A  to the Further Information "Revised C o n c e p t  Planw :

a. C o n c e p t  Plan - w h e r e  are the area d e v e l o p m e n t  w a t e r  features that w e r e  indicated 

o n  other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated ca n n o t  be planted 

in the areas s h o w n  e l sewhere as w a t e r  features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A - A  - the existing g r o u n d  condition is incorrect. It d o e s  not m a t c h  the Lands 

D e p a r . m e n t  Survey Data for this area. T h e r e  is n o  account for the road or for the

that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. C o n c e p t  Pian -  in A n n e x  1 w e  h a v e  a d d e d  site lines a n d  affected units. N o t e  that the

f.g jres are probabiy a n  underestimate of the n u m b e r s  of residents w h o  w o u l d  be

by the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .

d. - the sections of Parlcvale Drive highlighted In yellow are designated in
xjr>e sut O f / C  a: N o t e  that it is not possible to build a n d  o p e rate Area

the designated p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is inadeq u a t e  for
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h e a v y  trnffic. W i d e n i n g  w o r k s  will h a v e  a h u g e  impact o n  residents of the W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, as well as all 

other pedestrian traffic whi c h  uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail p r o m o t e d  

by HKK. Ttiis is a major safety risk a n d  w o u l d  cut existing transportation routes. This 

has b e e n  stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has b e e n  ignored.

e. C o n c e p t  Plan -  s a m e  as (a) above.

4. A n n e x  B  Revised L a n d s c a p e  Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree T r e a t m e n t  Plan ( A n n e x  B, p a g e  A3) a n d  Optimisation of Land U s e  figure B.l. 

T h e  statement abo u t  existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. T h e s e  trees 

ca n n o t  b e  maintained b a sed o n  the current plan, as there is a r e quirement for a 

large retaining structure a n d  site formation that w o u l d  not allow these trees to b e  

left in place. Simple construction logistics w o u l d  m e a n  this w o u l d  b e  very 

improbable. Also w h e r e  is the a p p r o x i m a t e  location of the retaining wall? T h e  

excavation for construction will r e m o v e  those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements a b o u t  

the existing slopes since the existing slope d o e s  not m a t c h  the profile indicated by 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile s h o w n  in the figure d o e s  not reflect the 

correct levels as per the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  Survey; the existing g r o u n d  condition 

s h o w n  in the figure is incorrea since it d o e s  not m a t c h  the L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is n o  account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Master p l a n  Limited says that the U p d a t e d  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised s c h e m e  ( A n n e x  H  to the Further Information) s h o w s  the "negligible" effect of 

A r e a  6f a n d  that the previously s u bmitted Visual I m p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  r e m ains relevant/' 

This s t a t e m e n t  is both incorrect a n d  misleading since the pho t o s  d o  not s h o w  the visual 

im p a c t  o n  the people w h o  w o u l d  b e  really affected b y  the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  !.e. 

the n e a r b y  residents of Parkvale, M i d v a l e  a n d  Hiilgrove Villages w h o  will v i e w  A r e a  6f 

close u p  a n d  continuously. T h e  reality is illustrated b y  t h e  P V O C  m o n t a g e  as contained 

in A n n e x  1 to this submission.

6. T h e  U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including c o m m e n t s )  are included in A n n e x  1 to this 

submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the p h o t o m o n t a g e  is that the applicant continues to submit 

l o w  quality ph o t o s  as all of t h e m  are grainy a n d  poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 v i e w  f r o m  D B  Plaza -  these p o o r  quality p h o t o m o n t a g e s  hardly reflect the 

v i ews f r o m  the Plaza o n  a clear d a y  as illustrated in the V O C  p h o t o s  in A n n e x  i to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 v i e w  f r o m  L o o k o u t  -  these p o o r  quality p h o t o s  hardly reflect the views 

f r o m  the L o o k o u t  as the p h o t o s  are grainy a n d  poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 v i e w  f r o m  the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley - these p o o r  ^〇3lity 

p h o t o s  hardly reflect the v i e w s  f r o m  the hiking trail as the p h o t o s  3 re  gratriv a n d  

poorly lit.
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patt!t?s, iOtiiuHhg thf» public, it i? ^s^pfUial tf«at thi? T^O, if tb r  applk3t i〇r> proi^pvh, 
jirovkif*^ tf^o pholornoMta^c* provkin^l by PVOC to thp t-^IpvaiU r>ip^Ung of U'>̂  
IUnHPC- if Uils is JU.it (!〇»»)? th^n the H*n SfSifPVaHat aod t f ^  HNNIC wilt be tun*;klpfpd
npgligpm Ih iH duly mui ^x^rche of ^ubHc JuitninKtratiorv 

CONCLUMON

We (the IW kvalp ViiUigp Owneh Co⑴ " “ Utm represphUng the Owners 〇n j arkv3l(? Vlllagp, 
w iili h i% adjacent In Afpa 6f and through which al! traffic to Are^ Gf would pass) continup to 
be sufp(i5<3d ami <n；?j|jp〇}nt?»<} that no Government OppartrnerU, nor MKR, apppflis to have 
considered the adverse itvipact o f U)p proposed devolopmerU on the owners anil residents 
of ^*trKvaie VHbgp, especially the tota lly inadequate and unsuiUbte access to Ihe site.

As clesrly in our subrVil;?i〇r\ the MKU application tonllnup?; to bp elefldenl In
many ways. again, we consider that the Town Planning Ooard )s In no other position 
than to  reject HKH'5 application to  rezone Area Gf,

We again ciKouragp tl»e Town fMannlng (ioard to visit lh(? 5ite and meet resldprlts. in doing 
so# n^any of the Issues highlighted In this report would be evident.

S ig n e d  o n  b e h a l f  o f  th &  P V O C ： Date:

9 December 201G

M r. Kenneth J. Dradley J.f*.

?»rkv»i# Vi?i*5© Own*fi Chapman

26



A itn ^ N  i  ( l i f t  M H ft 'i u m l



丫 / m  巳 / 2



申請编號 A p p 丨ication iNo. : V / t - D B / 2

備許 R e m a r l c s

於 2 0 1 6 年 1 0 月 2 7  □ ，申諳人提交進一步資料以回應部門的g 見及提交經修訂的發展 

總網藍圖* 截視圖、園境設計總圖•環境影鐾評估、規剷報告，排水、排污及供水硏究、 

水質技術報告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圔則•

J 、

O n  27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to R e s p o n s e s

有 關 資 枓 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 参 考 而 提 供 • 對 於 所 纸 資 料 在 使 用 上 的 問 义 文 義 上 的 * 饫 逛 規 要 鑷  

會 槪 不 負 資 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 • 想 査 閱 申 a 人 拢 交 的 文 件 •
The infonnation is provided for eas>* reference o f the genera! public. no c;rcuriis(*r>cc$
Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use o f the information nor any «\KCur»c?cs cv 
information provided. In case of doubt, referciKc should always to rfvc
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W y ..,.

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
5ection 1?A Application Number Y/l-OB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for re/oning the permissible use from staff quarters to fiats at 
Area 6f, Discovery Bjy.

Introduction

In April and July 20ir> w e y the Parkvale Village Owner's Committee (PVOC), a body of owners 

In Pdrhv.ile Village in Discovery Bay (D0) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 
the GOG flnts in the villû e, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort C ompany 

Lfmitcd's (HKR) Section 12A Application "To Amend Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan for 
rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery BayH. Our 

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

(TPB).

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

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

government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited^ covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental comments m a d e  available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 23 July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D  - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

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

Covenant (extract).

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

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

In irs covering 丨euer, ‘Masterplan Limited, o n  behalf of HKR, states that it has r e s p o n d e d  only

to d e p a r tmental c o m m e n t s .  It is clear that, again, o u r  concerns w h i c h  w e  e x p ressed in o ur 

c o m m e n t s  su b m i t t e d  in April a n d  July h a v e  n ot b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  at all or very inadequately 

in H K R ' s  responses to the d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s ,  n o r  in the other parts of their latest 

submission of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the T P B  has not circulated our 

ccmrrients to all relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t s  a n d  bureaux.

for exarnpie, w e  have drawn attention to m a n y  traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

e^ergericy situatjons, wt*,ich do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

1
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Fife S^fvKts 0*-p4ft)T^nT (FSO) cr the Police, in faa everything w e  have submitted in 

of Trd̂ f-c •〇 havp been completely ignored by HKR and the TPB, nnd, if

tonsu!te<1 by T^B, government d**pdMrr\»?ruj an(j Oun'dux. Furthem^ore, as confirmed 

hy the atjs**nci；, ag«sin, <；f a Traffic impact Asseismeni on Pedestrians m  this latest 

submission of Further Inforrrution, Hi^R and the TPB a»e completely ignoring ttiis key 

concern. This K  ⑽  accepUb!!?.

Public commenti have to be submitted in accordance with TP8 Guideline No. 30Q 

^Guidelines - for submission of comments on various applications ue\deir the T o w n  

Planning Ordinance**. Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: "Public comfnents should 
be related to the planning content of (he appltcaticn and submitted in accordance with the 
relevont provisions 〇/  the Ordinance. These public comments will be assessed by the Board 
on a cose-by-cose basis and only plannmg-related considerations will be taken into account. 
As a general guideline, the BGard will primarily consider (tie following planning issues in 
considering the public comments on the application: (〇) the nature (e.g. views In support, 
against or expressing genera! concern) of (he public comment; (b) the planning intention, 
land-use compatibility and impacts (e.g. effects on the environment, ecology, traffic, 
infrastructure, landscape, visual and the local community etc.); (c) comments specific to the 
proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers oppropriQte.,t

Attention is also drawn to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 
Guidelines only provides general guidance on the pubUcotion of applications for amendment 
of plan, planning permission and review and submission of comments on the various 
applications under the Ordinance. It is not m e ant in any way to restrict the contents of any 
application or comment mode, nor to restrict the right of the Board to require further 
information/1

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

with TPB Guideline No. 30 B # whereas the Submission of Further Information from H K R  

does not.

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

resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant^ 

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

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

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  G F A  on a platform 

created to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

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

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

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

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

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

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. H K R ，s responses to g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  inadequate a n d  

evasive. It c a n n o t  be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for 出e aoplican: aione

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

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly c o mmented upon. 

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

public can c o m m e n t  on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the /raccess road'', there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m a n y  issues arising from unsuitable 

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

pavement under B D  regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

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

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

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

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

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

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

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

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

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

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, H K T  tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

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

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

say that the sewage proposal Mis considered no t an efficient sewage planning strategy".

H. H K R  is misleading the T P B  b y  saying there are t w o  options re w a t e r  supply but, as 

previously pointed out {since g o v e r n m e n t  has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu H o  

W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station 

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only o n e  w h i c h  is a potable w a t e r  

supply to b e  provided b y  re-opening, after 1 6  years,the D B  w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  plant a n d  

using w a t e r  f r o m  the D B  reservoir.

’， N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to A r e a  6f a n d  h o w  

it will affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C  parag r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

eierrier.t of the d e v e l o p m e n t  is the provision of utilities. Furthermore, there is no  

re'erence tc the 3 3  L P G  gas s y s t e m  w h i c h  has recently suffered a n  explosion w h i c h  is 

tn〇 subject of investigations b y  E M S D  a n d  FSD.

S o s e  sa^er/ of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  p r o p o s e d  18  story buildings will b e  built, is 

despite A n n e x  C  p a r a g r a p h  2.1.1.4 stating that a key e l e m e n t  of the 

ie/e'oprr^nt is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore C E D D ^  request for H K R  to 

assess tr.e geotechnical feasibility of the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  to s u b m i t  a 

G e o c 卜，;cal R e v i e w  Re p o r t  (GPRR).

right to use Parkvale Drive as access to A r e a  6f is still disputed, 
i  cor of D f s c o w y  S a y  are ignored in respect of the M a s t e r  Plan ( M P )  a n d

>：3r\ {01?) reiatior^hip, the 25 , 0 0 0  population ceiling a n d  the allocation of 
m a n a g e m e n t  units u n d e r  the D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( D M C ) .

 ̂ r>/». a coofiict of interest regarding population data, in that current

c/f w h 〇l!y o w n e d  subsidiary D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.
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M .  Diagrams and p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

Annex:

1. C o m m e n t s  o n  HKR's diagrams a n d  photomontages.

A . 丨NADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 

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

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

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

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage Impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

submitted its application which, in view of the m a n y  public and government comments, 

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. H K R  submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

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

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a puNic 

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

respect of its reports the following: NThIs report takes into account the portiev'^r 
Instructions and requirements o f our client. It is not intended for, and sb.outd r v t  
relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken to any third

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not ar'〇

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

4
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together the Ifntructions/rpquirements given to 〇ve Arup with !he cpiponie, » e the 

sports, rurthrrmore, h o w  can anyone, including the govefnntcnt and the public, rfly 

on the reports in view of thp statemt-nt about iidbdity*

〇- The TPB is requested to obUiit from H K R  its full and detailed 

instructions/r〇(|uircrnents provided to all their consultants involved in this Section 

X2A application and to confirm one w j y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

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

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

rMisrepre$ent«itior). i e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6f, the TPB states that mon the 27/10/2016, the 
applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to 
departmental comments ......’’ This me a n s  that HK R  has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the D B  community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this is ^commercially sensitive information1'. In a 

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

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of c omments 

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

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

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

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

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

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

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

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related comments do not 

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

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

and Transport.

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

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

possi'oiy have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

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

D. RISK A S S E S S M E N T

1. A  Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

况g!;gent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not

5
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be»*n addre^s^d m  any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

MjhntiMion% «r-<j ^g^.n m  rh<5 one. W e  Have expressed f^any concerns Hfiout traffic; 

Slop^i, unvironrrwnt, and public heafth.

2. A  Risk A u e u m e n t  iwequired and HK R  ihouJd be imtructed to do one by the rPB. The 

Risk id r,n〇t •'Jooe »n a cornprehrm^ve manner unless the TPO e(\^ures

that l̂i govHrnmerr dvpart^rtcoti and jx provide their comments on (his 

application and the comments sabrruttf*d by the public, if^fuding those by the PVOC.

E. H K R ^  RESPONSE T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in H K R #s Further Information HApplicant's response to the depattmental 
comments made avaiiabfe by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016'4 
cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the OPO's Iwo letters arc not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded lo all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check whicti of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TP8 and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PV O C s  comments 

on H K R’s responses.

3. A F C D  c o m m e n t s  -  as explained in Section M ,  paragraphs 3 a n d  4, b e l o w  and in A n n e x  1 

to this submission, HKR*s c o m m e n t s  regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

( H K R  Further Information A n n e x  8) to plant 148 c o m p e n s a t o r y  trees v^ithin Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. DSD comments -  HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 
will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR's Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only ^most of the pollution concentrations would comply 
with relevant criteria**. What about the ones which do not?

5. £PD comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within Area 6f.

6. E P D  a n d  W a t e r  Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessme门t in the

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD's requirements. Even after 

such co巾ments, HKR has only submitted a w/£7ferQua//fj/ assessme"〆’，

which concludes that the proposed S T W  ^couid meet1 relevant technical standards 
for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPO.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the com m e n t  that 4tthere ore too many sections 
in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out In the 
subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in the ES 
reports. As an alternative please use a new section to summarise the EIAO 
implications of the proposed development', (l.e. Area 6〇.

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details and a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully meet all of EPD's requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.

6
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fl. Specific 4 • HKR confirms th.it fiot all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevdnt criteria but only What about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 - iiKdlri gives only limited detJils regjrdmg the design and 

construction of tfie S T W  3nd the discharge pipe jnd provides no details iibout 

on只o m g  maintenance «in(f management.

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

and man.i^emcnt, both for day to day operutions and for emergencies of the STW.

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

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

case scenario (especially during dry seasons} and goes on to say that it is 

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

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

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

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

7. EPD and Waste M a n a g e m e n t  - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by
saying that the construction methodologies are yet to be developed in the subsequent 

detail design. '

8. EPD and Sewage Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 
EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as loco! 
road" and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

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

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

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

Wood b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

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

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

10. lands Department's comments:

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

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

MP6.〇E7h(a) Master Plan. The Lands Department must insist that H K R  deals first 

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

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

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

be ^commercially sensitive” information in respect of the mana g e m e n t  and 

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

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

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

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if H K R  continues to insist on its position, 

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

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

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

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

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

7
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M K R  ts trying to unriermjne the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

should have HVH1*, claim to bp the sole ov/nor of Area Gf reviewpd by indppondent 
lawyer-, a n d  thn Legdl Services Department. It w o u l d  be totally w r o n g  for the Lands 

CiHpjrtrnent to accept HKIVs dnd its IdV/yer^ claim at face value since, o.g., the Lands 

D ^ p ^ r t m ^ n t  will no! have seen the instructions given to HKR*s lawyers.

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implemer»t iho Audit Commission's 

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  and if not explain w h y  not These c o m m e n t s  by the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  and HKFVs response will be sentto the D k e U o r  〇f Audit.

11. W S D  -  H K R  has completely Ignored all the points about breaching the population celling 

of 25,000 as per the D 3  O Z P  through deliberate and incremental d e velopment projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. T R A FFIC

1. Al! the concerns a n d  c o m m e n t s  submitted to the T P B  in respect of traffic access, safety 

a n d  e m e r g e n c y  situations in both Parkvale Village and the adjacent village of Midvale, 

continue to be ignored, e.g.

a. H K R  still says that vehicle access will be simply through an extension of Parkvale 

Drive, w hich is 3 gross simplification of v^hat wifi have to be constructed to d o  so. 

Furthermore, it provides n o  design and diagrammatic information in respect of the 

impact on  the Pas s a g e w a y  {see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

b. H K R  still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viable m e a n s  of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction a n d  post-completion 

occupation phases. H K R  states that Parkvale Drive will be extended to the site. This 

encroaches o n  the D M C - a ssigned pedestrian p a s s a g e w a y  w hich is currently the sole 

m e a n s  of access, a semi-recreationa! area a n d  a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. T h e  Parkvale Pa s s a g e w a y  (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by h eavy construction vehicles a n d  do e s  not have space for 

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. T h e  asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard 

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass a n d  lacks the legal 

bare m i n i m u m  width of pedestrian pavements.

2. T h e  p r o p o s e d  access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that ''Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 
Parkvale Drive". As Parkvale Drive is the only m e a n s  of access through our village, all 

traffic w o u l d  have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear f r o m  A n n e x  

A  of the Octo b e r  Further Information a n d  the aerial i m a g e  below.

8
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3. P a r a g r a p h  1 0.15 of the application n o t e s  that "The 476 units and 1,190 populations 
increase as a result o f the proposal is very modest development Intensities". In th e  

context of Parkvale Village, w e  d o  n o t  a g r e e  wit h  this s t a t e m e n t ,  as it is p r o p o s e d  that 

all traffic a n d  p e o p l e  g e n e r a t e d  b y  t h e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  w o u l d  h a v e  to pass 

t h r o u g h  o u r  currently peace f u l  village. N o t  only will t h e  considerable construction 

traffic h a v e  to drive u p  a hill p ast t h e  existing l o w  rise fiats in t h e  village a n d  t h e n  past 

t h e  W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, the 

significant increase in o perational traffic, including t h e  increase in t h e  n u m b e r  of buses, 

requi r e d  to service t h e  p r o p o s e d  4 7 6  fiats, b e i n g  nearly d o u b l e  t h e  n u m b e r  of flats in 

t h e  W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, wifi 

c a u s e  o n g o i n g  noise, p o o r  air quality a n d  d i s t u r b a n c e  to t h e  residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive c o m p r i s e s  t h r e e  sections, being:

Section 1 - f r o m  D i s c o v e r y  Valley R o a d  to t h e  junction wit h  M i d d l e  Lane, b e i n g  a 

relatively n a r r o w  hill c o v e r e d  in asphalt, w h i c h  is also t h e  o nly m e a n s -  of access to 

M i d v a l e  Village.

! cracking evident in 

! asphalt surface o n  

| Section 1 of 

: P a r W a l e  Drive

! Set t l e m e n t

9
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jection 2 ■ f r o m  fh#* luncJion with M i d d l e  L a n e  to the start of Uie pedestrian p a v e m e n t  
b^hinfj Th#- 7 / o o d b u r y  CoufT, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential 

butlfjmgs. 6 n ^ f r o w  r»*l| c o v e r e d  in asphdlt.

SuttU.*fTi#*nt 

crdf.km^ evident 

in asphalt 

surface o n  

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 -  t h e  "Passageway", as defined in the Parkvale Village S u b - D M C ,  providing 

access to t h e  W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential 

buildings, w h i c h  is d e s i g n e d  as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  a n d  m a d e  of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

T h e  far e n d  

of the 

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  is 

f r o m  w h e r e  

the

p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start.

!

5. W e  n o t e d  in o u r  previous c o m m e n t s  that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a m e a n s  of 

access to A r e a  6f d u e  to c o n c e r n s  regarding its state of repair a n d  its w i d t h  constraints 

a n d  d u e  to e m e r g e n c y  vehicle access a n d  safety concerns.
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6. W e  are very surprised a n d  c o n c e r n e d  that n o  g o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r t m e n t  has asked 

a b o u t  the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only m e a n s  of access to A rea 6f a n d  that 

H K R  has not addressed o u r  concerns in its Further Information.

7. State of Repair - As the p h o t o graphs a b o v e  s h o w , t h e  state of repair of Parkvale Drive is 

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

h e a v y  usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian p a v e m e n t  u n d e r  B D  

regulations, a n d  therefore is only currently designed to cater for 20  t o n n e  FS a nd 

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

a n d  settlement that has resuited f r o m  the current usage of all three sections of Parkvale 

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

built to be able to sustain usage by  h e a v y  construction traffic, nor the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, w h ich w o u l d  result 

f r o m  the n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  fiats, being almost twice that of the existing W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale 

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 2 0  

tonne rated 

paving

resulting fro m  

current traffic 

loading at start 

of p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to A r e a  6f.

8. Although this is k n o w n  b y  HKR ,  n o  m e n t i o n  of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. T h e  costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by  the o w n e r s  

of Parkvale Village, but they d o  bear a share of these costs a n d  the costs of maintaining 

ali ether such roads in Discovery Bay. H o w e v e r ,  all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

a n d  3 of Parkvale Drive are bor n  by  the o w n e r s  of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

se^ve Parkvale Village. W e  are e x t r e m e l y  c o n c e r n e d  that the additional construction 

a n d  operational traffic will c a u s e  serious d a m a g e  a n d  o n g o i n g  m a i n t e n a n c e  costs to 

the o w n e r s  in Parkvale Village.

二： W i d t h  Constraints - A s  v/e丨I as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

its v/idth d o e s  not support u s age b y  large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

oj^ .s r^gCftiate the sharp b e n d s  o n  Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 

/^r>c：es r，ee^ to give v/ay to t h e m .
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

T he view 

looking up  the 

hil^ illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

o ne another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is n o  ability for other vehicles to m a n o e u v r e ,  especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. T h e  corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see p h o t o g r a p h  below) f r o m  the e d g e  of 

the Passageway. It s e e m s  unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving 

equipment, piling gear or t o w e r  crane segments, could safely transit this constrirted 

area, if at all. In a n y  event, there w o u l d  be  n o  safe place for pedestrians with such h e avy 

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

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

V i e w  of the 

rear of 

W o o d b u r y  

Court,

illustrating the 

n a r r o w n e s s  of 

the pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t ,  its 

lack of a 

carriageway to 

separate 

vehicles f r o m  

pedestrians 

a n d  the 

inability of 

vehicles to pass 

o n e  another.

13. T h e  considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate those p r o W e m s ,  

especially w h e n  a construction vehicle a n d  a bus, or w h e n  t w o  cotutruvtk'；' aie

travelling in opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.

1：
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14. E m e r g e n c y  Access - In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage o n  Parkvale Drive by 

t w o  or m o r e  large vehicles in conflict, there w o u l d  be  n o  access for e m e r g e n c y  vehicles, 

w h e t h e r  a m b u lances, fire appliances or police, to an  e m e r g e n c y  at either the 

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

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. T h e  question of a d e q u a t e  e m e r g e n c y  access to the affected occupied residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, should h a v e  b e e n  referred to the Police a n d  

the Fire Services D e p a r t m e n t  for consideration before these roads a n d  d r i v e w a y s  w e r e  

p r o p o s e d  for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications u n d e r  

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird*s-eye v i e w  of the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, 

illustrating that this section is a n a r r o w  p a v e d  pedestrian a n d  golf parking area providing 

access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 

local b u s  services a n d  delivery vehicles w h i c h  m a y  traverse at l o w  s p e e d s  to p a r k  in o n e  

of the only three u n l o a d i n g  bays. It is n ot a properly engineered r oad a n d  lacks a c a m b e r  

! to allow for efficient drainage, b e i n g  constructed of concrete bricks laid o n  non-reinforced 

i' s a n d  underlay. This renders the surface p r o n e  to su b s i d e n c e  a n d  m i n o r  flooding during 

；hea*/y rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian p a v e m e n t  of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

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

family pedestrian area that is u s e d  b y  children a n d  y o u n g  families for cycling, ball g a m e s  

a n d  genera! recreation. It is also u s e d  by the elderly a n d  for walking dogs, as well as for 

access to the residential buildings. This area is w h o l l y  unsuitable for h e a v y  traffic flo w  

a n d  p o ^ e s  a ver/ real risk of residents being hurt or killed b y  the h e a v y  traffic required 

Ur the construction a n d  the increase In operational traffic, especially the

io the n u m b e r  of buses, w h i c h  w o u l d  result f r o m  the n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  flats 

t "ice that of the existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  

< rjy jr \ reslrier.tial buildings.

13



PVOC Cornmcnis on AppHmicn numhcr： Y/l-DU/7

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

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

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the D B  Tunnel Link. 

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

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

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

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

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

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

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

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

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

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

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section  3 of 
Parkvale  Drive.

View  of  the  
p ed es trian  
p av em en t  
lead ing  to  the  
s ta r t  of  the  
p ro p o sed  
ex tension  of 
Parkvale  Drive 
to Area  6 f, 
illu stra tin g  th a t  
it is p rim arily  a 
p ed es tr ian  
tho roughfare .

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 5f was rr!3〇e 

known, a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area 巧 

fro巾 Discovery VaUey Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in V3rch 

2016 an employee of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a wholly o wned subsiCiary 〇( 
HKR, noted that H K R  was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting.. H \ a 

sent an email to the Chairman of the P V O C  which stated that:

19. "We are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. .As such,. 
favourably considering to build either a temporary  ̂ or permanent hau' roed frem 
Discovery Valley Road,\

20. However, despite HKR's c o m m e n t  in the email, it has not mentioned e*ther the potential

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access from .^ooo

either its Application or its Further Information. In foct, in those states

U
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that there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 
Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f and the alternative access which w e  noted In our c omments on the original 

application and in our com m e n t s  on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TP B  should require H K R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.
I | i . __ -------  1 —

G. SEWAGE TREATMENT

1. AH the concerns and c o m m e n t s  submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. riKR has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

rr.eans that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. H K R  is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be m a n a g e d  and 

raintaioed. As H K R  will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

f5C ：̂y //ill be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village,

at ro stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HK R  to live next door to a 

all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the

3 r*./?. : to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage

^ 6  in to the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 
^ ^ * 4  • than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay.

 ̂-c m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and sifted Tai Pak Wan .  The

tr .0 rreatmcnr 〇f sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

^ ■ i ^ r V j〇rr\ from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well as

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HK R  is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly

..in front of H川grove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu m s  per day of sewage will be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR wilt adopt this 

option whilst giving the Impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. that it will build a gravity Dipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

, calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daiiy operations and

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumpticrs 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikeiy 

to understand and to be able to c o m m e n t  on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 
to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum 3 pcr〇a:h ；3 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly dischargee 

Into the sea at Ni m  Shue Wan), H K R  is guilty of abusing the so called public ccps j；t3t c" 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatrr.en: a~c 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by gcve^ri^er:, 

namely EPD, W S D  and DS D  and their respective policy bureaux.

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

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that ^ o lte rn a ti^  on-s te
treatm ent p lant could be provided, either a t Area 6 f or Area 10b. v :

preferred, having numerous STW in the area is considered to "

achieving economies fo r  scale fo r  the infrastructure ond land areoM.
paragraph 5.6.2.2 of H K R ^  Study on Drainage, Sewerage and W a t e r 5-rr\ 

for Area 6f notes that "This STW w ill trea t sewage only f r o n  2 s 
towers fo r  476 units at Area 6 f so it  is considered not an e f f  e en : 

s tro te g /'. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  m a v  

smell and is health hazard'*.

b. "This additional e ffluent would have impacts on both ^

ecology. A ll these would require a quantita tive water qco ^  -*\ve ^  -V

/〇厂 assessment as po， f 〇/  f/>e subset?此/U f/A- . (June i  兑人、 .
6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further lnf〇fm3t o > ' v  -1
subsequent DA, which likely rme^ns that the ^

Logically there should bf? a full scale £IA m  p_vt of th、k  

C. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub opt丨r n u t m ，u  CVt，. ' N ' v •、曹 

consultant has again in the further An.'f、vi ’ 、☆•、. 、，-、,y，n*^***

Sfkvoge and W ater Supply", paragraph S 6 1 4 \ U \ t c  ：r > v *  ^
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area Sf so this
decentralized scheme is considered not on efficient sewage planning strategy".

8. O u e  to its proximity to ou r  village, w e  consider that it is Inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in A r e a  6f, d u e  to the potential smell a n d  health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

be discharged into an o p e n  nullah.

9. N o  m e n t i o n  w a s  m a d e  in HKR's first a n d  s e cond submissions of w h a t  w o u l d  h a p p e n  to 

the s e w a g e  in the event that the S T W  broke d o w n .  O n l y  n o w # In its third submission, is 

the subject of e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  addressed. T h e s e  include: dual feed p o w e r  

supply for the S T W ;  ''suitable b a c kups of the S T W  treatment process (but no  information 

as to w h a t  is suitable); a n d  connecting the gravity s e w a g e  pipe to the existing s e w a g e  

s y s t e m  (to be only used during emergencies), w h i c h  w o u l d  feed the s e w a g e  to the 

existing s y s t e m  (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  S T W ) ,  and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of s e w a g e  by 

3 6  s e w a g e  tanker vehicles per d a y  to the Siu H o  W a n  S T W .  T h e  f o r m e r  is clearly m o s t  

likely to b e  u sed o n c e  a n d  then left o n  permanently, since there is n o  description of h o w  

this action w o u l d  b e  m a n a g e d  (hence m a k i n g  u n a p p r o v e d  use of the g o v e r n m e n t  Siu H o  

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by  its d ay 

to d a y  performance) is both m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of s e w a g e  by truck is clearly unacceptable in a m o d e r n  city environment, 

especially as it w o u l d  require 36  s e w a g e  tanker vehicles a day, a n d  is inconsistent with 

the g o v e r n m e n t ^  efforts to m o d e r n i s e  s e w a g e  treatment a n d  disposal in H o n g  Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has b e e n  told that it c a n n o t  feed the s e w a g e  to the Siu H o  W a n  S T W .

10. In addition, H K R  has not m e n t i o n e d  anything a b o u t  e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  in the 

e v e n t  of the o p e n  nullah discharge a p p r o a c h  being taken. This w o u l d  probably involve 

the 3 6  trucks per d a y  travelling t h r o u g h  Parkvale village a n d  Discovery B a y  going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  w h i c h  H K R  d o e s  not h a v e  approval to use for this s e w a g e .

11. W e  are also c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. A l t hough the effluent will h a v e  b e e n  treated, it will h a v e  a high concentration of 

nutrients w h i c h  has b e e n  scientifically p r oven to e n c o u r a g e  g r o w t h  of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see p a g e  1 7 0  of ''Harmful Algae", 

v o l u m e  9, issue 10, 2 0 1 0  of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing w i n d s  c o m e  f r o m  the east, 

blowing o n t o  Discovery Bay, such harmful algae w o u l d  not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H K R  tries to d o w n p l a y  the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  TINs a n d  T P s  w h i c h  will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In r e s ponse to the D S D  request to clarify the future m a i n t e n a n c e  responsibility for the 

p r o p o s e d  s e w a g e  t r e atment facilities u n d e r  Option 2 a n d  3 in Sections 5.6.2 a n d  5.6.3, 

respectively, of H K R ^  application, the J u n e  Further Information states that aThe Option 
2 sev/age holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 
Management ot the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 
developments^. This has not b e e n  reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to h a v e  a separate S T W  in A rea 6f.

13. H K R  continues to m a k e  n o  reference in its Further Information that all the capital a n d  

operating costs arising f r o m  the p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f together with the gravity 

&ev/age pipe to the sea at the Plaza will b e  m e t  b y  either H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the A rea 6f p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  H K R  should b e  required to confirm 

that ail capital and operating costs arising from the proposed STW in Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by HKR and/or the undivided
shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages In Discovery Bay should not 
have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 
the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  S U P P L Y  F R O M  T H E  D B  R E S E R V O I R

I. HKR's application a n d  Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are t w o  options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 

pointed out, potable w a t e r  v/ill be not supplied f r o m  the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  Treatment 

W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station (FWP). As the S H W W T W  

a n d  S H W F W P  cannot be e x p a n d e d  to m a t c h  the p r o g r a m m e  of the potential Areas 6f 

a nd 1 0 b  developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea f r o m  both Masterplan a n d  O v e  A r u p  for g o v e r n m e n t  not 

to forget D B  w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for s e w a g e  a n d  water. H K R  has no 

alternative but to supply potable vyater to Area 6f (and 10b) f r o m  the r a w  water stored 

in the private Discovery B ay Reservoir by restoring the private w a ter treatment works 

a nd building w a ter mains for fresh a n d  flushing w a ter in order to m a k e  a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f a nd 10b.

2. This appears to be  a very expensive a n d  another s u b - o p t i m u m  approach. There is no  

information in the Further Information as to m a n a g e m e n t ,  engineering, environmental 

a n d  public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again b e  a s ked to confirm that the capital a n d  the operating costs arising 

f r o m  using the reservoir will b e  b o r n e  by  either H K R  or the undivided shareholders of 

the A r e a  6f a n d  A r e a  1 0 b  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s ,  a n d  not by  the o w n e r s  of Parkvale 

Village or b y  the o w n e r s  of a n y  other village in Discovery B a y  w h i c h  hav e  their w a t e r  

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  the S H W  

Fresh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station.

I. P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission f r o m  the application is that all other utilities hav e  b e e n  overlooked, 

despite this Further information stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for 

the d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f. T h e s e  include electricity, L P G  supply, telephone, T V  an d  

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of these services 

needing to be  laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing n a r r o w  a n d  congested 

pedestrian p a v e m e n t ,  adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court an d  

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to A rea 6f.

2. A n o t h e r  serious, a n d  disturbing, omission is that the consultants a p pear to-be u n a w a r e  

that H K R  a n d  the D B  c o m m u n i t y  are awaiting the E M S D  an d  F S D  reports into a inajor 

L P G  gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive o n  5 S e p t e m b e r  2016. T h ere are serious concerns 

a b out the L P G  s y s t e m  in DB. T h e  reliability of expanding the use of the L P G  ^ s t e m  to 

Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  n e e d s  to b e  considered a n d  included in a submission of Further 

Information.
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3. H K R  should b e  required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will h a v e  n o  

impact o n  the residents a n d  o w n e r s  of ParKvale Village or explain w h j t  the i m p a c t  will 

be  a n d  h o w  H K R  will mitigate their impact.

J. S L O P E  S A F E T Y  A N D  B U I L D I N G  C O N C E P T

1. u re pointed o u： a b o v e  that H K R  has never provided a Geotechnical Impact

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last P V C C  submission that ''HIGEO, 
CECDj hca reqjes：C3 c Gectcchnico! Planning Review (GPRR} in support of the 
crc :c be sv^m：:tea' by HKR MO'A' end has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical

r> c f tnc proposed devdopmeni. HKR has refused to do so and will only submit a 
prior to imp'ementation." W e  S3id that HKR*s position m u s t  b e  rejected.

2. Despite th：s Further Information stating that slope formation is a key e l e m e n t  for the 

cs\e!cprr!ent of Area H K R  continues to ignore C E D O ' s  requests a n d  again has 

provided n o  information o n  the slope a n d  building design. As  the Further Information 

i c e s  ret include a Geotechnical Planning R e v i e w  Report (GPKR), n o  information has

teen in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably
^ e c e s s a ^  in respect of bctr> the slope d o w n  f r o m  A r e a  5f to Coral a n d  Costal Courts 

3^.2 refine Ares 6f a n d  the slope behind the W c o d b u ^  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  

W o c c i a n c  Court residential buildings. In comparison, H K R  has r e s p o n d e d  to a similar 

for a G?Sf\ fer Ar e a  I C t  a n d  h3S submitted c n e  in its latest Further Information 

-esrect of Area ICb.

3. A ：sc. as explained in Section M  b e i o w  (and in A n n e x  1 to this submission) the d i a g r a m  

il：ijs：r3ting the siepe a n d  building position is fundamentally flawed as it s h o w s  the slope 

ccrr.mg straight d o w n  to Coral a n d  Cr>-stal Courts in Park\»a!e Village a n d  omits the road 

leaafrg to these buildings, thereby indicating that the sJope w o u l d  be  less steep t h a n  it 

artjc'ry w c u ! c  be.

H K R  should b e  a s k e d  to u n d e r t a k e  a geotechnical r e v i e w  a n d  s u b m i t  a G P R R .

5. s'：5  ；s cetipeci as S , 3 C O m 2  o n  rising g r o u n d  f r o m  4 4 m P D  to 7 0 m P D .  W h a t  is unclear

s Is triat the site is only partially f o r m e d  a n d  is predo m i n a n t l y  a slope

S 3二 r g  c c w n  t o w a r d s  Crystal a n d  Coral Courts. T h e  present platform w a s  only created 

!： — 3 1 7 C m : G F A  3 Story Building a n d  most, if not all, of the cleared flat

a*ea ；s onry large e n o u g h  to a c c o m m o d a t e  the road leading to the t w o  p r o p o s e d  high 

hse c net the fcuitdings themselves. T o  establish the level site indicated o n  the

ccrce^t p'a-s wo-jid require considerable site formation to raise the grade f r o m  4 4 m P D  

to a r c r ^ x；rratefy a level 55rrPD, a n d  to cut back the existing f o r m e d  slope.
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6 . In creating this m u c h  larger level site, the slopes t o w a r d s  Crystal a n d  Coral Courts a n d  

t o w a r d s  Discovery Valley R o a d  will b e  increased significantly. This raises the safety risk

of slope failure a n d  increases the slope drainage run-off t o w a r d s  the existing Parkvale

Village properties.

7. H K R  should b e  required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. O W N E R S H I P  A N D  H KR^s R I G H T  T O  U S E  P A R K V A L E  D R I V E  A S  A C C E S S  T O  A R E A  6F

1. T h e  S u b - D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 a n d  3 (35 
described above) of Parkvale Drive, being f r o m  its junction with M i d d l e  L a n e  to its er̂ c! a* 

the start of the p r o p o s e d  extension to Area 6 f, as a uPassagewayt".

2. In A n n e x  H of its first Further Information, H K R  stated that wfhe ownership of 
Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Right 〇f  
Way to other parties to use the Passogeways to the proposed development in Area 5/^,

3. T h e  Principal D e e d  of M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  for Discovery B a y  a n d  the S u b - D e e d  of M u t u a l  

C o v e n a n t  for Parkvale Village are complicated d o c u m e n t s  a n d  3 re difficult for a ja y 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas 

Village C o m m o n  A r eas a n d  the rights of the Registered O w n e r  a n d  of o w r e ^ s  

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, a n d  given that the o w n e r s  of the undivided shares in P 3 rk\a'：e

b e e n  r e s p o n s i b l e  for the costs of m a i n t a i n i n g  this " P c s s o g e w c r y ’ f o r  t h e  r a s :

w e  believe that H K R  should present co u n s e l ^  i n d e p e n d e n t  legal c p：n；〇PS ts

contention that it has the legal right to use the p a s s a g e w a y  as access tc A - e a

5. Furthermore, the L a nds D e p a r t m e n t  should reject HKR's request to leJ\« .ts .ietj

v i ews o n  this subject within the mcommerciaHy sensitive inforrryat^nm ：' s v ^

letter to the D L O  d a t e d  3 A u g u s t  2 0 1 6  a n d  referred to in Section £
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t. P L A N N I N G  C O N T R O L S

1. Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of D B  nn d  the allocation of 

undivided sh'nres under the D B  D e e d  of Mutual Covenant.

2. Recarding the M a s t e r  Plan (MP), it w a s  pointed out in c o m m e n t  4 4 0 2  submitted last 

July that； although it has b e e n  updated recently, it still does not m a t c h  the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the Interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  a n d  O Z P  are aligned with the existing d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to a m e n d  the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

m u c h  risk that the rights of the other o w n e r s  of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have b e e n  ignored by both H K R  an d  the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10 b  an d  other obviously 

planned developments, H K R  is m o v i n g  towards breaching the population ceiling of 

25,000, w h ich is the m a x i m u m  as per the appro v e d  OZP, without going through the 

necessary g o v e r n m e n t  procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant g o v e r n m e n t  d e partments have not 

considered our c o m m e n t s  as there is n o  reference to this subject in the list of 

de p a r t m e n t  c o m m e n t s .

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

a n d  that the current approved O Z P  limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 

current population w a s  a m e n d e d  19,585 (as per the records of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  

Limited, the property m a n a g e m e n t  c o m p a n y  of D B  an d  a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR). There is n o  information provided which w o u l d  provide assurances about the 

population figure qu o t e d  by HKR. This is information in respect of the m e t h o d  of 

collection, m a n a g e m e n t  of the data a n d  w h e t h e r  it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital e l e ment of planning for, an d  control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures qu o t e d  and used are independently collected an d  

verified by audit. T h ere Is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary. T h e  T P B  is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing a n y  further applications of a n y  kind in respect of DB.

6. T h e  difference b e t w e e n  the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 a n d  the s u m  of the current population 

a n d  the p r o p o s e d  population of Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

cjrrer.t population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

discovery S a y  which H K R  is currently developing a n d  planning. Such d e v e l o p m e n t s  

heiude that described in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 3 7 2  submitted last July which refers to the 

t-ar.ds D e p a r t m e n t  currently reviewing H K R ’s application to develop an additional

m 2  u n d e r  the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed n u m b e r  of flats in 

Ar^as 6f a n d  1 0 b  as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, m a y  be 

O'j'.n or, this additional 124,000 m2.

7. rr.earis is that H K R  is knov/ingly acting In such a - w a y  as to be flagrantly

*5 the current ceilings o n  the total n u m b e r  of flats a n d  population.

it 7/〇u W  appear that both the T P B  a n d  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  is ignoring w h a t
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8. Before the ch a n g e  in use is considered, H K R  m u s t  be required by G o v e r n m e n t  to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable m a n n e r ,  that the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in Areas 

6f a n d  1 0 b  will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery B a y  being 

dev e l o p e d  a n d  planned, to exceeding the a p p r o v e d  O Z P  m a x i m u m  population of 

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection m e t h o d  an d  the expected population of areas for which H K R  

seeks approval to develop before the Section 1 2 A  applications in respect Areas 6f an d  

10 b  are considered a n y  further.

9. It is clear that the T P B  is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach, 

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 m e n t i o n e d  above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent n e e d  by 

g o v e r n m e n t  to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to w h y  this issue w a s  not addressed N O W  by 

the T P B  a n d  w h y  H K R  w a s  allowed to develop b e y o n d  the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In view of the serious nature of this issue, these c o m m e n t s  will again be sent to bottr the 

Director of Audit a n d  the Discovery Ba y  District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the O m b u d s m a n ,  as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the T P B  a n d  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  are either incapable of handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. T h e  allocation of undivided shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units is an issue which H K R  is well 

a w a r e  of from the efforts of a D B  o w n e r  over the last t w o  years. This issue has b e e n  the 

subject of m u c h  correspondence b e t w e e n  the owner, H K R  a n d  Lands D e p a r t m e n t  ana

! presentations to V O C s  a n d  the City O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4 4 0 2  submitted last July to the T P B  a n d  the Lands 

D e p a r t m e n t  has asked H K R  to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by t h e m  for allocation to the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to the

_ Lands D e p a r t m e n t  b y  requesting the information to be regarded 3S commercially 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise^ whi c h  

is Inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. T h e  final determinant of the ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant a n d  Ma s t e r  Plan) is the n u m b e r  of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

any n e w  d e v e l o p m e n t  o n  the Lot. T h e  Principal D e e d  of Mu t u a l  C o v e n a n t  ( P G . V J  

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into Z50.000 

undivided shares. The s e  undivided shares w e r e  immediately allocated to varices u e s :  

56,500 to Residential D e v e lopment, 4.850 to C o m m e r c i a l  development, 2,150 tc C 

an d  public recreation activities, a n d  3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 w e r e  defineo 3> 

"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential D e v e l o p m e n t  m a y  b e  sub-ai;.ocateo to 

Residential Units a n d  o n c e  these have b e e n  exhausted the developer rrov d r a w  f r v m  the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. T h e  p r o b l e m  is there is n o  record of h o w  m a n y  Reserve Undivided Shares for

allocation to the future d e v e l o p m e n t  of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be n o  accountable a n d  transparent aiKf

m a n a g e m e n t  of the process of allocating the shares whkh cannot
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assure the T P B  that there are sufficient shares to b e  allocated to Areas 6f a n d  1 0 b  a n d  

other d e v e lopments. Both the Lands a n d  Planning D e p a r t m e n t s  are a w a r e  of this 

situation a n d  should not consider a n y  application until they receive assurance with 

supporting a n d  valid d o c u m e n t a t i o n  a n d  figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of a!I the current a n d  future assigns of the developer, 

the T P B  should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City a n d  the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to a m e n d  the present OZP.

16. Related to the a b o v e  is the position currently being ar g u e d  by  a c o n c e r n e d  D B  o w n e r  

that there has b e e n  misallocation of shares to c o m m e r c i a l  units since there is reason to 

believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units h a v e  not b e e n  allocated to the c o m m e r c i a l  units in D B  in 

ac c o r d a n c e  with the t e r m s  of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution w a s  p r o p o s e d  at the City O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e  (COC) o n  7 D e c e m b e r  2016: "To 
propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 
the true number o f Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 
units at Discovery Bay and the basis fo r such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 
from HKR fo r any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 
overpayment) should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms o f the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMCy\

17. This is clearly a very impor t a n t  issue w h i c h  the T P B  should inquire into before 

p r o c eeding v^ith b o t h  A r e a  6f a n d  1 0 b  applications, since the T P B  n e e d s  to k n o w  the 

exact a n d  correct position regarding a!! the p a r a m e t e r s  in m a n a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in D B  

so that decisions can b e  m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. 丁h e  latest Further Information provided b y  H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate a n d  

p o o r  quality d i a g r a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

2. T h e  D I A G R A M S  (including c o m m e n t s )  included in the latest Gist are included in A n n e x  1 

to this submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A to the Further Information ^Revised Concept Planw:

a. C o n c e p t  Plan - w h e r e  are the area d e v e l o p m e n t  w a t e r  features that w e r e  indicated 

or. o ther parts cf the submissions? Clearly t h ose trees indicated ca n n o t  b e  planted 

in the areas s h o w n  e l s e w h e r e  as w a t e r  features. This is a misleading image.

b. S e c t o r  A - A  - the existing g r o u n d  condition is incorrect. It d o e s  not m a t c h  the Lands 

C/ep3rtnr,pnt S u r v e y  D a t a  for this area. T h e r e  is n o  acco u n t  for the road or for the

that e/ists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope a p p ears to 

m  丨 steep* t h a n  it w o u i d  actually be.

二 Concept ^!an -  in A n n e x  1 w e  h a v e  a d d e d  site lines a n d  affected units. N o t e  that the 

f are p r o b a b l y  a n  u n d e r e s t i m a t e  of the n u m b e r s  of residents w h o  w o u l d  be

夕 闪的 - the of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in

N o t e  that it is not possible to build a n d  operate Ar e a  

//id^ning the designated p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is in a d e q u a t e  for

2 3
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heavy traffic. Wid e n i n g  w orks will have a h u g e  i m p a a  on  residents of the W o o d b u r y  

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, as well as all 

other pedestrian traffic w h ich uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail pr o m o t e d  

by HKR, This is a major safety risk a n d  w o u l d  cut existing transportation routes. This 

has b e e n  stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has b e e n  丨gnored.

e. C o n cept Plan -  s a m e  as (a) above.

4. A n n e x  B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree T r e a t m e n t  Plan (Annex B # pa g e  A3) a n d  Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

T h e  statement about existing tree groups to b e  retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based o n  the current plan, as there is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure a n d  site formation that w o u l d  not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics w o u l d  m e a n  this w o uld be very 

improbable. Also w h e r e  is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will r e m o v e  those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not m a t c h  the profile Indicated by 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile s h o w n  in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  Survey; the existing ground condition 

s h o w n  in the figure is incorrect since it d o e s  not m a t c h  the Lands D e p a r t m e n t  Sua-ey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is n o  account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the U p d a t e d  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised s c h e m e  (Annex H  to the. Further Information) s h o w s  the "negligible” effect cf 

Area 6f a n d  that the previously submitted Visual Impact As s e s s m e n t  remains relevant." 

This statement is both incorrect a n d  misleading since the photos d o  not s h o w  the visual 

impact o n  the people w h o  w o u l d  b e  really affected b y  the p r oposed development, l.e. 

the n e a r b y  residents of Parkvale, Midvale a n d  Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Are3 Sf 

close u p  a n d  continuously. T h e  reality is illustrated by the P V O C  m o n t a g e  as contained 

in A n n e x  1 to this submission.

6. T h e  U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including c o m m e n t s )  are Included in A n n e x  1 to ^is 

submission. O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the p h o t o m o n t a g e  is that the applicant continues :

l o w  quality photos as all of t h e m  are grainy a n d  poorly lit. 

b/ Figure B.9 v i e w  f r o m  D B  Plaza -  these po o r  quality p h o t o m o n t a g e s  ha-d!y ;K e 

views f r o m  the Plaza o n  a clear d a y  as illustrated in the V O C  photos in A.^nex I V* s 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 v i e w  f r o m  Look o u t  -  these po o r  quality photos h a r d N  reject r e  

f r o m  the L o o k o u t  as the photos are grainy a n d  poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 v i e w  f r o m  the hiking trail south Discovery V a ：!e\ • 

p h o t o s  hardly reflect the views f r o m  the hiking trail as 

poorly lit.

I
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n . figure H M  view fr o m  thr 0  D e c k  -  w h y  s h o w  t h u  w h e n  thef* should be  »rnag«* 

fro>T) the m o r e  popu!«itnd art*d» wh«*re rrs»(J<*nt» arc in»p4Cti»d, »uth fr o m  Corail 

Court, Crystiil Court, W o o f J b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court j n d  W o o d l a n d

f. figure fi.17 v i e w  f r o m  Middle Ldne -  w h y  h thij p h o t o  ui^tJ as there are very f e w  

rpsldi'fits ftt this loriitlon w h o  w o u l d  bi.» a^t*ct»jci. W h y  dta there r>〇 imjgrs fr o m  ihr
m o r e  pupuldti-d a " ，J5 w h e r e  th« are IfTipactecJ, m c h  di f r o m  f r o m

Coral Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court <*nd W o o d l a n d  C〇u " ?

7. In order for thii public consultation exercise to be seen to b f  transparent a n d  fair to all 

pnrtlos, IficlutUnK thi! public, it 15 e^sentidl thjt the TPB, if the application proceed*, 

provkJcs ttip p h o t o m o n U K e  provided by the P V O C  to the relevant m e e ting of the 

ItNTPC. if this Is not (ion*; thon ttu? TPB SecreUridt j n d  th* R N N T C  will be considered 

ncgllKcnl In Its duty « m d  exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  {tlie fMrkvale VIHo r c  O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  representing the O w n e r s  of Parkvale Village, 

wlilch Is adjiicent to Area 6f orul through which all traffic to Area 6f w o u l d  pass) continue to 

he surprised nnrl dlsnppolntoci that no G o v e r n m e n t  Department, nor HKR# appears to have 
con»ldorcd tho ndverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 
of Purkvato Vllta{；c ; especially Itic totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

A s  clearly d e m o n s t r a t e d  In our submission the H K R  application continues to b e  deficient In 

rnnny ways. So  nHin, wo conikJcsr t lu t  Ihe Town Planning Board Is in no other position 
than to reject MKirs application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  afialn encourop.e the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site a n d  m e e t  residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the Issues hlghllghtod In this report w o u l d  be  evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 D e c e m b e r  20 1 6

M r .  K e n n e t h  J. Bradley J.P.

PsrVrvale O w n tr t Committe# Chairman
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關乎中誚煸號Y / I - D B / 2而只作扪示用途的擬a 發展計劃的概恬發展規範 
B ro a d  D e v e lo p m e n t P a r n in c t c r  s o f  the  I n tl i c a t i v c 

Dcvc 1 o n m c t  Prni>osn 1 in Respect of A [)nlica tion No. Y/I-I)IV/1 
囚 應 於 2016年丨0 月 27 h ]m ^ t的進一步貞料而乜訂的概姑發 K W S 2 

Revised broad development parameters in view o f 
the further information received on 27.10.2016

⑷ q嘲編號
Apphention no.

Y /I-D B /2

⑻ 位 迓 / 地址
Loention/Address

愉贤 ;'« 35 6 f E 丈 £ t約 份 第 3 5 2 約 地 段 栗 3 8 5 號餘段及增批 

部分（部分）
Area 6 f,  L o t 385 RP &  E xt. (P a rt) in D .D . 352, D is c o v e ry  Bay

( c ) 地M 面掼 
Site area

約 A b o u t 7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m 2

( d ) 圇則 
Plan

愉饼鸿分區計釗大綱核准 0 ]編 號 S /I-D B /4  

A p p ro ve d  D is c o v e ry  Bay O u tlin e  Z o n in g  P lan N o. S /I-D R /4

⑷ 地 帶
Zoning

「其他指定用途」註 明 「員 f 宿舍 (5)」
"O th e r S p e c ifie d  Uses" annotated "S ta f f  Q uarte rs  (5 )"

(1) 擬流硌訂 
Proposed 
Amcndment(s)

把 「其他指定用途」註 明 「員工宿舍（5)」地 帶 改 则 為 「住 

宅（丙類）12」地帶

To rezone the a p p lic a t io n  s ite  fro m  "O th e r S p e c ifie d  Uses" 
annota ted " S ta f f  Q uarte rs  (5 )"  to "R e s id e n tia l (G ro u p  C ) 12"

( g ) 總樓面面m
及/ 或地W 比率 
Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

平:^米 地積比率 
Plot ratio

住用 Domestic 約 A b o u t 
21,600

約 A b o u t 
2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -

㈨ 幢数
No. o f block

住用 Domestic 2

非住用 Non-domestic -

綜 合 用 途 Composite -

⑴建築物高度 (以最高 

實罔樓面空間計算) 
/
層數
Building height 
(measured to the 
highest usable floor 
spaccy 
No ofstorevs

住用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米（主水平基準以上）mPD 
18 H  storey(s)

非住用 Non-domestic - 米 m
- 米（主水平基準以上）mPD

- 層 storev(s)
综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m

- 米（主水平基準以上）mPD

- 層 storey(s)

j o )上蓋 宜 積 ■ 
Site coverage

約 A b o u t 30 %

!〇〇 m 亡數目 
No. o f units

4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Flats

G) 休您甬地 
Open Space

-私 人  Private
)

不少於 N o t less than  1,190  平 

方 米 m2

*. r
— — fnt- . . . 广■ 一■广

( m ) 停 束 { 2及上茗 r  

客汉東亡數s  y  

No, o f  parking r  
spaces ar*d 
unioadin^ spaces >

充 梁 夫 球 車 泊 位 （申請人 未 铒 提 供 停 泊位數目 ） G olf cart parking, 
Ispacc (number o f  parking space not provided by applicant) 
i维 修 箄 輛 上 落 客 货 位 （申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目 ） Servicing 
rvchtclcs loading/unloading space (number o f loading/unloading space not 
!pr〇vj<Jc<* by applicant)

有 M 資衫躉 為 万 ， 七丨 ijTm Vj. 1 
用 中 试 人 提 夂 的 文 件



TJ»e mfonnation is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of ihc information 
provided In case of doubt, reference slioald always be made to the submission of ihc applicant.
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申請编號 A n o l i c a t i o n  N o , : Y / l - D B / 2  

備註 R e m a r k s

於 2 0 1 6年丨0 月 2 7 日 *中諳人提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交經修訂的發展 

總綱藍圖、截視圖、園境設計總圖•環境釤毖評估、規削報告、排水、排污及供水研究' 

水質技術報告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圇則。

On 27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses 

to departmental comments including revised Master Plan, sectional plan, Landscape Proposal, 

Environmental Study, Planning Statement, Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply, 
Technioal Note on Water Quality, updated photomontages and extract plans o f Public 

Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan and Deed of Restrictive Covenant.

PVOC;
Please confirm where 
the responses are to the 
Residents /  PVOC 
concerns as they c/o not 

appear to have been 
reviewed or addressed.

PVOC;
Photo-montoges are very poor quality, and ore not 
reflective of the view from the majority of the 
community.

Note that there ore over 523 flats that view directly 
on this site, with an average of 3 per unit, thats 
potentially 1569 residents whose views are not 
reflected in the photo-montages.

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 参 考 而 提 供 • 對 於 所 敝 資 料 在 使 用 上 的 問 超 及 文 魏 t 的 饺 舆 饫 規 ， 衣嫕  

會 概 不 負 飪 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 ，應 资 冏 中 捎 人 陡 交 的 文 丨 牛 •
-The information is provided for easy reference of the general public Undcx no CHXumitiJVc^ vsjII Tovmi 
.Planning Board accept any liabililies for (he use o f the infomiation noi anv inacouaciw or ot'
information provided. In case of doubt, reference should always b? m.vio to ihe suhmi.vsivvt
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PVOC Comments on Application number: Y/l-DB/2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A Application Number Y/l-DB/2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 
Area 6f, Discovery Bay.

Introduction

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

in ParL-vale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 

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

Limited's (HKR) Section 12A Application HTo A men d Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan for 

rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats of Area 6f, Discovery Bay". Our 

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

(TPB).

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

丁PS on 18 November 2016) submitted by HK R  in response to comments m a d e  by 

government departments.

Further Information
The F u rth e r In fo rm a tio n  s u b m itte d  by HKR com prises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental comments m a d e  available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

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

Covenant (extract).

Annex G - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

No substantive change has been m a d e  to the Further Information submitted in June.

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

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

c o m ments submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

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

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

comments to al! relevant government departments and bureaux.

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

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

mvm ? «
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Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKR and the TPBX ar,d, 

consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirrr：ec3 
by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians in this latest 

submission of Further Information, HKR and the TPB are completely ignoring this ^ey 

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 308 

"Guidelines -  for submission of comments on various applications under the T o w n  

Planning Ordinance,,> Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: nPublic comments zhouia 

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

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

on a case-by-case basis and only planning-related considerations will be taken into account. 

As 〇 general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (aj the nature (e.g. views in support, 

against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (bj the planning intention, 

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

infrastructure, landscape, visual and the loca! community etc.}; (c) comments specific to the 

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Board considers oppropriate.u

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

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

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

applications under the Ordinance, /t not meont /n ony way to re灯Wet the ccmfents 〇/ o/7y 
a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  c o m m e n t  m a d e ,  n o r  t o  r e s t r i c t  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  B o a r d  t o  r e q u i r e  f u r t h e r  

i n f o r m a t i o n . ”

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

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

does not.

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

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

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

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

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  GF A  on 3 platform 
created to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 GFA three storey Building.

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:



Comments or Applimicm number Y /i.DB/2

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

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

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

public can c o m m e n t  on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the "access road*', there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m a n y  issues arising from unsuitable 

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

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

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

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

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

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

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

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

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

G. A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into 
the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's comments that the latter is 

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

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

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

say that the sewage proposal "is considered not on efficient sewage planning strategy".

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

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

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

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

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

using water from the D B  reservoir.

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

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

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

reference to the D B  IPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 

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

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

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

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

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

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

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

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

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

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

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

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

3
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M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

Annex:

1. Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

comments, thereby excluding m a n y  residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 

the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

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

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

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

is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

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

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

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 

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

respect of its reports the following: uThis report takes into account the particular 

instructions and requirements of our client. It is not intended for, ond should not, be 

relied upon by any third porty and no responsibility is undertaken to ony third porty".

8 . Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, net transparent and 

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

4
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toget)ier the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with tfie response, i.e. the 

repo/ts. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports m  view of the statement about liability!

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

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

application and to confirm one w a y  or the otherthat the reports can be relied 
upon.

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

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

misrepresentation, i.e.

a. In the published Gist of Area 6 f, the TPB states that l,on the 27/10/2016, the 
applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

departmental c omm ents ...M This means that HKR has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored al! public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvaie residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the DB community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

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

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

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of com m e n t s  

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

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

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. HKR and m a n y  government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

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

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

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

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

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

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

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

and Transport.

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

obtaining government views on a!{ the issues raised. TPB/Planning Department cannot 

pc-ssibiy have all the necessary expertise to properly consider c o m m e n t s  on every 

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

D. RISK A S S E S S M E N T

1. A  Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed m a n y  concerns about traffic; 

slopes; environment; and public health.

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

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the T P 8 ensures 
that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

t-：. H K R #s RESPONSE TO  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in HKR's Further Information ^Applicant's response to the departmental 

comments m a d e  available by District Planning Office (DPO) on 25 and 28 July 2016,( 

cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the OPO's two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether H K R  has responded to alt 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

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

on H K R’s responses.

3. A F C D  comments -  as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR's c o m m e n t s  regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensator/ trees within Area 6f are 
not practicable.

4. D S D  com m e n t s  -  HKR^s statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR*s Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Hmost of the pollution concentrations wculd comply 

with relevant criteria,\ W h a t  about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - H K R  confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T A 1 
within Area 6f.

i

6 . EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in n e  

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD's requirements. Even after 

such comments, H K R  has only submitted a ''preliminary water quality assessment11, 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  Mcould meet* relevant technics' s：3ndards 
for sewage discharge. So H K R  has still not carried out the necess3r>- studies to r^e 
standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HK R  continues to ignore the c o m m e n t  that a re m a n y  5err*o广s
in ES reports stating that the various assessments \^cUd cornea ou： in the 

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such mislecdirg SS

reports. As an alternative please use a n e w  secticr, n? s^m^orise the f/AC 

implications of the proposed development^, (l.e. Area 6fl.

c. Specific 3 - HK R  is still refusing to give adequate deta：is arvi a commitment to 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully meet a!! of EPO's requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge aporoach.

t
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d. Specific 4 - H K R  confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only MmostM. W h a t  about the ones which do not?

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

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

ongoing maintenance and management.

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

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

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 
method n o w  proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a worst 

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

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

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

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

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

7. EPD and Waste M a n a g e m e n t  -  HK R  continues to provide inadequate feedback by

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

detail design. .

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

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EP D  and Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  H K R  describes the road type of Parkvale as *'〇 local 

roacf1 and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

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

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

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

W o o d b u r y  Court, Wood g r e e n  Court and W oodland Court residential buildings is 

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

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and W o o d b u r y  Court.

10. Lands Department's comments:

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

b. Specific 4 - H K R  recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

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

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

c. Specific 6 -  H K R  refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation,
which require that all information is disclosed, by hiding behind what it considers to 

be "commercially sensitive^ information in respect of the m a n a g e m e n t  and 

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

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

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

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if H K R  continues to insist on its position, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

should have HKR;s claim to be the sole owner of Area 6f reviewed by independent 
lawyers and the Legal Services Department. It would be totally wrong for the Lands 

Department to accept HKR's and its lawyers' claim at face value since, e.g., The lands 

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

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

recommendation and if not explain wh y  not. These comments by the Lar.cs 

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

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

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

. This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

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

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

continue to be ignored, e.g.

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

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

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect Gf tr.e 

impact on the Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) which is the only access 匕 m e  

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

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

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-corr.plet.icn 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended tc the si:e. This 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currently the s〇ie 
means of access, a semi-recreational area and a golf cart access path for residents of 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does net have 5pace fer 
additional designated pedestrian pavements.

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

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the ;egai 

bare m i n i m u m  width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In f3Ct( the 
application states that MArea 6 f is readily accessible, with an ex：enst〇rt tc the existing 
Parkvale DriveH. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, all 

traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. .TMs is dear from Arne% 
A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image fceiew.
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6 . W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

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

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

7. State of Repair - As the photographs above show, the state of repair of Parkvalc Drive Is 

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive w a s  constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular. Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD 

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

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

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

Drive, especially of Section 3, the pedestrian pavement section. The surface was not 

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

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

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

匚ourt, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale 

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 20  
tonne rated 

paving

resulting from 

current tra flic 

loading at start 

of proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6 f.

_________________ L

8 . Although this is k n o w n  by HKR, no mention of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. The costs of maintaining 5ection 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 

of Parkvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 

all other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

and 3 of Parkvale Drive are born by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

serve Parkvale Village. W e  arc extremely concerned that the additional construction 

and operational traffic will cause serious d a m a g e  and ongoing maintenance costs to 

the owners in Parkvale Village.

10. Width Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

heavy traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shuttle bus^5 negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 
vehicles need to give w a y  to them.

11
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

1 1 . W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvais 

. Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus t u r n s  

in the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that large equipment, such as e a w v n g 

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transi: mis

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedest「丨a-.s w:t卜 such heavy
equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section 3 of 
Parkvale Drive.

View of the 
rear of 
Woodbury 
Court,
illustrating the 
narrowness of 
the pedestrian 
pavement, its 
lack o f a 
carriageway to 
separate 
vehicles from 
pedestrians 
and the 
inability of 
vehicles to pass 
one another.

13. The considerjblo constructton traf?-c w.h

especially w h e n  construction ve.^ivie * Ne*- two vr'-ncie.*,. .rr-

trovelling In opposite directions ve
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U . Emergency Access - In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 
two or r-nore large vehicles in confltct, there would be no access for emergency vehicles, 
whether ambulances, fire appliances or police, to an emergency at either the 
construction site, the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court 
residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 
blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to  the Police and 
the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 
proposed for construction site access. This issue may also create implications under 
the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird's-eye '/iew  of the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 
; che Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, 
, illustranng that this section is a narrow paved pedestrian and golf parking area providing 
' access tc  the entrance lobbies o f the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 
： local bus services and delivery vehicles which may traverse at low speeds to park in one 
： of the only three unloading bays. !t is not a properly engineered road and lacks a camber 
' to allow for efr：c;ent drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid on non-reinforced 
； sand underlay. Triic renders the surface prone to subsidence and m inor flooding during 
, heavy rainfall.

16 Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pavement of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 
W oodbur/ Court, V/oo^green Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, is a quiet 
farnily pedestrian area ^ a t  is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 
and general recrearior. It is a!sc used by the elderly and for walking dogs, as well as for 
access to tne residential buildings. This area is wholly unsuitable fo r heavy traffic flow  
and poses a '/# r/ real risk of residents being hurt or killed by the heavy traffic required 
f〇r the p ropose  co^sV-jction ar.d the increase in operational traffic, especially the 
increase in the bus^s, ^vhich would result from the number of proposed flats
be«rg ainr,or,t twice that of the th f  Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and
•A/o〇rjlan<j Coi>rt resident.al DuficJ.ngs.

13



17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a pedestrian thoroughfare, although it 15 
shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the D B  了丨jnr.e; ijnk.. 

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

very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a mediunn-sized deliver/ vehicle cannot pass. 

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

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen 

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors 〇Den directly 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no roo m  for ar.y, 

there are no railings or other protections. Children can ran direaly cjt cntc 2 nd p :3y 〇"： 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exerdse as w e H  2s scces二 The 

Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 
especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 
amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

View of the 

pedestrian 

pavement 

leading to the 

start of the 

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6 f, 

illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed developrren： cf Area Sf was ^ade 
known, a member of the Parkvale Village VOC proposed 3n 3：te rn3t；ve access ；c nre2 6t 
from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of ?ark\-a e Village m
2016 an employee of D8 Services Management Limited, a 〇wnec subs i^a^
HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subse-q^e^t to t Ke T'eetmg. HKR 
sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that;

19. tfWe are aware of the potential traffic imp<xt to r V  4 5 HKR is

favourably considering to build either a temporary or per^or!ent ^a〇j road 

Discovery Valley /?oacT.

20. However, despite H K R’s c o m m e n t  in the email.代 has not the cwteQtia!

traffic impact or the possibility of in  alternat1Ve jccess from O-Kovery va.Mey Road m 
either its Application or its Further tnformatico in fact, in th〇s« documents h <R states

14
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t-，at t卜ere are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they wi" use the Parkvale 

Drive access. W e  consider th：s as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department hns requested HKR to propose an alternative 

occess, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f and the alternative access which w e  noted in our com m e n t s  on the original 
application and in our comments on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require H K R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.

G. SEW AGE TR E A TM E N T

1. All the concerns and c o m m e n t s  submitted to the TPB in respea of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. HK R  has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (5TW) in Area 6f. This 

mea n s  that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. H K R  is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be m a n a g e d  and 

maintained. As H K R  will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by H K R  to live next door to a 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. H K R  is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6 f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artificially m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak W a n .  The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 3 0 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

j A lternative  
j access  to Area  
j 6 f  from  

D iscovery  
Valley Road.
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well ai 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HK R  is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharg-ng 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds ijirectiy 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu m s  per day of sewage wii! be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 
balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspeas, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to c o m m e n t  on the approach.

6 . The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Ni m  Shue Wan), HK R  is guilty of abusing the so called public consu!tsticn 

process and displaying a complete disregard for mod e r n  sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPD, W S D  and D S D  and their respective policy bureaux.

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

a. in paragraph 6 .2 .iii of its original application, that ^alternative on-site sewage 

treatment plant could be provided, either ot Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land areau. Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6 .2.2 of HKR's Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6 f notes that ^This S T W  will treat sewage only from 2 sing!e residential 
towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not on efficient sewage planning 

strategy”. Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local 5 T W  m a y  cause uan offensive 

smell and is health hazarcT •

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality and marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality mode! to be established 

for assessment as part of the subsequent EIA,4. (June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there is no reference to a 

subsequent ElA, which likely m e a n s  that the subject of an EIA has been dropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale E1A as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6 f is still sub-optimum in its October submission. Since the 

consultant has again In the Further Information Annex G  ^Revised Study on Drainage, 

Sewage and Water Supply^, paragraph 5.6 .1.4, stated that MAs this n e w  DBSViA/ will

PVOC Comments cr* AppiK.aticir, f.‘、n.Lr'
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iMl-.tif'K sy.fpfri (i e r-j ..…j n o  Wjr' :『w.i. n o .  as __；； t^e -Tiove^ent of sewage by 

A  v . w . w”，df，h "  VPh“ !♦»', per fJ<jy tv ”、ff S.u M C  w a n  s’W  Thf forriier <s dearly most 

tu |i»* oficp anfj th* n 〇〇 y s t^e^-e is description of h o w

thi〜 jchuM v")uId be "MrMgefj (hence rr、c^?，g _*：，、《} c f the government Siu H o  

W,»n f̂ inlitiiy,] ,IS thM pyiiifng 〇0 Serv v.*?$ '.'arag^r-e.-： (as illustrated by its day

to ti.iy p**rfufrn,；jn< »•*) is hot^ n!a‘ .jgeme.'t nr〇 t-^g ̂ e e r °g severely challenged. 

Mov»*inon! 〇( by truck ；v clear，y unacceptaD-e *n a *r>odern city environment,

t*spef i,)liy ,is j( w(jul'j require 36 seA^g« talker »er c；es a Oay. and is inconsistent with 

tlu： govt^rnmef^rs f*Morts to fTi〇fJprnjse scvwag*? trea:^e^: ar，a disposal in H o n g  Kong, 

f … " “，mu)rp, H K H  h,i*> r〇!d th<u it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu H o  W a n  STW.

10. In adiiitian, H K H  has not mentioned anything about e m e r g e n c y  arrangements in the 

event of the o p e n  nulUli discharge approach being taken. This w o u l d  probably involve 

tlu* 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale viiUge an d  Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  which M K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerf^ed about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discover/ 

flay. Although the effluent will have been treated, ir will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which h^s been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ^Harmful Algae", 

v o l u m e  9, issue JO, 2010 of 'Etsovier') and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H K R  tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  TINs a n d  TPs which will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In response to the D S D  request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed se w a g e  treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.B, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that "The Option 

2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 

M a n a g e m e n t  at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 

developments”. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

ailhough the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6 f.

13. H K R  continues to n^ake no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6 f together with the gravity 

s e w a g e  pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be m e t  by either H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6 f proposed development. H K R  should be required to confirm 

that all capital and operating costs arising fro巾 the proposed S T W  in Area 6 f a n d  the
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gravity p«p^ 〇« us^ of the nullah w ill be homo by MKR and/or the undivided
shareholders ot Aiea 6t proposed development

； 4 A 'v , th *  re s id e n t of Parkval« Village .ind othei vilUi^^s in Discovery lUy should oot 
to io f f r i  th< dtsturbam e ot Ijy tn ^  the gravity sevvjgo pipe oi iht* connection to 

the open n u iijh

H  W A T E R  S U P P L Y  F R O M  THf O B  R E S E R V O I R

1 . /ippiw；dt'cn ano rU r：her ifitomialion blai^ntly attempt to give tlie impression that 

th^rf? iwo options «vaiiac>ie rogardn^g tno supply of potablt' water. As previously 

pointed potabie water will be î ot supplied Ironi the 'jlu H o  W a n  Wjtor T m a t m e n t  

V^ork*, (SHV/V/TW) a^d the 5 H W  Tresfi Water ('unipinp Station (fWI1), As the S H W W T V V  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to mutch the p r o g r a m m e  of the poit^ntul Areas 6 f 

and ICb developments, this supply is just not available for tlio foreseeable future, 

clearly evidenced Oy piea from both Masteffilon and O v e  Arup for governn^ent not 

to forget O B  v/hen ：t considers *ts expansion plans for sewage and water. H K R  has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Arej 6f (and 10b) from the r aw waiter stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring ihe pinvate water treatment works 

and building water ma.ns for fresh and flubhinp, venter in order to m a k e  a pnvato water 

supply exclusively for the additional *^000 persons in Areas 6 f ^nd lOh

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. There is no 
information in the Further Information as to man«igement/ engineering, environmental 
and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 
supply of potable water.

3. HKR should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 
from using the reservoir will be borne by either HKR or the undivided shareholders of 
the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of Parkvale 
Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Bay which have their v；ater 
supplied using the Siu Ho Wan Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHV*/ 
Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION OF OTHER UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overlooked, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a key element for 

the development of Area 6 f. These include electricity, L P G  supply, telephone, T /  and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with ali of these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, Including the existing narrow and congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and 

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6 f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the consultants appear to be u n a w a r e  

that H K R  an d  the D B  c o m m u n i t y  are awaiting the E M S D  and FSO reports into a major 

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on 5 S e p t e m b e r  2016. There are serious concerns 

about the LP G  system in DB. T h e  reliability of expanding the use of the L P G  system tc 

Areas 6 f and 1 0 b  needs to be considered and included in a submission of Further 

Information.
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3. HK R  should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and h o w  HKR will mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY A N D  BUILDING CONCEPT

1. W e  nave pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last P V O C  submission that f,H(GEOy 

CEDDJ had requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support of the 

opplicaticn to be submitted by HKR N O W  and has asked HKR to assess the geotechnical 

feasibility of the proposed development. HKR has refused to do so and will only submit a 

GPf^R prior to implementation.M W e  said that HKR*s position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore C E D D’s requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnica丨 engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope d o w n  from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 
and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 
Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight d o w n  to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. H K R  should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5 • 丁he site is defined as 8,3 0 0 m 2  on rising ground 什o m  4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. Wh a t  is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading d o w n  towards Crystal and Cora! Courts. The present platform was only created 

to accommodate a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level SSmPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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Existing 

platform in 
Area 6 f.

6 . In creating this mu c h  larger level site, the s丨opes towards Crystal and Corai Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safe;y risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. H K R  should be required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. O W N E R S H I P  A N D  H K R，s RIGHT T O  USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS T O  AR E A  6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Seaions 2 and 3 (as 

described above} of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to enc 3t 
the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a ''Passagewa'/1.

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that "the ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant o Right of 

W ay  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Aren Sf.

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas ano 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Pario.-a'e Vii!3ge have 
been responsible for the costs of maintaining this11 Passageway^ for the past 2S years, 

w e  believe that HK R  should present counsels* independent ieg3l cpin-ons supporting 
contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKfVs request to leave its detailed 

views on this subject within the "commercially sensitive m/ormotfo/i** contained in HKK*s 

letter to the DL O  dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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L. P L A N N I N G  C O N T R O L S

1. Planning controls include the Waster Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 

undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP)/ it was pointed out in co m m e n t  4402 submitted last, 

July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline 2〇ning plan (02P) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 
to protect the interests of the current 8,3〇〇+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  and OZP are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to a m e n d  the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply to〇( 

m u c h  risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 
planned developments, HK R  is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of 

25,000, which is the m a x i m u m  as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not 

considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department comments.

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 

current population was a m e n d e d  19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 

Limited, the property m a n a g e m e n t  company of DB and a wholly o w ned subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 

collection, m a n a g e m e n t  of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary. The TPB is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

5 . 丁he difference between the m a x i m u m  of 25,000 and the s u m  of the current p叩 ulation 

and the proposed population of Areas 6 f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery Bay which HK R  is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include that described in c o m巾ent num b e r  4372 submittecMast July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing HKR's application to develop an additional 

124,000 m 2  under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats in 

Areas 6 f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 pe叩 le, m a y  be 

built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. W h a t  this m e a n s  is that HK R  is knov^ingly acting in such a wa y  as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total n u m b e r  of flats and population. 

Furthermore, it would appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is ignoring what 

H< R  is doing.
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8 . Before the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 

demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 

6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 
developed and planned, to exceeding the approved 02P m a x i m u m  population of 

2S,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 
1 0b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental a p p r o a c h ,  

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projeas, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,^12 mentioned above, tc 
indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need ty 

government to address this issue. Otherwise, in the future, there is likely to se an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to wh y  this issue v/as not addressed NC'// by 

the TPB and why HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling cf 25/jOG. 

In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments will again be sent to noth the 

Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable cf handling this 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and management units is an issue v.+iich H.<R is well 

aware of from the efforts of a DB owner over the last two years. This issue has csen rhe 

subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Departnent arc 

presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this

is covered in comment number 4402 submitted last July to the 丁PS 3nci n e  Lancs 
Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares rets rec 

by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. H K R  has replied to the 
Lands Department by requesting the information to be regarded as commerciaUy 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lo: ；under the L3nd

Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares rem3:r^ng for :c

any n e w  development on the Lot. The Principal Deed Mutual Crvenan: ;?CMC} 

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is nc：icna：!y y \ :cec ^tc ZSZ.COQ 
undivided shares. These undivided shares were i m m e d ;3：e!v a iocatec :c uses：

56,500 to Residential Development, 4.S50 to Commercial devei〇c*ner：. 2.150 tc Cioi?s 

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hote- use. SSaV C  we^e ae^^ec as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares'

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development nay be sot'-aiiocateo tc

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the d芒veiorer Jraw “or' the

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there is no record of h e w  m3n\ Reserve S^a^es f〇r

allocation to the future development of the let

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no acc〇uniab*e and ce^tra -eg sre>-

management of the process of W o c a t m g  the shares w 卜 w m s  …3*L
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assure the TPB th3t there are suff»oent shares to be allocated to Areas 6 f and 10b and 
other developments. Both the Lands and Planning Departments are aware of this 

situation and should not consider any application until they receive assurance with 

supporting and valid documentation and figures that there are shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of all undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to a m e n d  the present 02P.

16- Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB in 

accordance with the terms of the D M C .  In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution was proposed at the City Owners* Committee (COC) on 7 December 2016: uTo 

propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to all commercial 

units at Discovery Boy and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from HKR for any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMCy\

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6 f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to k n o w  the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M. D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1 . The latest Further Information provided by HK R  contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. Annex A  to the Further Information "Revised Concept Plan":

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be 丨ess steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan - in Annex 1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvalc Drive highlighted In yellow are designated In 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that it Is not possible to build and operate Area

without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for
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heavy traffic. Widening works v/ill have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as well as a；! 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvale Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure E l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there is a requireme门t fo「a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be

• l e f t  in place. Simple construction logistics would mea n  this would be very 

improbable- Also where is the approximate location of the retaining waii? 丁he 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated by 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect :ne 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  f;;「 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the "negligible" effect c- 

Area and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains rsievant.” 

This'statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual 

impact on the people w h o  would be really affected by the proposed development. I.e. 

the nearby residents of Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Area 5f 

close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the P V O C  montage as contained 

In Annex 1 to this submission.

6 . The U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to sjbrptt 

tow quality photos as all of them are grainy and pcoriy lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza - these poor quality' photomontages hardly reject the 

views from the Plaza on a dear day as illustrated in the V O C  photes in Anr>ex 1 to tn；s 
submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout - these poor quality photos hardly reflect the v ie w s  

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Discovery Valley ■ these poor quality 

photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking traH as the photos are grain> aoc 

poorly lit.
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck - w h y  show this wh e n  there should be images 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, W oodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane - w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Costal Court, Woo d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  {the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6 f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 
be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, Especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.-

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HK R  application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject H K R #s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so, m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

P a rkva le  V il la g e  O w n e rs  C o m m itte e  C h a irm a n
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Annex 1: Comm e n t s  on H K R #s diagrams and photomontages.
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铽 乎 申 請 缢 訧 VV丨W B / 2 而 只 作 指 示 用 途 的 擬 議 發 展 計 K 的 砑 括 發 展 規 E  
Br of l d  De v e l o p  m e n f  P » r a m f t f r s  o f  t he  I n d i c a t i v e  

r ) f Vf l 〇n m c n t  P r o p o s a l  in R f s n c c t o f  A n p l ic a  t in n  N o . V71-DR/2 
因 绝 於 2 0 1 6年 】0 月 27 [ j 接 增 的 迤 一 步 資 料 而 柊 訂 的 嘅 括 發 展 規 甿  

Revised broad development parameters in v iew  o f  
the further inform ation received on 27.10.2016

( a ) 申3 编號
Application no

Y / I - D B /2

( b ) 位笪 / 地址

Location/Address
愉摂涊第 6 f K ；丈& 约份第 3 5 2 约地段第 W 5 號餘段及增批 

部分（部分）
A re a  6 f ,  L o t  385 RP &  l i x t  (P a r t)  in  D P  3 5 2 , D is c o v e ry  !^ay

(c) 地盤面檳 
Site area

約 A b o u t 7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m 2

(d)

Plan

愉 贵 ::爾 分 區 計 剷 大 绢 核 准 ® 编 號 S /M ^ B /4  

A p p ro v e d  D is c o v e ry  B a y  O u t lin e  Z o n in g  P la n  N o . S / I -D B /4

「其 他 指 定 用 途 j 註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5 )」

"O th e r  S p e c if ie d  U se s" a n n o ta te d  " S ta f f  Q u a rte rs  ( 5 ) '1
(e) 地帶 

Zonmg

(f) 擬議修訂 
Proposed 
Amendment ⑻

i

把 「其 他 指 定 用 途 」註 明 「員 工 宿 舍 （5 )」地 帶 改 劃 為 「住 

宅 （丙 類 ）12」地帶

To re z o n e  th e  a p p l ic a t io n  s ite  fro m  "O th e r  S p e c if ie d  U se s" 
a n n o ta te d  wS ta f f  Q u a rte rs  ( 5 ) "  to  " R e s id e n t ia l (G ro u p  C ) 12"

地横tt率 
Plot ratio

(S) 緦樓面面撗 
I 及/ 或地憤比率
( TotaJ flo o r area
I and/or p lo t ratio

住用 Domestic

非住用 Non-domestic

约  A b o u t 

2 1 , 6 0 0

约  A b o u t 

2 .8 3

(h) 種數

No. o f  block
住用 Domestic

非住用 Non-dom estjc

综合用途 C o m p o s i t e

難 —用

( i ) 建築物高度(以最高 
實兩樓面空間計算) 

/
層數
Building height 

! {measured to the

I highest usable floor

j s p a c e y

( N o  o f  storeys

Domestic

Non- d o m e s t i c

6 5  米 m

1 2 0  米（主水平基準以±  ) m P D

\ 8 M  storey(s)_______________

綜合用途 C o m p o s i t e

米 m

米（主水平基準以上）m T O  

眉 storeyfs)_______________

米 m

米（主水平基準以上）m P D  

層 storey(s)

0 ) 上蓋面積 
Site coverage

约 A b o u t  3 0  %

炸）單位數兰 
1 No. o f  units

丨(I厂 總 蘇
Open Space

;{m) 停 蚤 紐 上 落  

客貨東位數目 
No. o f  parking 

spaces and loading 
unloading spaces

有 眾 寅 14是 為 方 便 0  
市 規 r 委 貝 含 负 不 負

4 7 6 住宅單位 H a t s

-私人  Private
不少於 N o t  less t h a n  1，1 9 0  平 

方米 m 2

鬲阐夫球車停泊位（申請人未有提供停泊位數目）Go l f  cart parking 

space ( n u m b e r  o f  parking space not provided b y  applicant)

|维修車铼上落客貨位（申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing 

j vehicles loading/unloading space ( n u m b e r  o f  loading/unioading space not 

provided b y  applicant)

^  ̂  m3 ITsTfff ^  ̂  S  IX Jil 
貴 • 若 有 任 何 疑 +問 | 懕 袞 W 中 誧 人 疣 交 的 文 件

- 1 -
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The mformration is provided for easy reference of the general public Under no circumstance! wiH ih« Tovm Planning 
Board accept any liabilities f〇f the use of th« information nor any inaccuracies or d»scrcparx:i« of the information 
provided. In case of doubu reference should always b« made to ihc subnmsion of the applicant
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中誚編號 A Pp丨ica lio " N». : V /M )M /2

U c m a r k . s

於 2 0 1 6 年 1 0 月 2 7  E P 中^ 人提x 進—步資料以回嗯部門的恧見及提交纽箨訂的鉍弦 

總 綱 •截視® ' 園境設Si•柯圖，環境影铿評估、規削妞告•排水 •排污及供水研究， 

水W 技術拉告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界缔1 0及限制公契的拐錄圆則《

On 27 10.2016, the applicant submiUed further information providing responses to Responses

有關資料是為方便市民大眾参考而提供•対於所趿資料在使用上的間妞及文a 上的歧異.域市規眾委奰 

酋概不負黃•若有任何疑問•應査閲申誚人提文的文丨1: •
The information is provided for easy reference o f the general public. Undw no circumsiances wi!! the Tow i 
Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use o f the information nor any maccui'acics 〇«• discrepancies o f thr 
information provided. In ease o f doobl, reference should always be made to th^ submission o f the applicant



A R E A  6f

P R O P O S E：： RESIDEN丁IAL D E V E L O P M E N T  - ConceDt Plan
» « i*

PLAN



P R O P O S E p  RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Flan
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PVOC;

These poor quality 

Photo-montages hardly

DtfvHeprrŵ t

1

q iK tS K  Appliution N o.: ________ Y / I - D D / 3

ItB W自中W.AJ3交的文件*
T h ii page i t  cxvactcd Crom a p p licu i'i wbminett documents.

x{ 咖 PHOTOMONTAGE-VP1 (VSR REC1} FROM DISCOVERY BAY PLAZA

” •说1. DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND US£ • flERNEU£NT O f AREA SF

l

5.S
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H K R s  6 f Planning Proposal

fig. 1.1 B E F O R E  &  A F T E R  I M P R E S 5 I O H  F R O M  PLA Z A

T' f







V P 1 1  V i e w  W e l l  IWvOftJt/^pKcaiox. J.IF Irorp (E^ n i r ^  Canaikon)

P V O C ；

These poor quality Photo-montages 

hardly reflect the views from the 

Lookout. The Photos are grainly and

View ttom 0•0«〇 «̂«|h 〇«v#taprmc«<

PHOTOMONTAGE • VP12 (VSR REC10) FRO M  D-DECK C61W m | B .14

OISCOVCRY QAY OPTIMIZATION 〇F LAND USE • REFINEilEN f  OF AREA CF

y / t ♦ n 9 o中M W R  Appl_caiw> N *  _

此 m a n 中 a 人 •
THi i  h  gxVK(«d Cron kpp6c»M'» Jocwnvmi

，肀 . v < f r r  ••' ^  J V ^
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PVOC,

Jhese poor quality 

Photo monTages hardly 

reflect the views from the 

Lookout. The Pho(a are 

(frainly and poorly hi.

3 ; 4 S‘C k‘〆'‘ I r, t CU ff% •.}，P.

Y f\-D\}niri M K». _ __
« L H 4 S ，U 人 M52的 文 H *

T U ，f，|« 珥 rrv«t〇d 、》tMr»nc4l documciMi

/C 二二 t
PHOTOMONTAGE • VP6 (VSR REC7) FROM HIKING TR AIL SOUTH OF DISCOVERY VALLEY B.12
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V O C  c o m m e n t s  on 

HKk^ h\ Planning Proposal

Pig. 1,2.1 AFTER IMPRESSiOW FKOM DISCOVEKY BAY VALLEY KOAD



■FVCC： ----------------------------

li '^Vhy a th.;s P hoto -m cn tage  used - there are very fe w  
J t  th ：s locofion who w ou ld  o ff^c ted

| *

jvVnycre There no images from  the more populated areas
f^vnere residents are im pocied • see page 7?

VP16, v%cvp »、lh Prrinowo Owe吣fifneni

YM  >PB/2^tBnSK AppiiCMion >̂c . _
ltj(孅自申H入Ift夂的

Tbi p«|e a exacted Trw applictM'i submiflcd documents.

PH O T O M O K TA G E  • VP15 (VSR T3) FR OM  M ID D LE LANE

OlSCOVXRt BAY 0PT>M.ZAT>CN Of LAND USE - R6F»NEM£KT〇F AHCA 6F
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申 請 編 號  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  : Y / I - D B / 2

與 申 諳 地 點 廟 相 同 地 带 的 先 前 申 請

Previous Applications Relating (o (he Application Site with the Same Zoning(s)

申 請 编 號 擬 菡 用 途 / 發展 城 市 規 f f ]委 以 含 的 決 定 ( 曰期） ！

A p p l i c a t i o n  N o . P r o p o s e d  U s e / D c v c l o p m c n t D e c i s i o n  o f  \ 

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  D o a r d  ( D a t e )  !

N i l 1

有關資料是n 方便市民大眾参考而毘供. 對fit所敝:s 料在使m 上的問既及文後上的歧異• 妓市規r 委兵岔懋不 

负災• 若冇任何疑問• 跞査閱申忒人媞交的文件•

The inform ation is provided fo r easy reference o f  the general public. Under no circumstances w ill the Town Planning 
Board accept any lia b ilities  fo r the use o f  Uie in form ation nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies o f  the in form ation 
provided. In ease o f  doubt, reference should always be made to the submission o f  the app lican t



申韻煩號  Application No. : Y/I-DB/2

申 請 人 提 交 的 圖 則 、绻 ®1及報 告 書  
Plans, Drawings and Reports Submitted by Applicant

中文  英文 
Chinese English

Plans am i D raw ings

發 展 布 局 設 計 LSI Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s)

褪宇邑置 S] B lockphn(s)

樓芋平画 !H  Floor plan(s)

截視El Sectional plan(s)

立視HI Elevalion(s)

頭示擬誤發展的合成照片Photomontage(s) showing the proposed

□ 0
□ □ MISSING
□ □ MISSING

□ 0
□ □ MISSING

□ 0

development 
1 境 設 計 缌 圓 / G

PVOC; ify)
There are many concerns here, tha t ho\/e 
been prsvicusly raised to the Board, over 
sa fe r/ to pedestrians and the inadequate 
le rg te rm  solution fo r  tra ffic - these 
Questions have net been addressed.

J摘錄圖則  Extract Plans o f  Public 

an-apd Deed o f Restrictive Covenant

□
□

0
0

規创班究 P丨anningstudies 

環 境 影 袈 評 (噪 音 、空氙及/ 或；̂的污染）

Environmental impact assessment fnoi§fe, air and/or . .
v*v'v*v*v_v̂ v~v*w-s—▼ % v_v-v~v~v~y-v_iw—î— w~v

f  就 更 括 的 又 通 彭 容 評 佐  T ra ffic  impact assessment (on vehicles)

water pollutions'
'W-

rv*v-̂nVr*rnvnv_-
Visuafimpact*^sswsrnenr'

tXA>wkvX>UUi1̂N>^wk-*wkUk>UhUUUU<>UU^JUUkUhUUul»>»
Landscape impact assessment

疫 木 調 査 Tree Survey 

土力 5

PVOC; Poor quality  Photo-montages 
do not make fo r  a true visual impact 
assessment, why has this not been 
provided fo r  the sensitive receivers?

： ^SewerBge Impart t~t~r-rwr-r>rT~r~r*w>r-r*irvri<

W ^ b ^ - ia  Risk Assessment

specily)
排 水 、排污及 供 水 拼 究  Study on Drainage. Sewerage and Water Supply/
水贺技銜報告 Technical U e  ft从  f〇 A e  卵 W / c  k  〇

S S 部 門 意 見 Response
\ m a jo r concern fo r  this development 
j ond has not been addressed in any 
■form  ■ please re fer to the previous 
\PVOC submissions tha t attached.

1SSING 
1SSING 

飞 SSING
认" B ussing

□ MISSING
□ MISSING
□ MISSING 

^ p ^ M I S S l N G  

" q ^MISSING

有明译料是為方埂市民大眾t 考而提供• 釣於所畝資料在使爪上的問閗及文15上的歧姆•城市規劃委员帘槪不 

負贲• 若有任河疑問，應査問申忒人提交的文丨牛•
T h f information is p f〇vidr<l for easy rcftrence o f fh f f,fnf.ra\ public. Under no ciroirnslanccs w ill the Town Plaiuilng 
Baa/d accept any Itab山fies for 山t  use of th« information imr any inaccuracies or (Jlicrcpaiicles o f ll>e iiifnrniallon 
provided. In case o f doubt, rffe rencf sivouid always be nude lo tlte subntSssion o f ilie applicant.
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rpbpd
寄件者： 

奇件曰期: 
收件者：

主S: 
附件：

Dear Sirs

Vamsi Porulcuchj 
09曰丨2月20i6?
ipt>pdĈ pla.nd-g〇y.hj：
Application No. Area 6f

PVOC Third C o m n is  on ir‘e Section !2A AprhcaL：^  furtncr 5

I  have read the attached submission from thePARKVAI^ OWSERS C C M yT lT K -rc  ：
with the TPB accordingly. v ' 1 ' '  '

Vamsi Potukuchi

1 . ■
"*■ ........ ■" ------- -— u 一 .一 ... … .............,  j

C
、J



PVOC Comments on Application number； Y /l-D B /2

Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

Comments on the Second Further Information Submitted in Support of 
Section 12A Application Number Y /l-D B /2 to amend Discovery Bay Outline 
Zoning Plan for rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at 
Area 6f, Discovery Bay.

Introduction

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

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

the 606 flats in the village, submitted our c o m m e n t s  on Hong Kong Resort C o mpany 

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

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

ccmments were assigned n u m b e r  1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the T o w n  Planning Board 

(TPS).

This document includes our c o m m e n t s  on the Further Information (made available by the 

丁PB on 18 N o v e m b e r  2016) submitted by H KR in response to comments m a d e  by 

government departments.

Further Information

丁he Further information submitted by H K R  comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental c o m m e n t s  m a d e  available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 2S-July 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

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

C o v e n a n t (e x tra c t) .

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

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

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

to departmental comments. It is dear that, again, our concerns which w e  expressed in our 

c o m m e n t s  submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

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

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

c o m m e n t s  to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, w e  have drawn attention to rr.any traffic access aspects, such as safety and 

emerger.c/ situations, which do not appear to have been raised by the TPB with either the

X



Fire Services Department (FSD) or the Police. In fact everything w e  have submitted in 

respect of Traffic appears to have been completely ignored by HKP' and the T?3, and, if 

consulted by the TPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

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

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

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 30B 

^Guidelines -  for submission of comments on various applications under the Tov/n 

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

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

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

on a cose-by-case basis and only planning-reloted considerations v j \ \ \  be taken into account 

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

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

against or expressing general concern) of the public comment; (b) the planning intennon, 

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

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

proposed scheme; and ⑹  other considerations that the Board considers appropriate

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

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

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

applications under the Ordinance, /f/s r ? o f /*/7 w o y  (■〇 the contenrs o/crny

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

information:’

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

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

does not.

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

■ resolved. However, the inadequacies and omissions of their, and the other consultant's 

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

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

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,6C0 m 2  GFA on a plarforni 

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

| These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

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

submitted studies and papers and not impaa assessments, thereby avoiding having rc 

study the impact on the community and people most affected tv its pdDCsal.

B. Public Consultation Is inadequate and non-transparent.

C. Consultation with all relevant government departments 3fxi bureaux has been 

inadequate and incomplete.

0. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E, H K R’s responses to government department comments have inadecu^te

evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a public consuitatton exe^ose *cr aoc!t^3nt aio^

PVOC Comments on r - .-v.b-r Y," r.}H /..
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to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 

und-vided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon. 

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

public con c o m m e n t  on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

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

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m a n y  issues arising from unsuitable 

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

pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

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

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

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

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

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

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

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

6 . A  sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6 f with discharge directly into 
the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is 

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's comments that the latter is 

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

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

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

say that the sewage proposal uis considered not an efficient sewage planning strategyf,.

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

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

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

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

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

using water from the D B  reservoir.

I. N o  information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities to Area 6 f and h o w  
it will affect Parkvale Village, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key 

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

reference to the D 8 LPG gas system which has recently suffered an explosion which is 
the subject of investigations by E M S D  and FSD.

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

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

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

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

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

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

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

Outline Zone Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 p叩 ulation ceiling and the allocation of 

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

furthermore, HK R  has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

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

3
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M. Diagrams and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

Annex:

1. Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-!inguat. The current situation rr.esns 

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

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

exercise,

3. Many Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 
the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 

is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

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

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. Sewage impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since HKR first 

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

Is a serious omission:

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. Landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6 : HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

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

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 

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

respect of its reports the following: "This report takes into account the pcrticular 
I n s t r u c t io n s  a n d  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  o u r  c l ie n t .  I t  is  n o t  i n t e n d e d  f o r ,  a n d  s h o u ld  n o t ,  b e  

r e l i e d  u p o n  b y  a n y  t h i r d  p a r t y  a n d  n o  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  is  u n d e r t o k e n  to  a n y  t h i r d  00^ * ,

8 . Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and 

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct 3nci full picture by brirtg；ng
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together the instructions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the

i
，’ reports. Furthermore, h o w  can anyone, including the government and the public, rely

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

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

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

1ZA application and to confirm one way or the other that the reports can be relied 
upon.

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

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

misrepresentation, i.e.

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

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

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

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the DB  community.

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

and public concerns citing that this is "commercially sensitive information1'. In a 

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

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of c omments 

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

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

the o utcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

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

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

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

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

the T P B  apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related c omments do not 

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

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

and Transport.

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

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

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider com m e n t s  on every 

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

D. RISK A S S E S S M E N T

1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this deve丨叩ment and has not

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our twc previous 

submissions and again in this one. W e  have expressed many concerns about traffic； 

slopes; environment; and public health.

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

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. HKR'S RESPONSE T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in H K R #s Further Information "Applicants response to the departmental 

c o m m e n t s  m a d e  a v a i l a b le  b y  D i s t r i c t  P la n n in g  O f f ic e  (D P O )  on 2 5  a n d  2 8  J u ly  2 0 1 5 "  

cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the OPO's two letters are not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to all 

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

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

on HKR's responses.

3. A F C D  comments - as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, below anc5 in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR's comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Prcposa： 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area of are 

not practicable.

4. D S D  comments -  HKR*s statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standarcs 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrea as HKR's Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only wmost of the pollution concentrations would ccnply 

with relevant criteria". Wha t  about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a Sufc-cptimal st3 nca〇ne STA 
within Area 6f.

6. EPD and Water Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water cuaiity assessment ;n tie

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPO's recjuire.-nepts. Even ar：e.- 

such comments, HKR has only submitted a ^preliminary water quality cssess.'nent,' 

which concludes that the proposed S T W  mcou!d relevant technics,' stâ ci3"£3s

for sewage discharge. So H K R  has still not carried oot tne necessary stuces to the 

standard required by EPO.

b. Genera! 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that ar^ toc sections

in ES reports stating that the various assessments wcu^a bs ：j'rreC >r. :he 

subsequent statutory EiA and to rerryove mfs：eca：̂g s：cteme^:s ir ：̂e ES 

reports. /As an alternative please use c rew to ^  f ‘

implications of the proposed deveiopn^e^t^ {!.$. Area

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give ceta.'.s a to

S T W  design standards necessary to ful'y rreet a-! 〇t ar>0

technical standards for both the ano d»scharg^ approach

t
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d. Specific 4 - H K R  confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only Hmostw, W h a t  about the ones which do not?

e. Specific 5 - again H K R  gives only limited details regarding the design and 

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

ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - H K R  does not provide any c o m m e n t s  regarding the ongoing maintenance 

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

g. Specific S -  H K R  clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that the 

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

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

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

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

nullah and box culvert directly. H K R  is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

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

7. EPD and Waste M a n a g e m e n t  -  H K R  continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

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

detail design.

8. EPD and Sew a g e  Infrastructure -  H K R  does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality -  Specific 7 -  H K R  describes the road type of Parkvale as "o /oco/ 

rood1' and refers to a buffer of 5 m  between the road and the proposed development. 

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

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

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

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o dland Court residential buildings is 

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

Furthermore, there is no buffer between Parkvale Drive and W o o d b u r y  Court.

10. Lands D epartments comments:

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

b. Specific 4 -  H K R  recognizes that its application does not conform to the approved 

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

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

c. Specific 6 -  H K R  refuses to comply with the requirements of public consultation, 

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

be acommerciolly sensitive1* information in respect of the m a n a g e m e n t  and 

accountabiiir/ of the 250,000 undivided shares of the Principal Deed of Mutual 

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

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

information being disclosed. Furthermore, if H K R  continues to insist on its position, 

the Lands D e p a n m e n t  must consult with relevant government departments, such as 

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

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

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

under Specific 6 above. Again, under the claim of sensitive commr;rcial information
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HKR is trying to undermine the public consultation exercise. The Lands Department 

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

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

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

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

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commis:ion ,5 

recommendation and if not explain wh y  not. These comments by the Lands 

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

l'l. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored at! the points about breaching the population ceding 

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

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

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

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

continue to be ignored, e.g.

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

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

Furthermore, it provides no design and diagrammatic information in respect c: ：re 

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

Woodb u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential bui!d:ngs.

b. HK R  still does not provide any detailed information about a safe and viab丨e rresns of 

vehicular access to the site both during the construction and post-corr,p!e:：on 

occupation phases. HKR states that Parkvale Drive will be extended tc tre site. 'uis 

encroaches on the DMC-assigned pedestrian passageway which is currertty :r.e so；e 

means of access, a semi-recreational area and a gclf cart access p3:h fcr res:::’en:s 3:* 

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 betow) is ne;：her n〇r

constructed for use by heavy construction vehicles and does net 汶3V2 scace ;c「 
additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway c{ su^-s：3niaro 
engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass anc lacks :^e icgai 

bare m i n i m u m  width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site is by an extension to ?3rkva:e D-*'ve. fact, r^e 

application states that uArea 6f is readily acccss：b:er with c" e^ensicn :c the ending 

Porkvale Drive". As Parkvale Drive is the cn!y means access 汁-：1#  vviags. a，: 

traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area Sf. T>vs s Cear fro’.久

A  of the October Further Information and the aenai irrage Oe'cw
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6 . W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only m e a n s  of access to Area 6f and that 
H K R  has not addressed our concerns m  its Further Information.

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

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive w a s  constructed to support 

heavy usage In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under DD 

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

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

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

Drive, especially of Section 3, the pedestrian pavement section The surface w a s  not 

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

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

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

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

j Section 3 of 
Parkvale 
Drive.

Settlement 
evident to 20 
tonne rated 
paving
resulting from 
current traffic 
loading at s ta rt 
o f proposed 
extension of 
Parkvale Drive 
to Area 6f.

8. Although this is known by HKR, no mention of it is made in its application or Further 
Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 
of Parkvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 
all other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 
and 3 of Parkvale Drive are bom by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 
serve Parkvale Village. We are extremely concerned that the additional construction 
and operational traffic will cause serious damage and ongoing maintenance costs to 
the owners in Parkvale Village.

10. Width Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 
heav1/  traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. When residential 
shuttle buses negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 
vehicles need to give way to them.

11
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Section 1 of 

Parkvoie Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have m  passing 

one another.

1 1 . W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of W o o d b u r y  Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that targe equipment, such as earthmcving 

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section 3 of 
Parkvale Drive.
View of the 
rear of 
Woodbury 
Court,
illustrating the 
narrowness of 
the pedestrian 
pavement, its 
lack of a 
carriageway to 
separate 
vehicles from 
pedestrians 
and the 
inability of 
vehicles to pass 
one another.

13. The considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate these profcfems,

especially w h e n  a construction vehicle and a bus, or w h e n  two construct丨■〇〇 ve以丨es, a-e

travelling in opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.

1
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14. Emergency Access • In the event of a vehicle accident or a blockage on Parkvale Drive by 

two or more large vehicles in conflict, there would be no access ̂ or emergency vehtcles, 

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

construction site, the W o o d b u r y  Court, W oodgreen Court and Woodland Court 

residential buildings or the larger adjacent Midvale Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 

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

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

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

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

! 14 ,B ird fs-eye  v iew  of  the  p e d e s t r i a n  p a v e m e n t  Section  3 of  Parkvale  Drive,  to  the  r e a r  of  
j th e  W o o d b u r y  Court,  W o o d g re e n  C ourt  a n d  W o o d lan d  C ourt  res iden tia l  buildings,  
j i l lu s t ra t in g  chat  th is  se c t io n  is a  n a r r o w  p aved  p e d e s t r i a n  an d  golf  p a rk in g  a re a  prov id ing  
| acc es s  to  th e  e n t r a n c e  lobb ies  of  the  buildings.  It  a lso  p ro v id es  access  to  se rv ice  vehicles,
| local  b u s  se r v ic e s  a n d  d e live ry  vehic les  w h ich  m a y  t r av e rse  a t  low  sp e e d s  to  p a rk  in  one  
； o f  the  o n ly  t h r e e  u n lo ad in g  bays.  It  is n o t  a  p ro p e r ly  e n g in e e re d  road  and  lacks  a c a m b e r  
j ro a l lo w  fo r  effic ient  dra in ag e ,  b e in g  c o n s t ru c ted  o f  co n cre te  bricks  laid  on  non -re in fo rced  
I s a n d  u n d e r la y .  T h is  r e n d e r s  th e  su rface  p ro n e  to  su b s id e n c e  a n d  m in o r  f looding  d u r in g  
I h e a v y  rainfall .

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

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

family pedestrian area that is used by children and young families for cycling, ball games 

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

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

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

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

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

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

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

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

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

spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the DB  Tunnel Unk. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. Hov/ever, it »s 

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

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

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

Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 

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

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

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

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

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

amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 
Parkvale Drive.
View of the 
pedestrian 
pavement 
leading to the 
start of the 
proposed 
extension of 
Parkvale Drive 
to Area 6f, 
illustrating that 
it is primarily a 
pedestrian 
thoroughfare.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed development of Area 5f was made 
known, a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an alternative access to Area Sf 

from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Viiisge in va-cn 

2016 an employee of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a wholly o w n e d  subsidiary cf 
HKR, noted that H K R  was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, SKFi 

sent an email to the Chairman of the P V O C  which stated that:

19. uW e  are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbcurhocd. As such, HKR is 

favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent hou! rood f ro m  

Discovery Valley Road".

20. However, despite HKR*s c o m m e n t  in the email, it has net menticneo the potential
traffic i m p a c t  o r  t h e  possibility o f  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  a c c e s s  卜 R o a d  in

either its Application or its Further Information. In fact, in these ^oourr'ents states

14
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that there are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 

Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 

to Area 6f-and the alternative access which w e  noted in our comments on the original 
application and in our comments on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require HK R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.

G. S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1 . All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. HKR has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 
means that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. HKR is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be managed and 

maintained. As HKR will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility wiii be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HK R  to live next door to a 

S丁W  with an its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

B. HK R  is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 
pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfal! and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

Tnis i$ an artificially m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tal Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 3 0 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

Alternative 

access to Area 

6 f from 
Discovery 

Valley Road.
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tides as well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sewage into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds directly 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu ms per day of sewage will be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 
balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. This option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage pipe and it is considered that H'KR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPD, etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the publicare unlikely 

to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6 . The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (s 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discnsrged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so cailed public ccnsuitat^on 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage r^eatmsrt ano 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years government, 

namely EPD, W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

7. In its Further Information of June and October HKR^s consultants have said:

a. In paragraph 6.2.iil of its original application, that "alternative on-site sewage 

treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is nox 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffsct̂ ve In 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land csreaM' Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR#s Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Sjpoty Svsten-.s 

for Area 6f notes that MThis S T W  will treat sewage only frorr 2 res>aent；a! 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered nc: an e ^ a e n： sewage Diann：ng 

strategy1". Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a Socal S T W  may c3〇se Kan cffensŝ e 

smell and is health hazarcT.

b. MThis additional effluent would have impacts cn bctr̂  wcter a-ic m c m e

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water to be

for assessment as part of the subsequent {J^ne Revised £nvrr〇nme^tai StucS^

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there i$ no tc a
subsequent EIA( which likely means that the subject of an ElA has i>een aro〇p<?a. 

Logically there should be a full scale ElA as part cf this Sec：̂  12A aD〇iicat'〇n

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is stiU in its October St^ce

consultant has again in the Further informat Annex G  STvay Dra：n〇g^f

Sewage and Water SuppfyMt paragraoh S .6 I 4, stated 'As t^s ne^ OSS^K'

(D
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 

decentralized scheme is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy".

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

in Area Gf; due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  rnention w a s  m a d e  in HKR*s first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the se w a g e  in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; ''suitable backups of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  STW), and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu H o  W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action would be m a n a g e d  (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited {as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both m a n a g e m e n t  and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a m o d e r n  city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in H o n g  Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu H o  W a n  STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the o p e n  nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

{"red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of ''Harmful Algae", 

v o l u m e  9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H K R  tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  TINs and TPs which will increase the probability of m o r e  red tides.

12. In response to the D S D  request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed s e w a g e  treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that aThe Option 

2 sev^age holding tank and Option 3 sewage treatment plant will be maintained by City 

M a n a g e m e n t  at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 

developments^. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6 f.

13. H K R  continues to m a k e  no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6 f together with the gravity 

s e w a g e  pipe to the sea at the Pla2a will be m e t  by either H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6 f proposed development. H K R  should be required to confirm

t h a t  all c a p ital  a n d  o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  arising f r o m  t h e  p r o p o s e d  S T W  in A r e a  6f a n d  t h e
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discover/ Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE D B  RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the irnpression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable v；ater. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWPJ. As the 5H7/V/T*V 

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 6 f 
and 1 0 b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government net 

to forget DB w h e n  it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. H ：<H has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw v;ater stored 
in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private w 3tef 
supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. Thsre is no 

information in the Further information as to management, engineering, environmental 

and public health implications of# after 16 years, re— opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either H K R  or the undivided shareholders of 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of Parkvale 
Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Bay which have tneir water 

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  Wat e r  Treatment W o rks ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overiocKad. 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a <e\ e;eme".t for 

the development of Area 6 f. These include electrici^, tFG supply, teiechcne. and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with ai： cf rhess ssr；'ces 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrow a"：a congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodg-eer;

Wood l a n d  Court residential buildings, leading to Ars3 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the ccns-ftarts tc De ^^3v.3re
that H K R  and the D B  community are awaiting the EV.SO a.^c FSC !->:〇 a r̂ a.'cr

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on S Septerrter 2CiS. r e  se'iCbS v T M c n

about the LPG system in DB. The reliability of e v a n d i n g  :，e “se c w

Areas 6 f and 10b needs to be consioered 3na inc^dec: ^  a Subn^iss'cr； of c：j ^ e r 

Information.
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3. H K R  should be required to confirm that the provision of these utilities will have no 

impact on the residents and owners of Parkvale Village or explain what the impact will 

be and h o w  H K R  will mitigate their impact.

J. SLOPE SAFETY AND BUILDING CONCEPT

1 W e  fuve pointed out above that has ne.er prevtded a GeoteLht\ic3l impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  p〇/nted out 'n the !ast P V O C  that "Mj'GrO,

C t'D D j h a d  re q u e s te d  a G eo ie ch m ca ! P la n n in g  R eview  (3PRH} in i,u n p〇rt o f th t' 

a p p lic a tio n  (o be s u b m itte d  by HKR a n d  has. asked HKR to as.srss the  ge o tech n ica l 

fe a s ib il ity  o f  the  p ro p o s e d  d e ve lo p m e n t. HKR has re fu se d  fo do so and w ill o n ly  su b m it o 

fo "np/e/r/enfaj/an." W e  said that HKR's position must t)e re]ected.

2. Despite this Further information stating that s'ope fcrmation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, H K R  continues to ignore C E D D fs requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary m  respect of both the slope d o w n  from Area 6 f to Coral and Crystal Courts 
and behind Area Gf and the slope behind the Woodbury Ccurt, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings, fn comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a G P R R  for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained In Section M  beiow (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight d o w n  to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvaie Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. H K R  should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,3〇〇m 2  on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. W h a t  is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading d o w n  towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to accommodate the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level 55mPD, and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. O W N E R S H I P  A N D  H K ^ S  RIGHT TO USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS TO AREA 6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f( as a ,rPassageway* 1 2 3 4 5',

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that nthe ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Right of 

Way to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village C o m m o n  Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this ''Passageway" for the oast 2S years, 

w e  believe that HKR should present counsels' independent legal opinions supporting "ts 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR's request to te3ve its detailed 
views on this subject within the ̂ commercially sensitive inf〇rmati〇nu contained in H<Rfs 

letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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t. PUNNING CONTROLS

PVOC on Applicanon mimber： Y/l-DH/2

X. Pianning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of D D  and the allocation of 

undivided shares under the D B  Dee d  of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the N：aster Plan (MP), it w a s  pointed out in c o m m e n t  4d〇2 submitted last 
July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essentia! that 

the existing M P  and C Z P  are 3ligned with the existing development on the Lot before 
any ccnsiderati〇n of any proposal to a m e n d  the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too

厂sic that Hghts of the Other owners of the Lot will be inledefed w l 卜.
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assure TP9 tn；jt are sharps t〇 be d^ocateO tc： Areai 6  ̂3〇c 10c- and

other developments. Botr- the LancJs and P;ann‘r>g D e c a i m e r u s  are aware cf tr"s

situation a n d  ihouid not consider an〆 app:*c«Ti〇n u d 1 tney rect*ve ask〆丨

supporting and valid d o c〇rnentatf〇n and figures i^at t^-e^e are shares avcii'jt^e for the

developments

15. in order to protect the interests of a：i the current a〇d future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full account丨ng of the …丨ocat丨on 〇f an unc1>v‘(1ed shares by share 

type to ali Villages, City and the other areas 〇f the i〇t, pnor to considefanon of any 

proposal to a m e n d  the present 02P.

16. Related to the above is the position currently b e m g  argued by a concerned O B  owner 

that there has been rmaHocation of shares to commercial units since there ts reason to 

believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units have not been a!i〇cated to the commercial units in D B  in 

accordance with the terms of the O M C .  m  respea this concern, the following 

resolution w a s  proposed at the City Owners' C omm«ttee (COC) on 7 D e c e m b e r  2016: HTo 

propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort C o m pa ny  Limited (HKR) set out 

the true number of M a n a g e m e n t  Units (MU) that they hove allocated to oil commercial 

units at Discovery Bay and the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation 

from H K R  for any shortfall in payments to the M a n a g e m e n t  Fund (or refund for any 

overpayment) should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 

Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC)M.

17. This Is clearly a very important Issue which the T P B  should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6 f and 10b applications, since the TP B  needs to k n o w  the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in D B  

so that decisions can be m a d e  in the correct planning environment.

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. Th e  latest Further information provided by H K R  contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. Th e  D I A G R A M S  (including c o m m e n t s )  included in the latest Gist are included in A nnex 1 

to this submission. Ou r  c o m m e n t s  are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A n n e x  A  to the Further Information ̂ Revised Concept Planw :

a. Concept Plan - w h e r e  are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas s h o w n  elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan -  in A n n e x  1 w e  have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the n umbers of residents w h o  would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for
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heavy Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury

Coua, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential butldmgs, as well as aU 

other pedestnan traffic wh»ch uses Parkvaie Drive lo get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR 了his is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportauon routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsewhere in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e Concept Plan - same as (a) above.

4. Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan {Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l. 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. 了hese trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there Is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees lo be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would m e a n  this would be very 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wall? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes Incorrect statements about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope docs not match the profile indicated by 

HK R ys consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground condition 

shown in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the Lands Department Survey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the slope that 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the "negligible" effect of 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment remains relevant* 
This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not show the visual 

impact on the people w h o  would be really affected by the proposed development, l.e. 

the nearby residents of Parkvaie, Midvate and Hillgrove Villages w h o  will view Area 6f 
close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the P V O C  montage as contained 

in Annex 1 to this submission.

6 . The UP D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 to this 

submission. Our comments are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to submit 

low quality photos as al! of them are grainy and poorly lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from DB Plaza -  these poor quality photomontages hardly reflect the 

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated in the V O C  photos in Annex 1 to this 

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout - these poor quality photos hardly reflect the views 

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poorly lit.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking trail south of Oiscovery Valley - these poor qualitY 

photos hardly reflect the views from the hiking trail as the photos are grainy and 

poorly lit.
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e. Figure 8.14 view from the D-Oeck - w h y  show this w h e n  there should be images 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Costal Court, Woo d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane - w h y  is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no Images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the P V O C  to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the R N N T C  will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  {the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6 f would pass) continue to 
be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 
considered the adverse impact o f the proposed development on the owners and residents 
o f Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HK R  application continues to be deficient in 

m a n y  ways. So again, we consider that the Town Planning Board is in no other position 
than to reject HKR#s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the T o w n  Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so( m a n y  of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village Owners Committee Chairman
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Annex 1: Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.
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.!!■  I i t im , , :  i  I / I M  IT 'I l V ifXTJi

申請編號 A p p l i c a t i o n  N o . : V / f - D B / 2  

備許 R e m a r k s

於 2 0 1 6年 1 0 月 2 7 日，申請人提交進一步資料以回應部門的芑見及提交蛵修訂的發钱 

總綱藍圖、截視圖、囡境設計總圖，環境影鲨評估*規副報告、排水.排污及供水硏究. 

水質技術報告、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄囫則。

O n  27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses

有 關 資 料 是 為 方 使 市 民 大 眾 參 考 而 嫌 供 • 妇 資 料 在 篼 甩 上 的 梵 播 义 t i l 上 的 ■ 域 节 甩 ® 5 錢 

會 槪 不 f t 貴 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 • 眯 衣 間 中 M 、提 7 的 文 件 •
The infon^alion is provided for easy rcfcicnce of the general puWK. rw arcumsttnccs 如  Tb仰

Planning Doaid accept any liabilities for the \.i$c of the infonn^<u>n nor »nv m*ocu{ac>es or Ascreptncics of the 
mfoimalion provided. In case of ilovibl, refcictvf should t *  n»*J< lo uSe nihmisAioft oi i>te ippJh.ant



5m Buffer distance 
from driveway

M
*

〜 、\  \ y  

\  y  \ C OURTS .

V W /S ^ r

\

濟 ),\  二 一 17:
3 pax ==\189̂

/nits

Application Site 
Boundary

■ /  \ - - 一 T

發 \ 令 勺 彡 热 .〆 〆 〆 、

AREA6f

! PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Plan

P V O C ;

W h e r e  o r e  th e  o r e a  d e v e lo p m e n t  

w a t e r  f e a t u r e s  t h o t  w e r e  in d i c o t e d  o n  

o t h e r  p o r t s  o f  t h e  s u b m is s io n  

s u b m is s io n s ?  C le o r ly  t h o s e  t re e s  

i n d i c a t e d  c a n n o t  b e  p l o n t e d  in  t h e  

a r e a s  s h o w n  e ls e w h e r e  o s  w o  te r  

f e a t u r e s .  T h is  ts  a  m is - le o d in g  im a g e .

Y / N D D / 2申rt頂 )t  : —

i t B f l自申« 人f a x的文ft •

T>mi p〇| e  it crtracied Oom ipplicux 's  cubmirted d〇<uirwnU.





A R E A  6f

' 21  F lo o rs  , ,  

\  2  U n i t s . ' L E G E N D S :

\ -•

V
> l /
\ \ 21  F lo o rs /

1 \ \ 3  U n its /
；v \ 3  p a x  ~ 1 6 9 、 /

; \ \ 〆 、

'A!
： 2 1  F lo o rs

v 2  U ntts
v N!

泛 、 1 、 沿
3  p a x  -  1 2 6

\

pv c c ,
Added ifQh( hnt$ onrf o/fected ontts, 
Note thot (h it is 〇i% undcrrs tim ott o f the 
broodet o ffecttd  ^<operty numbers.

•PROW ^ . VtlUvCF RFTAfNCO KREK

•VElLOV r • PASSAGE WAY 
J  AS OESIGM/vT^D IN SUBOMC

. ^  1 L 1̂ 1, I. ,k 1. ^ k>L ；

OF PAAKVAJ.G 
八 S 0£SIGNATED

\  雜 ^

PVOC；
Note thot it  would not be possible to build 
ond operote this devflopment without 
signiflcontly widening the deslgnottd 
pasiogewoy, which ft inadequate /o r  h tovy  
troffic a t present. Any widening works w ill 
have a huge Impoct on the residents o f the 
Woods pofticvlotly o mojor safety r iik  ond 
cutting te s tin g  tronsportotion routes. S tt 
previous responses /tom  PVOC
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These p o o r  q u a lity  
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H K R s  Sr Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.2.1 AFTER !i'/]PRE5SJON FROM DISCOVERY BAY VALLEY ROAD
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申 謂 編 號  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  : V / I - O B / 2

與申請地點阑相同地帶的先前申請

Previous Applications Relating to (he Application Site with the Same Zoning(s)

申 誚 闽 號 擬 謙 用 途 / 發 展 城 市 規 釗 委 M 會 的 決 定 (日 期 > |
Application No. Proposed Usc/Devclopmcnl Decision of !

Town Planninc Board (Date) !
N il !

有關資料足為方便市R 大眾參考而提供• 對於所貼資料在使用上的間® 及文後上的歧異，城市現钔委员舍抵不 

负n •若有任何疑問| 應迕閱申謓人提文的文件• t

The information is provided for easy reference o f  the general public Under no circumstances will the Town Planning
Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of* the informaucjn
provided. In case o f  doubt, reference should always be made to Ihc submission of tlic applicant.

w
i 1

' n r



申 請 編 號  Apjilicalion No . : Y/T-DB/2

申請人提交的圖則、繪圖及報告書
P la n s ,  D r a w in g s  a n d  R e p o r ts  S u b in iU c d  b y  A p p l ic a n t

中 文 英 文
C h in e s e  E n g lis h

阁 則及抬阁  Plans and Dra'vines

總 網 發 展 藍 El/ 布 局 設 計  1] Mastei■丨ayout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) □ 0

樓 宇 位 置 S] Blockp丨an(s) □ □ MISSING

樓 宇 平 面 E! I7丨oorplan(s) □ □ MISSING
截視  12 Sectional plan(s) □ 0
立 視 IS Elevation(s) □ □ ■ MISSING

頭 示 擬 議 發 展 的 合 成 照 片 Photomontage(s) showing the proposed □ 0

development

園 境 設 計 總 Ei/園 境 設 計 El Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s) .□ 0

ify) □ 0PVOQ
There are many concerns here, that have 
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution fo r traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

J摘錄圖則 Extract P丨ans of Public 
tm-aiid Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規H研究 P丨aiming studies 
環境影帶評估（噪音、空氣及/ 或水|的污染） 

.Environmental impact assessment air and/or

□
□

0

0

water pollutions)

:就車$孟的交通影響評估 TrafTic impact assessment (on vehicles)

V l s u a f m ^ d ' a s ^ s m e n f ^

□ □ Hi

樹木調査Tree Survey

土力G 響評估 Geotechnical impact as:
排水影链評估 Drainage impact assessi

*p =*=*=^j

''rrr'nrrr'ronr'R-v'orvV
… … [J -----

PVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 
do not make fo r a true visual impact 
assessment, why has this not been 
provided fo r the sensitive receivers?

-風險評估 Risk Assessment
^/t^ers "(pfease-sped

□

□
□
□

'ISSING 

7SS//VG 
W 3 / S S / / V G  

^ M I S S I N G

□ MISSING

□ MISSING

□ MISSING 

MISSING

排水 1 排污及供水研究 Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water
水 質 技 術 報 告 Technical ll叫 肋 ^ to 加 pt/6此 /s g

回 應 部 門 意 見 Response- major concern fo r this development 
and has not been addressed in any 
form - please refer to the previous 
PVOC submissions that attached.

了 P 从

□ iw/SS/NG

有 觖 資 料 是 為 方 便 市 民 大 眾 參 考 而 搛 供 •對 於 所 软 霣 料 在 使 用 上 的 問 扭 及 文 《 上 的 歧 興 •城 市 規 劃 娄 f t 食 概 不  

負 贲 • 若 有 任 何 疑 問 * 甩 《閽 申 a 人 提 交 的 义 汴 •
Thr information is provided for easy reftrenct of lh»« gf neral public. Under no ci/rum$t»ncri will the Town Planning 
Board accept any !丨ab丨litks for fhe use of htformition nor *f_y inaccuf*cks or discrepi丨K.lei of t丨丨c Infurnutlon 
provided. In cas« of doubt, reference sltould alwiys be mide lo llx  lubmisslon of (he ap}>!lcan(.
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寄件者： 
寄件日期: 
收件者： 
主旨：

Wolf Duchiiiii；

tpbixl@pland.ii〇v.hk
RE-SBND / Wolf Duehring /  Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f / Objection to proposed 6 f construction in Discocery Bay, Laniau

09KM2月 20丨6年 M W li 少35 5 2 8 6

Dear Madam, Sir

This objection letter is a copy of the one sent yesterday. To make sure that it goes to the intended recipient, I put 
the proper reference (Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f) in the Subject line with this transmission

Sorry about the confusion 

Wolf Duehring

From: Wolf Duehring
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 12:45 PM .

To: tpbpd(Upland.gov.hk 

Cc:
Subject: Wolf Duehring / Objection to proposed 6f construction in Discocery Bay, Lantau 

Dea adam, Sir,

I object to the planned development 6F (Discovery Bay, Lantau) for the following reasons:

O verall p lanning
The original plan was to build S ta ff  quarters. From there, ifs a huge step to apply for building two 18-floor high- 
rise towers,

All that has taken place in a non-transparent way with no or is inadequate public consultation.

A ccess to th e  p roposed  bu ild in s site:
There is no way that the existing access road (now used for busses and delivery light vehicles only) can take the 

required construction traffic. The (partly very steep) roads are already cracked in many places (visible damage), 

and will not be able to take significant additional loads for an extended periods of time.

Furthermore, the access road is very narrow, especially around Woodland Court, and the only way to widen it 

would be by blasting huge rock formations (at about 20 m  distance from the Woodland Court high-rise.

Als^lpiy construction traffic would severely impact on the residents (a lot of families with children, senior 

resialnts etc., who use the surrounding areas frequently (as a matter of fact, the majority of the residents bought 

property or moved here because of the tranquil surrounding and safe environment for the residents.

I a m  concerned that, up until now, no government department has investigated the suitability of Parkvale Drive as 

the only means of access to Area 6f. Certainly H K R  has not addressed these concerns with the residents 

The current road must not be allowed to be used for access to the proposed construction site.
If H K R  plan to go ahead with the construction of the 2 high-rise blocks, they must provide for a different, suitable 
access road. Legally, H K R 5s right to use Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f is still not clear anyway.

Subsequent bus services
Since HKJl, as a matter of principle, does not consider it useful to provide the residents with any information on 

their plans (they never do), w e  can only assume that tlie bus services to the proposed 6b high-rise blocks will be 
run along the same route that is currently serving the existing Parkvale area. W e  are looking at very mu c h  

increased traffic frequency.

S e w a g e

In addition, H K R  are planning to include a sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f with direct discharge into 
the sea next to the ferry pier adjacent to Hillgrove Village. To m y  laiowledge, the pollution impact has not been 

properly evaluated and, in m y  opinion, cannot be considered an efficient sewage planning strategy.

Water/Gas supply

: r  ' - ；^ r  1  ； n r  -  - • . n.，呷 u p  r  * • r  ■ t： r n ' r r f . — t r s



There are also open questions regarding the water and gas supply. 5286
Please consider those problem areas specified above and subsequently do not grant HJCR permission to go ahead 

with the 6f construction.

Thanks you and best regards

\V 〇| f  n u e h r in iz

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 

www.avast.com

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 

www.avast.com

http://www.avast.com
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0l)Ur2)]2016ir：I：t'̂ L/L 10:10 
tpb|xl@plaml.tuv.hk 
Re: Application No. Y/i-Dl'i/2 Area 6f
FVOC linn.! Comments on the Section 12A Application funhcr informalion (l)[l].pdf

Dear Sirs,

奇汗u 期： 
收件者：
主B: 
附件：

Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f Discovery Bay;

5287

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

Yours Sincerely,

Petrus R. y a n  den Esschert

i-Winner Ltd. H o n g  K o n g

mailto:xl@plaml.tuv.hk


哥件者： 

牛日期: 
收 者 ：

主

tpbpd

û'oî ina Kawson

U):29 r  )̂ 〇 q
ti'blKl̂ pland.iiOv.lik D C (5 O
Oau-CHON TO API^L.ICATION NO. V/1-DB/2 SnenON I2A, AREA (>r, LOT 385 RP &EXT fPAHT) IN DD 352 DIS(.：OVl；KY ii/.y

Subject: OBJECTION TO APPLICATION NO. Y/l-D巳/2 SECTION 12A, AREA 6F ， LOT 385 RP &EXT 
(PART) IN DD 352 DISCOVERY 巳AY

Pear Sirs.

Section I2A Applicntion No. Y/I-DB/2 
Area 6f, Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Pari) 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. M y  main reasons of objection on this 
particular submission are listed as follows:-

⑩
The H K R  claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is now held under the Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant 

( P D M C )  dated 20.9.1982. Area 10b forms part of the "Service Area" as defined in the PDM C .  Area 10b also forms part of either the "City 

C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the 
P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and 

enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be 

extinguished. The Applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the lot prior to this unilateral application. The 

propert)f 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 aiid 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 D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a 

substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All D B  property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost 

of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. For one exampie 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 compensator)' proposal are unsatisfactory.

1. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex A  is still unsatisfactory in term ofits proposed height, massing 

and disposition in this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may create a wall-effect to the existing rura 

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 shoulf 

be withdrawn.

N a m e  of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: _Georgina Rawson



寄件省：

寄 f牛曰期 , 
收 件 我  

主 K:

tpbpd

Alrx K.iwson |
0 9ni2 /n〇1 6 ^ W / T

52 89
lpbl\l(^plaikl.fi〇v.hk
Subject: OBJECTION TO APPLICATION NO. Y/I-DB/2 SECI'ION 12A, AREA 6F, LOT 385 RP &BXT (PART; IN DD 352 UISr'GVFKY 
BAY

Dear Sirs,

Section 12A Applicfttion No. V/l-DB/2 

Aren 6f，Lot 385 R P  &  Ext (Pnrt) in D.C). 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 (ttH K R ,,)) Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental 

comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

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

particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. The H K R  claim that they are the sole land owner of Area 10b is in doubt. The lot is 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 P D M C .  Area 10b also forms part of either the "City 

C o m m o n  Areas" or the "City Retained Areas" in the P D M C ,  Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the P D M C ，every Owner (as defined in the 

P D M C )  has the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use Area 10b for all purposes connected with the proper use and 

enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). This has effectively granted over time an easement that cannot be

U m  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.

I. 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 D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot stand up under such a 

substantial increase in population implied by the submission. All D B  property owners and occupiers would have to suffer and pay the cost 

of the necessary upgrading of infrastructure to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development. For one example the required 

road networks and related utilities capacity works arising out of this submission. The proponent should consult and liaise with all property 

owners being affected. At minimum undertake the cost and expense of all infrastructure of any modified development subsequently agreed 

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

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 farther review and comment, the application for Area 10b should 

be withdrawn.

N a m e  of Discovery Bay O w n e r  / Resident: Alexandra R a w s o n
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Section 12A Application No. ^71-DB/2 
Aren 6\\ Lot 385 RP &  Exl (P:irl) in D.D. 352, Oiscovorv Buy

Objection to the Submission Lty the Applicant on 27.10.2016

1 reter to the R e s p o n s e  to C o m m e n t s  s u b m i t t e d  b y  the consultant o f  H o n g  K o n g  R e s o n  C ' H k R ' ' ) ,  M a s t e r p l a n  Limited, to address ihc d c p a r t m o i ^ a !  

c o m m e n t s  r e g a r d i n g  the c a p t i o n e d  application o n  2 7 . 1 0 . 2 0 1 6 .

K i n d l y  p l e a s e  note that I strongly object to the s u b m i s s i o n  regarding the p r o p o s e d  J e v d o p m a i t  o f  the l ot. M \  m a i n  rvason^ obtcciu'n o n  this 

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

1. T h e  H K R  c l aim  that the y  are the sole land o w n e r  of  A r e a  1 0 b  is in doubt. *lhc lot is n o w  iidd un<ler the Principal D o a i  〇!' Muuuvl c\ntMi.uU 
( P D M C )  dated 20.9.1982. A r e a  1 0 b  f o r m s  part o f  the "Service A r e a "  as tlclincJ in \Uc A r e a  ] 0 h  also t o f m s  pail ot ciihct tho

C o m m o n  A r e a s” or the "City R e t a i n e d  A r e a s ’' in the 1 M ) M C .  hirsu:tiit l(K'lmise 7 i川(ler S e u i (川 I I

P D M C )  ha s  the right a n d  liberty lo g o  pass a n d  repass over aiui a l o n g  a n d  use A i c ^  I O h  lor all p u r p o s e s  c o t m c t i f d  u u h  ihc [iu»|vt u v e  a n d  

e n j o y m e n t  o f  the s a m e  subject to the Cit y  R u l e s  (as defined in the I,l ) M C ) .  H i i s  ha.s c i f e c i i v d y  g r a nted  o v e r  t i m e  a n  c j ^ o n c n i  \hw\ ̂  mini! lu* 

|0 extinguished. T h e  A p p l i c a n t  has failed to consult or seek prop e r  consent f r o m  the c o - o w n e r s  o\ the lot prior to this umlaui.il ；ip|'luath>n. I \k  
p r o p e r t y  rights o f  the existing co -〇\vners，i.e. all pr〇| W t y  o w n e r s  o f  the L o t’ slu)uld h e  m a m u 川

1. T h e  disruption, pollution a n d  n u i s a n c e  c a u s e d  b y  the c o n s t m c l i o n  to the i m m e d i a t e  residents a n d  property o w n e r s  ncMrhs is aiui \m !I \k 
substantial. T h i s  the s u b m i s s i o n  h as  no t  addressed.

1. T h e  P r o p o s a l  is m a j o r  c h a n g e  to the d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  the L o t  a n d  a  f u n d a m e n t a l  deviation o f  the land u!>c f r o m  ihc original ,ipin〇\ a i  

M a s t e r  L a y o u t  P l a n a  a n d  the a p p r o v e d  O u t l i n e  Z o n i n g  Plan in the application, i.e. a c h a n g e  f r o m  service inio residential area 〇( n

w o u l d  b e  a n  undesirable p r e c e d e n t  c a s e  f r o m  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  perspective a n d  against the interests o f  all resident a n d  o>Micr^ o f  thr distrut

1. T h e  original stipulated D B  popul a t i o n  o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  shou l d  b e  fully respected as the u n d e r l y i n g  infrastructure c a n n o t  stand u p  u m i c r  s u d i  ;i 

substantial increase in population i m p l i e d  b y  the submission. All D B  property  o w n e r s  a n d  occupiers w o u l d  h a v e  lo sutler arid pii> tlu* cost 

o f  the necessary u p g r a d i n g  o f  infrastructure to prov i d e  a d e q u a t e  s u p p l y  o r  support to the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  F o r  o n e  e x a m p l e  the rtu|mrc*(i 

r o a d  n e t w o r k s  a n d  related utilities capacity w o r k s  arising ou t  o f  this s u b m i s s i o n .  T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u l d  consuii a n d  liaise v\ H h  ail p r o p n f )  

o w n e r s  b e i n g  affected. A t  m i n i m u m  u n d e r t a k e  the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all infrastructure o f  a n y  m o d i f i e d  d c x c i o p m c n i  s u b s e q u e n t l y  a ^ j c c J  

to. D isruption  to all residents in the vicinity s h o u l d  b e  properly mitigated a n d  addressed in the submission.

I. T h e  p r o p o s e d  felling o f  1 1 8  m a t u r e  trees in A r e a  6 f  is an  ecological disaster，a n d  p o s e s  a  subs:aiitial i m p a c ' H u  the

natural setting. T h e  prop o s a l  is u n a c c e p t a b l e  a n d  the p r o p o s e d  tree preservation plan or the tree c o m p e n s a t o r )  prop o s i d  arc unsaUslaciory.

J. T h e  revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as indicated in the R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  Plan o f  A n n e x  A  is still unsati<：Iactor\' in t e r m  o f  its propf»scd height, niiis^iny
I； a n d  disposition in this revision. T h e  t w o  t o w e r s  are still sitting too close to eac h  other w h i c h  m a y  create a wall-ctTci! lo the existing rural

natural setting, a n d  w o u l d  p o s e  an u ndesirable  visual impact to the i m m e d i a t e  surroundings, espcciailv to those existing t o w e r s  in ifie vicinity.

U n l e s s  a n d  until the applicant is able to p r o v i d e  detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  for further r e v i e w  a m i  c o m m e n t ,  the application lor A r e a  1 0 b  s h o u l d  

b e  w i t h d r a w n .

N a m e  o f  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  O w n e r  / Resident: K A N B  S A X T O N

Address:
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Subject: O B J E C T I O N  T U  A P I ' M C A T I O N  N O .  Y/l-DB/2 S E C T I O N  12A, A R B A  6F, L O T  385 R P  & E X T  ( P A R T )  IN D D  352 D I S C O V E R Y  

B A Y

IVdi ŵ irs.

Section I 2 A  A p p l i c n t i o n  N o .  V / l - D B / 2  

A r e n  6f, L o t  3 S 5  R P  &  E x t  (Part) in D. D .  35 2 ,  D i s c o v e r y  B;»y

O b j e c t i o n  to the S u b m i s s i o n  b y  the A p p l i c a n t  o n  2 7 . 1 0 . 2 0 1 6

1 refer to the R e s p o n s e  to C o m m e n t s  submitted b y  the consultant o f  H o n g  K o n g  Res o r t  C M K R 15), M a s t e r p l a n  L i m i t e d ,  to address the d e p a r t m e n t a l  

c o m m e n t s  regar d i n g  the captioned application o n  27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that 1 strongly object to the s u b m i s s i o n  regarding the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  the Lot. M y  m a i n  reasons o f  objection o n  this 

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

1. T h e  H K R  claim that they are the sole land o w n e r  o f  A r e a  1 0 b  is in doubt. T h e  lot is n o w  held u n d e r  the Principal D e e d  o f  M u t u a l  C o v e n a n t  

( P D M C )  dated 20.9.1982. A r e a  10b f o r m s  part o f  the "Service A r e a "  as defined in the P D M C .  A r e a  1 0 b  also f o r m s  part o f  either the "City 

C o m m o n  Areas" or the " C i t y  Retained A r e a s "  in the P D M C .  Pursuant to Cl a u s e  7  u n d e r  Section I o f  the P D M C ,  every O w n e r  (as defined in the 

P D M C )  has the right a n d  liberty to g o  pass a n d  repass o v e r  a n d  a l ong  a n d  use A r e a  1 0 b  for all p u r p o s e s  c o n n e c t e d  with the pr o p e r  u s e  a n d  

e n j o y m e n t  o f  the s a m e  subject to the City R u l e s  (as d e f ined  in the P D M C ) .  T h i s  h a s  efTectively granted o v e r  t i m e  an e a s e m e n t  that c a n n o t  be  

extinguished. T h e  A p p l icant  h a s  failed to consult or s e e k  proper consent f r o m  the c o - o w n e r s  o f  the lot prior to this unilateral application. T h e  

p r o p e r t y  rights o f  the existing co-owners, i.e. all property o w n e r s  o f  the Lot, s h o u l d  b e  maintained, secured a n d  respected.d

1. T h e  disruption, pollution a n d  nuisance c a u s e d  b y  the construction to the i m m e d i a t e  residents a n d  p r o p e r t y  o w n e r s  n e a r b y  is a n d  will be 

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

1. T h e  Proposal is m a j o r  c h a n g e  to the d e v e l o p m e n t  c o n c e p t  o f  the L o t  a n d  a f u n d a m e n t a l  deviation o f  the l a n d  use f r o m  the- original a p p r o v e d  

M a s t e r  La y o u t  Plana a n d  the  a p p r o v e d  Outline Z o n i n g  Pl a n  in the application, i.e. a c h a n g e  f r o m  service into residential area. A p p r o v a l  o f  it 

w o u l d  b e  an undesirable p r e c edent  case f r o m  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  perspective a n d  against the interests o f  all resident a n d  o w n e r s  o f  the district.

I. T h e  original stipulated D B  population o f  2 5 , 0 0 0  s h o u l d  b e  fully respected as the underlying infrastructure cannot stand u p  u n d e r  s u c h  a 

substantial increase in population implied b y  the submission. All D B  property o w n e r s  a n d  occupiers w o u l d  h a v e  to suffer a n d  p a y  the cost o f  

the necessary u p g r ading  o f  infrastructure to provide a d e q u a t e  supply or support to the p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .  F o r  o n e  e x a m p l e  the required 

r o a d  networks a n d  related utilities capacity w o r k s  arising out o f  this submission. T h e  p r o p o n e n t  s h o u l d  c o n s u l t  and liaise wi t h  all p r operty  

o w n e r s  being affected. A t  m i n i m u m  u n d e r t a k e  the cost a n d  e x p e n s e  o f  all infrastructure o f  a n y  m o d i f i e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  s u b s e q u e n t l y  a g r e e d  to. 

D i s ruption  to all residents in the vicinity s h o u l d  be  properly mitigated a n d  addressed in the submission.

1. T h e  proposed felling o f  1 1 8  ma t u r e  trees in A r e a  6 f  is a n  ecological disaster, a n d  p o s e s  a substantial e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  

natural setting. T h e  proposal is unacceptable a n d  the p r o p o s e d  tree preservation pl a n  or the tree c o m p e n s a t o r y  proposal are unsatisfactory.

1 • T h e  revision o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  as indicated in the R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  Plan o f  A n n e x  A  is still unsatisfactory in t e r m  o f  its p r o p o s e d  height, m a s s i n o  

a n d  disposition in this revision. T h e  t w o  t o w e r s  are still sitting too close to e a c h  other w h i c h  m a y  create a  wall-effect to the existing rural 

natural setting, a n d  w o u l d  p o s e  an undesirable visual i m p a c t  to the i m m e d i a t e  surroundings, especially to t h o s e  existing t o w e r s  in the vicinity.

Unless a n d  until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  for further r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t ,  t h e  application for A r e a  1 0 b  shoulc 

be w i t h d r a w n .

N a m e  of Discovery Bay Owner / Resident: K A N E  S A X T O N
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llio Secretariat

Town Planning Board

15A7, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

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

Dear Sir,

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

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

ObiectioD to the Submission b y  the Applicant on 27.10.2016

I re :〇 the Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort ( ^HKR" ), Masteiplan 

Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. M y  . 

main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. H KR  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 

^  considered, secured and respected.

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

nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

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

original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in the application, i.e. from staff quarters into 

residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental perspective

and against the interest of all property owners of the district. 4

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

infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all D B  

property ov/ncrs would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the suuounding 

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.

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


5. Tne proposed felling of 118 nos. matua' trees m  Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantia' 

environmenial impact to ihe immediate natural setting. The proposal is unacceptable and the proposed Lree 

presenation plan or the tree compensatory proposal ai'e unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated m  the Revised Concept Plan of A n n e x  A  is still unsatisfactory in term of 

its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two towers arc still sitting too close to each other 

which m a y  create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an undesirable visual impact to 

ihc irnnicviiate surrounding, cspc'cially to those existing towers in the vicinity.

Unless .irsJ until the applicant is able to provide detailed responses to the c o m m e n t s  for further review and comment, the 

application tor A n w  6f should be withdrawn.

L m o  K F S W A N I

Signature : Date:

cf Discovery Bav O w n e r  / Resident:
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Objection Letter Area 6F, Lot 385. Discovery Bay 〇 C j  0  
Ai?a 6f (Behind Paikvale) - Objection Letter lo TPB.docx

Dear Sir,

Please find attached Letter of Objection for Discovery Bay building work. Area 6F, Lot 385. Discove〇, Bay 

Regards,

Barbara Cooper



T h e  Secretariat

T o w n  P l a n n i n g  B o a r d

15/K Norlh Point Government OPllces

333 Java Road, North Point

(Via email: tnbpd@i)lniHl.u〇v-l>k or fax: 2877 0245 / 2522 8426)

Dear Sir,

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

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

Objection to the Submission by the Applicant on 27.10.2016

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

Resort (ttH K R ,,)) Masterplan Limited, to address the departmental comments 

regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Further to my  submission in the earlier round, kindly please note that I strongly 

object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. M y  main 

reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

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

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

20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the uCity C o m m o n  Areas55 or the "City 

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

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

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

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

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

co-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. 'fliere is major change to Ihc development concept of the Lot and a fundamental

deviation to the Itimi use 〇r Uie original approved Master ’Plans or the 

Outline Zoning lJhm in the applicalion, i.c. from slaiT quarters into residential

lof2



area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent cusc from 

environmental perspective and against the interest of all properly owners of the 

district.

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

underlying infrastructure capacity could not afford such substantial increase in 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

submission.

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

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

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

compensatory proposal are unsatisfactory.

6. The revision of development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan of Annex 

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

this revision. The two towers are still sitting too close to each other which may 

create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural setting, and would pose an 

undesirable visual impact to the immediate surrounding, especially to those 

existing towers in the vicinity.

7. The development will severely degrade the views, and quality of living in the 

nearby apartments, both during and after construction, and no satisfactory 

recompense to existing residents for this damage has been proposed.

8. Bearing in mind the number of questionable of approval-submissions for this 

development in earlier rounds of feedback which, as reported in the South China 

Morning Post, were suspiciously submitted in one large block by Non-residents 

of Lantau on the last day, I further recommend that the statistical reporting 

(showing the number of objections and approvals of this development) is 

improved to show separate totals for replies from Residents of Discovery Bay 

and those from non-residents of Discovery Bay, in order that the opinions of 

Discovery Bay residents may he seen clearly.
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 

Date: 9 December, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Re: Application No, Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay — City Retained Area

I take pleasure in forwarding the attached submission to the Town Planning Board in respect of the subject 

Application.

Yc sincerely,

A j w  Burns

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
mailto:dlois@landsd.gov.hk
mailto:sesis2@landsd.gov.hk
mailto:esis2@landsd.gov.hk


To: Secretary, T o w n  Planning Board
cc: District Lands Office, Islands
Date: 9 December, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2. A r e a  6f, D i s c o v e r y  B a y  -  City R e t a i n e d  A r e a s

I refer to the "Response to C o m ments" dated October 2016 on the Section 1 2 A  

Application No. Y/l-DB/2 related to Area 6f at Discovery Bay submitted by 

Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort C o m p a n y  Limited 

(“H K R ”).

Lands Department m a d e  the following c o m m e n t  (Paragraph 7):

Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the 
approved M P  6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if "staff quarters" 
in the approved M P  6.0E7h(a) forms part of either the "City C o m m o n  Areas" 
or the “City Retained Areas” in the Pt>MC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under 
Section I of the P D M C ,  every Owner (as defined in the P D M C )  has the right 

-and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City C o m m o n  

Areas” for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the 
sa me  subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant is 

required to substantiate its right/ capacity to develop the application site 
without prejudicing the provisions in the P D M C .

In response, Masterplan stated, in part:

Proposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built The subject site is 

"City Retained Areas" as defined in the P D M C .

The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the Deed of Mutual 
Covenant ("DMC”）dated 30 September, 1982:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, 

lawns, transport terminal, children's playground, public beaches, estate 

m a n a g e m e n t  offices, aviary/botanical garden, non-membership golf course (if 

any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or parts of the 

Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City 

C o m m o n  Areas."

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:

"The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as " D I S C O V E R Y  B A Y  

CITY”（偷 景 灣 ）including all the buildings therein.”



'The Lot" is defined as follows in the D M C :

"All that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as 
The Remaining Portion of Lot No. 385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto 
and any further extensions thereto (if any)."

Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on 

the Lot to be known as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of 

Discovery Bay City. Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, 

as explained below.

A I I“Citv R e t a i n e d  A r e a s ” are part of the “R e s e r v e d  P o r t i o n”

As per the D M C ,  the definition of City C o m m o n  Areas includes the following:

K ...such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the 

City. These City C o m m o n  Areas together with those City Retained Areas as fj) 

defined and these City C o m m o n  Facilities as defined form the entire 
“Reserved Portion” and "Minimum Associated Facilities" mentioned in the 
Conditions." (emphasis added)

The "Conditions" is defined as follows in the D M C :

"New Grant No.6122, N e w  Grant No.6620, N e w  Grant No.6788 and N e w  
Grant No. 6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications of the 

Conditions."

Special Condition 10(a) of N e w  Grant No. 6122 ("New Grant"), dated 10 September,

1976, states that H K R  m a y  not dispose of any part of the lot or the buildings thereon 

unless they have entered into a Deed of Mutual Covenant. Furthermore, Special 

Condition 10(c) states:

"(c) In the De ed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee 

shall: f .》
(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided 

shares in the lot or, as the case m a y  be, cause the s a m e  to be carved 
out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not assign, 
except as a whole to the Grantee's subsidiary company..." (emphasis 

added)

As such, the applicant m a y  not assign the Reserved Portion -  "These City C o m m o n  
Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City C o m m o n  

Facilities as defined" -  except as a whole to the Grantee's (HKR's) subsidiary 

company.

Masterplan claims that Area 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, 

according to the terms of the N e w  Grant, H K R  has no right whatsoever to develop 

Area 6f for residential housing for sale to third parties. Area 6f must remain part of 

the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose of providing services to the City.
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Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion

Masterplan's reply to Lands Department's comments continued:

In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, 
it is clearly demonstrated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the 
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set of all 
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided for District Lands 
Office's reference directly via HKR's letter to D L O  dated 3 Aug 2016.)
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute 
right to develop the application site.

I disagree strongly with Masterplan's view that ownership of undivided shares ipso 
facto gives the Applicant the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the 
Applicant, including the right to develop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly 

limited by the N e w  Grant; by the Master Plan identified at Special Condition # 6  of the 

N e w  Grant; and by the D M C .

Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares 

of Area 6f to any other party. In truth, H K R  have never carried out their obligations 

under the N e w  Grant to allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

Please refer to the above extract from the N e w  Grant. H K R  are required by the N e w  

Grant to either allocate an appropriate number of undivided shares to the Reserved 

Portion, or carve s a m e  out from the lot.

H K R  did not carve out Area 6f from the lot prior to the execution of the D M C .  Yet, 

there is no evidence whatsoever in the Land Registry that H K R  have allocated any 

undivided shares to Area 6f. Simply put, H K R  did not fulfill their obligations under the 

N e w  Grant.

In addition, all the owners of Discovery 巳ay have had 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" for the past 34 years. At no time during the 

past 34 years have H K R  prevented owners of the lot from entering Area 6f.

H K R  have forfeited any rights they m a y  have had over the area through the 

ownership of undivided shares. The established rights of all the owners of undivided 

shares in the lot must be protected.

The entire proposal to develop Area 6f for sale or lease to third parties is unsound. 

The Tov/n Planning 巳oard should reject the application forthwith.

Yours sincerely,

Andrew 巳urns

Owner and resident, Discovery 巳ay 

Email: ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■
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Obiection lo the submission rcgaiding the proposed development of Area 6f, l.oi 385 RP &  rixl (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Buy

Atlcation:
The Secretariat
Tovai P.1 aiming Board

15/F, N o n h  Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Dear Madam/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

Orefer to tlie Response to Comments submitted by the consultant of Hong Kong Resort (UH K R ,,)5 Masterplan

Limited, to address the departmental comments regarding the captioned application on 27.10.2016.

Kindly please note that I strongly object to the submission regarding the proposed development of the Lot. M y

main reasons of objection on this particular submission are listed as follows:-

1. H K R  claims that they are the sole land owner of Area 6f is in doubt, as the lot is now held under the Principal 
Deed of Mutual Covenant ("PDMC') dated 20.9.1982. Area 6f forms part of either the “City C o m m o n  Areas” 

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

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

Area 6f for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as 

defined in the PDMC). The applicant has failed to consult or seek proper consent from the co-owners of the 

Lot prior to this unilateral application. The property rights of the existing co-owners, i.e. all property owners 

of the Lot, should be considered, secured and respected.

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

^^wners nearby are substantial, and the submission has not been addressed.

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

the original approved Master Plans or the approved Outline Zoning Plan in tlie application, i.e. from staff 

quarters into residential area, and approval of it would be an undesirable precedent case from environmental 

perspective and against the interest of all property owners of the district.

4. ÎTie original stipulated D B  population of 25,000 should be fully respected as the underlying infrastruchire 

capacity couicl not afford such substantial increase in population by the submission, and all D B  property 

owners would have to suffer and pay for the cost out of this submission in upgrading the suiTounding 

infrastructure so as to provide adequate supply or support to the proposed development, e.g. all required road 

netv/ork 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. Us disruption during construction to other property owners in the 

vicinity should be properly mitigaled and addressed in the submission. 5

5. 'I he propf)sed felling of 118 nos. malurc trees in Area 6f is an ecological disaster, and poses a substantial
environmental impacU.o tlie im m edia丨e rmkii.al seUiiig. The proposal is unaceepM
preservation plan or the tree coiripenstilory propusa! arc unsiilisiactory.



6. The rcN'ision o f development as indicated in the Revised Concept Plan o f Annex A is still unsat ctory in 
term o f  its proposed height, massing and disposition in this revision. The two lowers arc still smiiig too close 
to each othv'r which may create a wall-effect to the existing rural natural sctiing. 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 tor lurthcr review and 
comment, the application for Area 6 f  should be withdrawn.

Thank you for your attention.

LEUNG Pik Ki 
(resident o f  Discovery Bay)
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For the attention cr the T o w n  Plamting Bocii'd,

i have read the attached submission from the PARKVALE OWNERS COMMITrEE for 6f and I wish to register m y  

otject'co with the l'PB accordingly.



Parkvale Village Owners' Committee

C o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  S e c o n d  F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  S u b m i t t e d  in S u p p o r t  of 

S e c t i o n  1 2 A  A p p l i c a t i o n  N u m b e r  Y / l - D B / 2  t o  a m e n d  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  O u t l i n e  

Z o n i n g  P l a n  for r e z o n i n g  t h e  p e r m i s s i b l e  u s e  f r o m  staff q u a r t e r s  t o  flats at 

A r e a  6f, D i s c o v e r y  B a y .

I n t r o d u c t i o n

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner's Corr^m.ttee (PVOC) a body of owners 

in P；ukv^ip Village in Discovery Bay (〇8) electee to represent t^e interests of the owners of 

the 60b flats in the viliage, submitted our comr^Prts on Hong Kong Resort C o m p a n y

Lim ited 、 （HKR) Section 12A App lica tion  ” 7*0 Am end D 's c n e ry  Owr//De P /a n /o r

rvzoninq the permissible use from stuff Quaners to fjats at Area 6f. Discovery Bay11. Our 

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

(TPfl).

This document includes our c o m m e n t s  on the Further Information (made available by the 

TPU on 18 Nov e m b e r  2016} submitted by HK R  in response to comments m a d e  by 

government departments.

F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n

The Further Information submitted by HK R  comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited's covering letter.

2. HKR's response to departmental com m e n t s  m a d e  available by the District Planning 

Office on 25 and 28 Juiy 2016.

3. Annexes:

Annex A  - Revised Concept Plan.

Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).

Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.

Annex D • Revised Planning Statement (extract).

Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.

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

Covenant (extract).

Annex G  - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

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

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

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

c o m m e n t s  submitted in April and July have not been addressed at all or very inadequately 

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

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

c o m m e n t s  to ali relevant government departments and bureaux.

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

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

1
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fire Settees D e p a r t m e n t  (TSD) or the Police. In fact ever\ihing w e  h^ve Submitted in 

respect of Traft；c dppejrs to have b e e n  completely ignored by M K R  and the TPB, and, tf 

consuhevi by the TP8, governnient clepattmenis and bureaux furthermore, as c o f ^ u m e d  

by the absence, again, of a Traffic Impact Assessment o n  Pedestruns in this latest 

submission of Further H K R  a n d  the TF^B are completely ignoring this V.ey

concern Th«s is not acceptable.

Public c o m m e n t s  have to be submitted In accordance witlt IPO Guideline No. 30B 

"Guidelines - for submission of c o m m e n t s  on various applications under the T o w n  

Planning Ordinance". Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states th.it: uPut>Uc c o m mc ms  should 

be related to the planning context of the opplication and submitted in accordance with the 

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

on a case~by<ose tons and only plonning-relc(ed c〇f}̂ idcrations will be token into account 

As a general guideline, the Board will primarily considet tttc following planning issues in 

considering the public comments on the application: (o) the nature (e.g. views (n support, 

or expresj/ng gene/rj/ concern) 〇/ the the p/onn/ng huenhcin/

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

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

proposed scheme; and (d) other considerations that the Uoord considers appropriate H

Attention is also d r a w n  to paragraph 6.1 of this guideline wf^lch states that mThls set of 

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

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

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

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

information.”

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

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

does not.

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

resolved. However, the inadequacies and omjssions of their, and the other consultant's 

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

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

development of two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m 2  G F A  on a platform 

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

These principal concerns are described in the following sections:

A. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR, E.g. HKR has 

submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 

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

B. Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent.

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

inadequate and incomplete.

D. A  Risk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. H K R’s responses to government department comments have been inadequate and 

evasive. It cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the 3pphcant alone



PVOC Comments on Applicanon number： V/l-DB/2

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

undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly c o m m e n t e d  upon. 

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

public can c o m m e n t  on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the "access road'there is no information provided as to 

its construction through Parkvale village. There are m a n y  issues arising from unsuitable 

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

pavement under B D  regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

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

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

adjacent to Hiilgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

the intended approach. Also, H K T  tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of 

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

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

S3y that the sewage proposal uis considered not on efficient sewage planning strategy11.

H. H K R  is misleading the T P B  by saying there are two options re water supply but, as 

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

W a n  Wat e r  Treatment W o r k s  ( S H W W T W J  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station 

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

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

using water from the D B  reservoir.

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

it wifi affect Parkvale Village, despite A n n e x  C paragraph 2.1.1,4 stating that a key 

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

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

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

J. Slope safety of the area, w h e r e  the t w o  proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is 

ignored, despite A n n e x  C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the 

development is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore CEDD's request for H K R  to 

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

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

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

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

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

undivided shares and m a n a g e m e n t  units under the D e e d  of Mutual Covenant (OMC). 

Furthermore, KKft has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current 

figures are provided by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.
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M.  Diagrams and p h o t o m o n t a g e s  are often misleading, inaccurate a n d  of poor quality.

Annex:

1. C o m m e n t s  on  HKR's diagrams a n d  photomontages.

A. I N A D E Q U A T E  A N D  UNRELIABLE I N F O R M A T I O N  H A S  B E E N  P R O V I D E D  BY H K R

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

Area 6f since April -* June 2014. In view of the m a n y  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  previously and 

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

consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the c o m m e n t s  (e.g. 

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

2. In the latest Gist published by the TP 8  there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 

Submitted by H K R  in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 

by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation m e a n s  

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

comments, thereby excluding m a n y  residents from a so called public consultation 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, Drawings and Reports are missing. T h e  T P B  should request H < R  tc provide 

the missing items so that there is a fuli and up to date picture of Area 6f and to m a k e  

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

is the distinct possibility that H K R  is guilty of misrepresentation.

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

a. Floor plans

b. Elevations

c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians

d. Geotechnical impact assessment

e. Drainage impact assessment

f. S e w a g e  impact assessment

g. Risk assessment

5. The following Plans, Diagrams and Reports have not been provided since h k ^ f.rst 

submitted its application which, in view of the m a n y  public and gcvernnent cornn-.e^ts, 

is a serious omission: ’

a. Block plan

b. Visual impact assessment

c. landscape impact assessment

d. Tree survey

6. H K R  submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, theretv 3v〇icing having :c 

study the impact on the c o m m u n i t y  and people m o s t  affected by ;ts ?ro?cs3；.

7. The consultant’s reports provided by H K R  are not cons-dered re':.abt« for a p u n ，c

consultation exercise. This is because the Key consultant, O v e  Arup, has stated in 

respect of Us reports the following: "Th/s report m f o  accounf 沐史 pcrticu^or

Instructions an d requirements of our client. It is not intended for, ona n〇tt be

relied upon by any third party and no responsibility is undertaken fo tMrd

8. Based on the above, the process of public consuttat.o^ ^ *>〇; ar*c

patently unfair, since it is only possible to see ccrrea a：%3 N  b n n g，r>g
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together the insUuctions/requirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

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

on ：he reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from HK R  its full and detailed 

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

1?.A application and to confirm one wa y  or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

B. PUBLIC CONSULTATION

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

misrepresentation, i.e.

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

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to 

deportmentol c o mments ……•’ This means that HKR has only addressed government 

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale V O C  and 

the DB community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

and public concerns citing that this Is "commercially sensitive information", in a 

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

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of comments 

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

why the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. CONSULTATION WI T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. HKR and many government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

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

concerns and issues raised by members of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of HKR (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)), the application and all the related comments do not 

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

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

and Transport.

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

obtaining government views on alt the issues raised. TPQ/Planning Department cannot 

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

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

0. RISK ASSESSMENT

1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as Indicated in the table of ihe Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not 5

5
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been addressed in any form despite the concerns expressed in our two previous !

submissions and again In this one. W e  have expressed many concerns about traffic； 

slopes, environment; and public health.

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

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. H K R #s RESPONSE TO  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. The Table in H K R ^  Further Information ^Applicant's response to the departm ental 
com m ents m ade availab le  b y  D istrict P lanning  O ffice (D PO ) on 25 and 28 Ju ly  2016" 
cannot be considered comprehensive and reliable since the DPO's two letters arc not 

attached. Consequently, it is not possible to check whether HKR has responded to all

comments. Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments ■

have been Ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR's response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PV O C s  comments 

on HKR’s responses.

3. AFCO comments - as explained in Section M, paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 

to this submission, HKR's comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. DSD comments - HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR's Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only Mmost of the pollution concentrations would comply 

with relevant criteriaM. What about the ones which do not?

5. EPD comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W

within Area 6f. |

6. EPD and Water Quality: 1

a. General 1 - EPO has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the ,

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD's requirements. Even after jfi

such comments, HKR has only submitted a "preliminary water quality assessment,,l I

which concludes that the proposed S T W  Mcould meet1 relevant technical standards f

for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the j

standard required by EPD. j

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that ''there are foo many sections ij

in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out in the |

subsequent statutory EIA and to remove such misleading statements in the SS

reports. As on alternative please use a new section to summarise tne Si A O  

implications of the proposed developmcnt,t. (I.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details and a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully meet all of EPD*s requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.

6
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d. Specific 4 - HKR confirms that not all pollution concentrates would comply with 

relevant criteria but only ̂ most". What about the ones which do not?

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

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

ongoing maintenance and management.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. EPD and Waste M a n a g e m e n t  - HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

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

detail design.

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

EPD and only simplistically refers to other comments.

9. EPD and Air Quality -  Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as uo loco! 

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

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

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

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

Woo d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

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

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

10. Lands Department's comments:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Lands 

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

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored al! the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the D8 OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 

This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

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

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

continue to be ignored, e.g.

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

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

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

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

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

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

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

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

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

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

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

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

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

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

engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal 

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. The proposed access to the site Is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that HArea 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive11. As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, all 

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

A  of the October Further Information and the aerial image below.
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Aerial image of existing Parkvalc Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that "The 476 units and 1,190 populations 

increase as a result of the proposal is very modest development intensltiesn. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, w e  do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise fiats in the village and then past 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

j cracking evident in 

i asphalt surface on 

1 Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive

9
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Section 2 - from the junction with Middle Lane to the start of the pedestrian pgv^rnent 

behind the Woodbury Court, Woodereen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, being a steep narrov/ hill covered jn asphalt.

Settlement 
cracking evident 

In asphalt 

surface on 

Section 2 of 

Parkvale Drive.

Section 3 -  the >,Possageway,,/ as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DN*C, pr〇v：d^rg 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and made of pavmg b'oc.<5; 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start. * 10

5. W e  noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Dr：\^ ii totafN as a o*

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair a*vs -ts wesr ；̂ ccr^ri - ^  

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.

i s  r r n ,̂  i t r n

10
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6. W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

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

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

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

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive w a s  constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD 

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

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

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

Drive, especially of Section 3, the pedestrian pave m e n t  section. The surface w a s  not 

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

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

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

Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of 

Parkvnle 

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 20 

tonne rated 

paving

resulting from 

current traffic 

loading at start 

of proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f.

8. Although this is k n o w n  by HKR, no mention of it is m a d e  in its application or Further 

Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 

of Parkvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 

all other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

and 3 of Parkvale Drive are born by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

serve Parkvale Village. W e  are extremely concerned that the additional construction 

and operational traffic will cause serious d a m a g e  and ongoing maintenance costs to 

the ow n e r s  in Parkvale Village.

10. Wid t h  Constraints - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 

heavy traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shuttle buses negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 

vehicles need to give w a y  to them.

11
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Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive.

The view 

looking up the 

hill, illustrating 

the difficulty 

large vehicles 

have in passing 

one another.

11. W h e n  a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of W o o d b u f 7  Court is only 11 c m  (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving 

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section  3 of  
Parkva le  Drive.

View  of  the  
r e a r  of  
W o o d b u r y  
Court,
i l lu s t ra t in g  the  
n a r r o w n e s s  of  
the  p e d e s t r i a n  
p a v e m e n t ,  its  
lack  o f  a 
c a r r i a g e w a y  to  
s e p a ra t e  
v eh ic les  from  
p e d e s t r i a n s  
a n d  the  
inab i l i ty  of  
v eh ic les  to  p ass  
o n e  a n o th e r .

13. T h e  considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate these problems, 

especially w h e n  a construction vehicle and a bus, or w h e n  two construction vehicles, are 

travelling in opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.

J
n

i
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14. E m e r g e n c y  Ac c e s s  • In the e v e n t  of a vehicle accident or a block a g e  o n  Parkvale Drive b y  

t w o  or m o r e  large vehicles in conflict, there w o u l d  b e  n o  access for e m e r g e n c y  vehicles, 

w h e t h e r  a m b u l a n c e s ,  fire appliances or police, to a n  e m e r g e n c y  at either the 

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

residential buildings or the larger adjacent M i d v a i e  Village.

15. T h e  quest i o n  of a d e q u a t e  e m e r g e n c y  access to the affected o c c u p i e d  residential 

blocks, as well as to the construction site, s h o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  referred to t h e  Police a n d  

the Fire Services D e p a r t m e n t  for consideration b e f o r e  t h e s e  r o a d s  a n d  d r i v e w a y s  w e r e  

p r o p o s e d  for construction site access. This issue m a y  also create implications u n d e r  

the Construction Sites Safety Ord i n a n c e .

14,Bird*s-eye v i e w  of the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkv a l e  Drive, to the rear of 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, 

illustrating that this section is a n a r r o w  p a v e d  pedestrian a n d  golf p a r k i n g  are a  p r oviding 

access to the e n t r a n c e  lobbies of the buildings. It also p r o v i d e s  access to service vehicles, 

local b u s  services a n d  delivery vehicles w h i c h  m a y  traverse at l o w  s p e e d s  to p a r k  in o n e  

of the only three u n l o a d i n g  bays. It is n o t  a p r o p e r l y  e n g i n e e r e d  r o a d  a n d  lacks a c a m b e r  

to a l l o w  for efficient drainage, b e i n g  c onstructed of concrete bricks laid o n  non-reinforced 

s a n d  underlay. T h i s  r e n d e r s  the surface p r o n e  to s u b s i d e n c e  a n d  m i n o r  flooding d u r i n g  

h e a v y  rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian pave m e n t  of Parkvale Drive, being the access to the 

VJooribur/ Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, Is a quiet 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings.

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

shared with parking spaces for a few golf carts and three vehicle 'jnici^ing

spaces, which were added out of necessity follov/ing the opening of the D B  Tunne! Lin>. 

The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. Hov/ever, i： 

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

It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is r;gnt uo 

against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o a g r e e n  

Court and W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, v；hose main front doers open d.rectiy 

to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no r o o m  for any, and 

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

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as '.veil as acces: The 

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

especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of v^hich w o uld destroy the safety and 

amenity of Parkvale Village.

18. Alternative Access to Area 6f - After the proposed d e v e b p m e n :  a ，s 3 6f was 7

known, a m e m b e r  of the Parkvale Village V O C  proposed an a!：ern3：；ve 3；cess :c A^ea 6* 

from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the O w n e r s  of ?ar:<\3:e W a g e  _r V a r:“ 

2016 an employee of D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited, a o w n e z

HKR, noted that H K R  w a s  considering this alternative. Subse-quen: to t卜e 

sent an email to the Chairman of the P V O C  which st3：ec that:

19. uWe ore aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighc^urhccc. A s such. W  :s 

favourably considering to build either a temcorory or pfrvener： 〇̂u： roaa frorr> 
Discovery Valley Road".

20. However, despite H K R’s c o m m e n t  in the emaH. it has •*>〇【 t气e potema: 

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access fr〇-r* D  scov^n, va!»e\- ftevao ：n 

either its Application or its Further Information, in fact, :-r t^cse states

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

V i e w  of the 

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  

leading to the 

start of the 

p r o p o s e d  

extension of 

P a r kvale Drive 

to A r e a  6f, 

illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.
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tnat there are nc impacts on the surrounding areas and that they w 丨丨丨 use the Parkvale 

Drive access V/e consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21 Furthermore, no Government Department has requested H K R  to propose an alternative 

access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only m e a n s  of access 

to Area 6f and the alTernattve access which w e  noted in our c o m m e n t s  on the original 

application and in our c o m m e n t s  on the H K R’s first submiss丨on of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive W e  believe that the TP B  should require H K R  to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate w h y  it cannot be used.

Alternative 

access to Area 

6f from 

Discovery 

Vnlley Road.

G. S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1. All the concerns and c o m m e n t s  submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. H K R  has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

means that people living in Parkvale Village will have a S T W  adjacent to them. HKR is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and h o w  it will be man a g e d  and 

maintained. As H K R  will want to minimize costs, w e  are concerned h o w  adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

w h o  at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by H K R  to live next door to a 

S T W  with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. HK R  is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artificially m a d e  beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 3 0 0 m  from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

15
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environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red tioes b$ well as 

concentrations of E. coli.

4. It is noted that HKR is still saying, as it did in its second submission, that discharging 

directly the treated sev^age into an open nullah is still an option to be considered at the 

design stage. This open nullah is parallel to Discovery Valley Road and proceeds chrectW 

in front of Hillgrove Village. Therefore, every day 440 cu ms per day of sewage will be 

flowing alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the 

balconies of around 200 apartments in this village. 了his option would appear to be 

cheaper than building a gravity sewage p»pe and it Is considered that HKR will adopt this 

option whilst giving the impression to the TPB, EPO, etc. that it will build a gravity pipe, 

which presumably puts the sewage flow underground.

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 

calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 

emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 

and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman's guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be direetty discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

namely EPD, W S D  and DSD and their respective policy bureaux.

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

a. in paragraph 6‘2.iii of its original application, that ^alternative on-site sewage 

treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure and land area'\ Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR*s Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that "This S T W  will treat sewage only from 2 single residential 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not on efficient sewage planning 

strategy". Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local S T W  ma y  cause Han offensive 

smell and is health hazard".

b. ''This additional effluent would have impacts on both water qudity and marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model tc be established 

for assessment os part of the subsequent EIA'r. (June Revised Environmental Studv,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there is no reference to a 

subsequent EIA, which likely means that the subject of an EIA has beer, dropped. 

Logically there should be a full scale EIA as part of this Section 12A application.

c. building a S T W  in Area 6f is still sub-optimum in its October submission. Since the 

consultant has again in the Further Information Annex G "Revised S：ud\ on Drainage, 

5ewoge cmd l/Vater5upp/y", paragraph S.6.1.4, stated that "As W s  new OSSTIfV w///
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only treat sewage from 2 single residential towers for 476 units at Area 6f so this 

decentralized scheme is considered noton efficient sewage planning.strategy".

8 Du e  to its proximity to our village, w e  consider that it is Inappropriate to locate a S T W  

in Area 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially as the effluent m a y  

be discharged into an open nullah.

9. N o  mention was m a d e  in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 

the sewage in the event that the S T W  broke down. Only now, in its third submission. Is 

the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 

supply for the STW; "suitable backup" of the S T W  treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 

system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system {i.e. to Siu H o  W a n  STW), and, as backup, the m o v e m e n t  of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu Ho  W a n  STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of h o w  

this action v/ould be man a g e d  (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

W a n  facilities) as the existing D B  Services M a n a g e m e n t  Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both m a n a g e m e n t  and engineering severely challenged. 

M o v e m e n t  of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, H K R  has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu Ho  W a n  STW.

10. !n addition, H K R  has not mentioned anything about emergency arrangements in the 

event of the op e n  nullah discharge approach being taken. This would probably Involve 

the 36 trucks per day travelling through Parkvale village and Discovery Bay going to 

the Siu H o  W a n  STW, which H K R  does not have approval to use for this sewage.

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shailow coastal areas (see page 170 of "Harmful Algae", 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds c o m e  from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, H K R  tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

m o r e  T!Ns and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.

12. In response to the D S D  request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sev^age treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3# 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that uThe Option 

2 sewage holding tank and Option 3 sev/age treatment plant will be maintoined by City 

M a n a ge me nt  at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f and Area 10b proposed 

developments^. This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is n o w  to have a separate S T W  in Area 6f.

13. H K R  continues to m a k e  no reference in its Further Information that all the capital and 

operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f together with the gravity 

sewage pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be met by either H K R  and/or the undivided 

shareholders of the Area 6f proposed development. H K R  should be required to confirm 

that ad capital and operating costs arising from the proposed S T W  in Area 6f and the
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gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by HKR and/or the undivided 

shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sev/age pipe or the connection to 

the open nullah.

H. W A T E R  SUPPLY F R O M  THE D B  RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable v/ater. As previously 

pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho W a n  Water Treatment 

Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the S H W V / T W  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 6f 

and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget DB wh e n  it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. HKR has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b} from the raw water stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This appears to be a very expensive and another sub-optimum approach. There is no 

information in the Further Information as to management, engineering, environmental 

and public health implications of, after 16 years, re-opening the reservoir for the 

supply of potable water.

3. H K R  should again be asked to confirm that the capital and the operating costs arising 

from using the reservoir will be borne by either H K R  or the undivided shareholdars of 

the Area 6f and Area 10b proposed developments, and not by the owners of P3rkvale 

Village or by the owners of any other village in Discovery Bay which have their water 

supplied using the Siu H o  W a n  Water Treatment Works ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  

Fresh Water Pumping Station.

I. PROVISION OF O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious omission from the application is that all other utilities have been overico'vecj, 

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities *s a key eie.n^en： r〇r 

the development of Area 6f. These include electricity, LPG supply, telephone, Tv and 

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all ot these services 

needing to be laid through Parkvale Village, including the existing narrow 3nd congested 

pedestrian pavement, adjacent to the Woodbury Court, W o c c g reen Court anc 

Woodland Court residential buildings, leading to Area 6f.

2. Another serious, and disturbing, omission is that the appear to be j n a ^ - e

that HK R  and the D B  community are awaiting the EX'SC' arc FSC tr'to a

LPG gas explosion at 5 Parkland Drive on S September 20:6. T卜e w  3re s c e u s  •roncems

about the LPG system in DB. The reliability of the use of .c'O system tc

Areas 6f and 10b needs to be considered and indoced m  a of ^urt^er

Information.
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3. H K R  s h o u l d  b e  r e q u i r e d  to c o n f i r m  that the provision of these utilities will h a v e  n o  

i m p j e t  o n  the residents a n d  o w n e r s  of P a rkvafc  Village or explain w h a t  the i m p a c t  will 

b e  a n d  h o w  H K R  will mitigate their I mpact.

J. S L O P E  S A F E T Y  A N D  B U I L D f N G  C O N C E P T

1. W e  have pointed out above that HKR has never provided a Geotechnical Impact 

Assessment. Furthermore, w e  pointed out in the last PV〇C submission that

CEDO) h〇d requested a Geotechnical Planning Review (GPRR) in support of the 

application to be submitted by H K R  N O W  a n d  has asked H K R  to assess Che geotechnical 

feasib/Hty of the proposed development. H K R  has refused to do so and will only submit a 

G P R R  prior to implementation.^ VJg said that HKR's position must be rejected.

2. Despite this Further Information stating that slope formation is a key element for the 

development of Area 6f, HKR continues to ignore C E D D’s requests and again has 

provided no information on the slope and building design. As the Further Information 

does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope d o w n  from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the W o o d b u r y  Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a G P R R  for Area 10b and has submitted one in Its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram 

illustrating the slope and building position is fundamentally flawed as it shows the slope 

coming straight d o w n  to Coral and Crystal Courts in Parkvale Village and omits the road 

leading to these buildings, thereby indicating that the slope would be less steep than it 

actually would be.

4. H K R  should be asked to undertake a geotechnical review and submit a GPRR.

5. The site is defined as 8,300(712 on rising ground from 4 4 m P D  to 70mPD. W h a t  is unclear 

from this description is that the site is only partially formed and is predominantly a slope 

leading d o w n  towards Crystal and Coral Courts. The present platform was only created 

to a c c o m m o d a t e  a 1 7 0 m 2 G F A  3 Story Building and most, if not all, of the cleared flat 

area is only large enough to a c c o m m o d a t e  the road leading to the two proposed high 

rise buildings, not the buildings themselves. To establish the level site indicated on the 

concept plans would require considerable site formation to raise the grade from 4 4 m P D  

to approximately a level SSm P D ,  and to cut back the existing formed slope.
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6. In creating this m u c h  larger level site, the sbpes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 

towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety「丨sk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. H K R  should be required to state h o w  it will eliminate these risks.

K. O W N E R S H I P  A N D  H K R ;s RIGHT T O  USE PARKVALE DRIVE AS ACCESS T O  A R E A  6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 

the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a uPassageway".

2. In Annex E of Its first Further Information, H K R  stated that ^the ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered Owner (HKR) who is entitled to grant a Right of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6/^.

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village C o m m o n  Areas t and the rights of the Registered O w n e r  and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

. been responsible for the costs of maintaining this MPassageway for the p3St 2S years,

w e  believe that H K R  should present counsels' independent legal opinions supporting >ts 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR's request to leave its detailed 

views on this subject within the f,commercially sensitive irformationm contained in HKR's 

letter to the D L O  dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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 ̂ i - '  -.g s rc 'u d e  r /a s :e r  Pian, pcp^iat.^n  ce^.ng 3 0  a n j  a'.ocai.on  of
- ，':2 v’ced snares C d  C e分(3 Mctua. Cover'anr

the Nidster P U n  (WP), ** ^/3S p〇jr*e〇 ,r> ；〇rr,rnent 440^ SL.br,̂：tted Isst 

y mat, s：* h ^ g h  it t>e e ^ ,jtdared ^ece〇tfy, -t s:；!. aoei not ma::^ the current

Cuthre zoning ,c ar (O^P) or ；re ex st；ng G?vei〇c,̂ *Tfrn* q h  the Lot. Pu^therrnore, in order 

to vroxec. ̂ .e ^^eresti -J the 8,3C j * ais gns the ieve-oper, *t is essentia! that

*̂ .e e^；st，r>g 4*'P 3r * OZP are a： gned lA-th the existing oeve^rrre-t on *he Let before

any c o r s c e y t。，c/ an,. p r〇t>〇sa( to a m e r 。tne C 2 P 卜 n s t m e r e  's s.mpty too

M'ucr r；si. tr.d： t^e ng-ts of the ether ^wrers G f ：ne Lot w .：； mte^ered with. This 

aspect apeears tc ̂ 3ve been 'gnerec bv tre T?5

3 W ，：n reg3rd ：〇 population, ■! s C：e3r tnat, A ；th A^eas 6f ara ：〇t and other obviously 

P'anr.ed developments, ：s ^ c v ：ng ：c a 3 - s c-each.r-g t^e population ceiling of 

25.C.CO, "Ahcr. is :he n>ajumu:r as w  t卜e a p p m d  C 二P, w<thcdt gcing through the 

recessary govemrr^nt p*-〇ceCure. ▼î s !a:est sjb， ss cn ignores this point

anc CT.iy rê e.-s tc pop-u：at-cn m  the c〇nte>rt cf water supply.

*i- Fjrtherm〇re. unferturate'-y ：t appears that re evar'： gevern-rient departments have not 

cons-dered cur ccmrrents as there is r>c re^e»-ence tc this subject in the list of 

depart^rer-t comrr.ents.

5. H K R rs orig ns； 3 p p；；cat：on r.ctea ；h at the current rccjlatic-r； of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

ar.a that tne current approved CZP Urr.fts t**e p c p u；3t；cn tc IS.000. Subsequently the 

current pcpu!at；cn was a m e n d e d  19.5SS (as per tf"e records cf D 5  Sen/ices M a n a g e m e n t  

L^Tited, the prepeay m a n a g e m e n t  c o m p a n y  〇f D 3  and a whcily o w n e d  subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information crcv.dei which wcu'd provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. Thts is information in respea of the m e t h o d  of 

coiiecticn, ma.^agemen; cf the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Popuiation figures are a vital element cf planning fer, and control of, development. It is 

essential that the copulation figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verif-.ea by audit. There is a conflict of interest here since H K R  is using figures provided 

by ils wholly o w n e d  subsidiary. The T P B  is requested to address this serious issue 

before processing any further applications of any kind in respect of DB.

S. 7he difference between the m a x i m u m  of 2S,CO：3 and th‘e s u m  of the current population 

arc tne proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

m  population does not include the future occupants of other properties m  

D :.sccverv Bay which H K R  ；s currently developing and planning. Such developments 

:rc;iuae :ha: described in c o m m e n t  n u m b e r  4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

tar.ds D e p a ^ m e n t  currently reviewing HKR's application to develop an additional 

12^,CCC rnl under the next Master Plan, ViP7.0E. Using the proposed n u m b e r  of flats In 

A-eas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 housing 5,6C0 people, m a y  be 

t'u \l cn this acditional 124,000 m2.

7 . 7/bat this m e a n s  is that H K R  is knowingly aaing in such a w a y  as to be flagrantly 

^ 5feg3 ，̂,n g current ceilings on the total n u m b e r  of flats and population.

='jauer-T.cre, it would appear that both the T P B  and Lands Department is ignoring what 

is ̂ 0 ：r*.g.
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8 Before t^e cr.arjge in use is c ons：cered, H K R  m u s t  be required by  G o v e r n m e n t  to

demonstrate, in a fully accountable m a n n e r ,  that the propo s e d  dev e l o p m e n t s  m  Ajeas 

6f a n d  1 0 b  will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery B a y  being 

d eveloped a n d  planned, tc exceeding the a p p r o v e d  O Z P  m a x i m u m  population of 

25,000. ""h's shC'-'ic m c iude an accurate count of ex'St-ng p c p u  a v c ri -g s"

indeperdent co;iect；on m e t h o d  and the expected p〇D u ;ation of areas >or wr. :*■ 
seeks acprova! to develop before the Section i 2 A  app!:cati〇r>s in res二ect 2-二

lCb are considered any further.

9 It is clear that the TPS is :n darger of be^ng persuaded by this incremec*-a 2：;；："二£二— .

using population f'gures which are not ‘ndependen! of HKR, c.:̂ .s 3er -g ;:r:：,eT；二 

especially g-ven the very srr.all pcpu'atior. difference of ：S ：2 accve

indirectly ailcw a breaching c： the 25,000 pcpulat.on ce：i.ng. The^e is --eec zu

government to a c c ress this -ssue. Otherwise, in the future, t卜n  is 

investigation by the ifector Audit as to w h y  th;s issue v,.3s r.ct 3 C二1" e s s e - : ：v 

the TP3 and w h y  H < R  v；as a»!owed tc de/eicp beycr-c the pc?'j:5：：cn ce . r g c; 25,C O：
In view cf the ser：o j s  nature of th：s ：ssue, these corr.r^ents w i：. ag3'n ce sen； to c c ：- e 

Director of Audit and the Discovery 3ay Oistria Councillor for tr：e：f sr. c-- ， 5::: 

this submission will also be sent tc the Orribudsman, as it is Ciear the .e

processes of the TP3 and the Lands Department are either incspab'e cf rar*:;: rg 二 

aspect or just negligent.

10. The allocation of undivided shares and m a n a g e m e n t  units s an issue a **.二 s

aware of from the efforts of a D 3  c w n e r  over the las: twc- years. 丁 :ss_-e 二as c专5— 三 

subject of m u c h  correspondence b e t w e e n  the owner, H K R  ar.d Lares —

presentations to V 〇Cs and the Ci:y O w n e r s  C o mmittee (CCC). Fur^errr:。.. ：-.:s 2二

is covered in c o m m e n t  numi:er 44C2 submitted last Jjly to tri 2 厂二 t— = 二二

Department has asked H K R  to prove that there are sufficient urciide:: s_ 3r=s _=：3 二 

by t h e m  fer allocation to the proposed development of Area St H K R  has replied to the 

Lands Depart m e n t  by requesting the information to be regarded as corrmercialhf 

sensitive. In other words, not to be disclosed in a public consultation e>ercrs£( wnich 

is inconsistent with the aims of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of t— e J:: 二

Grant and Master Plan) is the n u m b e r  cf undivided shs^es r e * a：-'-'g = 二二3■:二- t二

any n e w  development on the Lot. The Principal D e e o  C c v e n s -： 二二...二

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is r.ct;c^a*!y i v.cec 一 15C 二二:二 

undivided shares. These undivided shares were imrred：ateJv s' ocstec to v3*

56,5C0 to Residential Development, 4.8SG tc C o m m e r c a l  e e v V o p一e -乙二 IS: :r 二 

and public recreation activities, and 3 r550 to hotel use. 5S,r:C ce' **ec ss 

"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential De'.s!c^rrent ^ a y  Swi'-a rc3:ec ::

Residential Units and once these have b e e n  exhausted r^e ce%e c o e r "^av :**c

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. T h e  problem is there is no record of h o w  m a n y  r\eser\e v.l-v c ^ e c  S**2 res *5 -^3 * de

allocation to the future development of the Let.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no acccuntab^ arw trarsM-e"： ce- f a  st；" 3-»c 

m a n a g e m e n t  of the process of alic-cating the shares hearts
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a s s u r e  t h e  T P B  that t h e r e  are sufficient s h a r e s  to b e  allocated to A r e a s  6f a n d  1 0 b  a n d  

o t h e r  d e v e l o p m e n t s .  B o t h  t h e  L a n d s  a n d  P l a n n i n g  D e p a r t m e n t s  are a w a r e  of this 

situation a n d  s h o u l d  n o t  c o n s i d e r  a n y  application until t h e y  receive a s s u r a n c e  w i t h  

s u p p o r t i n g  a n d  valid d o c u m e n t a t i o n  a n d  figures that t h e r e  are s h a r e s  available for t h e  

d e v e l o p m e n t s .

15. In o r d e r  t o  protect t h e  interests of all t h e  curr e n t  a n d  fu t u r e  assigns of t h e  d e v e l o p e r ,  

t h e  T P B  s h o u l d  require a full a c c o u n t i n g  of t h e  allocation of all u n d i v i d e d  s h a r e s  b y  s h a r e  

t y p e  to all Villages, City a n d  t h e  o t h e r  a r e a s  of t h e  lot, prior to consi d e r a t i o n  of a n y  

p r o p o s a l  to a m e n d  t h e  p r e s e n t  0 2 P .

16. R e l a t e d  to t h e  a b o v e  is t h e  position currently b e i n g  a r g u e d  b y  a c o n c e r n e d  D B  o w n e r  

that t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  misallocation of s h a r e s  to c o m m e r c i a l  units since t h e r e  is r e a s o n  to 

believe that m a n a g e m e n t  units h a v e  n o t  b e e n  allocated to t h e  c o m m e r c i a l  units in D B  in 

a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  t h e  t e r m s  of t h e  D M C .  In respect of this c o n c e r n ,  t h e  following 

resolution w a s  p r o p o s e d  at t h e  City O w n e r s '  C o m m i t t e e  ( C O C )  o n  7  D e c e m b e r  2 0 1 6 :  ' T o  

propose a Resolution to require that Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR) set out 
the true number of Management Units (MU) that they have allocated to oil commercial 
units at Discovery Boy and the basis for such ailocation. Further, to seek compensation 
from HKR for any shortfall in payments to the Management Fund (or refund for any 
overpayment! should the post or present allocation not accord with the terms of the 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMCj'\

17. This is clearly a v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  issue w h i c h  t h e  T P B  s h o u l d  inquire into be f o r e  

p r o c e e d i n g  w i t h  b o t h  A r e a  6f a n d  1 0 b  applications, since t h e  T P B  n e e d s  to k n o w  the 

e x act a n d  correct position rega r d i n g  afl t h e  p a r a m e t e r s  in m a n a g i n g  d e v e l o p m e n t s  in D B  

s o  that decisions c a n  b e  m a d e  in t h e  correct p l a n n i n g  e n v i r o n m e n t .

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. T h e  latest F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  b y  H K R  co n t a i n s  misleading, inaccurate a n d  

p o o r  quality d i a g r a m s  a n d  p h o t o m o n t a g e s .

2. T h e  D I A G R A M S  (including c o m m e n t s )  i n cluded in t h e  latest Gist are included in A n n e x  1 

t o  this s u b m i s s i o n .  O u r  c o m m e n t s  are set o u t  in t h e  following p a r a g r a p h s :

3. A n n e x  A  to t h e  F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  " R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  Plan":

3. C o n c e p t  Plan - w h e r e  are t h e  area d e v e l o p m e n t  w a t e r  features that w e r e  indicated 

o n  o t h e r  parts of t h e  s u b m i s s i o n s ?  Clearly t h o s e  trees indicated c a n n o t  b e  planted 

in t h e  a r eas s h o w n  e l s e w h e r e  as w a t e r  features. This is a m i s l e a d i n g  im a g e .

b. Section A - A  - t h e  existing g r o u n d  condition is incorrect. It d o e s  n o t  m a t c h  t h e  L a n d s  

D e p a r t m e n t  S u r v e y  D a t a  for this area. T h e r e  is n o  a c c o u n t  for t h e  r o a d  or for the 

slope that exists at t h e  rear of Crystal Court, wi t h  t h e  result that t h e  slope a p p e a r s  to 

b e  less s t e e p  t h a n  it w o u l d  actually be.

c. C o n c e p t  Plan -  in A n n e x  1 vje h a v e  a d d e d  site lines a n d  affected units. N o t e  that the 

figures are p r o b a b l y  a n  u n d e r e s t i m a t e  of t h e  n u m b e r s  of residents w h o  w o u l d  b e  

affected b y  t h e  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t .

d. C o n c e p t  Plan - t h e  s e a i o n s  of Parkvale Drive highlighted in y e l l o w  are d e s i g n a t e d  in 

t h e  s u b  D V ! C  as P a s s a g e w a y s .  Uole that it is not possible to build a n d  o p e r a t e  A r e a  
6f w i t h o u t  significantty w i d e n i n g  the d e s i g n a t e d  p a s s a g e w a y  w h i c h  is i n a d e q u a t e  for
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heavy traffic. Widening works will have a huge impact on residents of the Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, as v；eii as 5ii 

other pedestrian traffic which uses Parkvaie Drive to get to the hiking trail promoted 

by HKR. This is a major safety risk and would cut existing transportation routes. This 

has been stressed in previous submissions but, as explained elsev/here in this 

submission, has been ignored.

e. Concept Plan-same as (a) above.

4•丨 Annex B Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract):

a. Tree Treatment Plan (Annex B, page A3) and Optimisation of Land Use figure B.l- 

The statement about existing tree groups to be retained is incorrect. These trees 

cannot be maintained based on the current plan, as there Is a requirement for a 

large retaining structure and site formation that would not allow these trees to be 

left in place. Simple construction logistics would m e a n  this would be very 

improbable. Also where is the approximate location of the retaining wa!1.? The 

excavation for construction will remove those highlighted trees.

b. Optimisation of land use figure B.2. This figure includes incorrect rLatemen^ about 

the existing slopes since the existing slope does not match the profile indicated fcy 

HKR's consultant: the existing slope profile shown in the figure does not reflect the 

correct levels as per the Lands Department Survey; the existing ground conaittcn 

sho w n  in the figure is incorrect since it does not match the lands Department Su^ey 

data for this area. Furthermore, there is no account for the road or for the siore tha: 

exists at the rear of Crystal Court.

5. In its covering letter Masterplan Limited says that the Updated P H O T O M O N T A G E S  for 

the revised scheme (Annex H to the Further Information) shows the *neg!；g：bie,' e r e r  d . 

Area 6f and that the previously submitted Visual Impact Assessment renai.ns re'ev^rt * 

This statement is both incorrect and misleading since the photos do not srew visu3; 

impact on the people w h o  would be really affected by the proposed ceve^cr'sr.t. Le

the nearby residents of Parkvaie, Midvale and Hillgrove Villages w h o  w'：i; view Area 5f 

close up and continuously. The reality is illustrated by the P V C C  montsge as ;〇p：a：nec 

in Annex 1 to this submission.

6. The U P D A T E D  P H O T O M O N T A G E S  (including comments) are included in Annex 1 ;〇 tr.ts 

submission. Our c o m m e n t s  are set out below.

a. A  consistent feature of the photomontage is that the applicant continues to suD^it 

low quality photos as ali of them are grainy and pcorJy lit.

b. Figure B.9 view from D B  Plaza - these poor quality hard’v the

views from the Plaza on a clear day as illustrated 内 t卜e A n x  i to

submission.

c. Figure B.10 view from Lookout - these poor photos、a-〇S. reject the

from the Lookout as the photos are grainy and poc^V  ̂ t.

d. Figure B.12 view from the hiking tra：i south of DiV'Cve^ Va^e\ ' quaHtv
photos hardly reflect the  views from the t n  as a 严e ana

poorly lit.
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e. Figure B.14 view from the D-Deck - why show this when there should be images 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane - why is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location w h o  would be affected. W h y  are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the PVOC to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC, If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the RNNTC will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvaie Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Government Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvate Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HKR application continues to be deficient in 

many ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject HK R #s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the Town Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so, many of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale V illage O ^rs e ri Corrvm ittc« Chairman
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Annex 1: Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.



W乎中請织號而只作指示用途的擬議發展計劃的概括發展規 3S
B i-oh (1 D e v e l o p m e n t  P a r a m e t e r s  o f  the I n d i c a t i v e  

!> e n c 1 o n m c n t P r  o p o s_aj_ i n R e s n f e t  o f A mW i c n t i o n No.  V / I - P B / 2  
S 應於 2016尔丨〇月 2 7日按报的進一步資料而修訂的概括發展規範 

Revised broad development parameters in view o f 
the further information received on 27.10.2016

ka) 申請由號 
( Application no.

Y/I-DB/2

| ( b )位置/ 地址
Location/Addrcss

愉 拔 漘 第 6 f 區丈 M 約 份 第 3 5 2 约 地 段 第 3 8 5 號餘段及增批 

部分（部分）
Area 6ff Lot 385 R P  &  Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B av

(c) 地 面 憤  
Site area

约 A b o u t  7 , 6 2 3 平 方 米 m 2

(cl) 圇則 

Plan

愉 景 灣 分 區 計 釗 大 綱 核 准 圖 編 號 S/I-DB/4 

A p p r o v e d  Discovery B a y  Outline Z o ning  Plan No. S/I-DB/4

(e) 地帶 
Zoning

「其他指定用途」註 明 「員工宿舍（5)」
"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)"

(f) 擬謊修訂 
Proposed 

Amendmcnt(s)

把 「其他指定用途」註 明 「員工宿舍 (5)」地 帶 改 则 為 「住 

宅（丙類）1 2」地帶

T o  rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 

annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 锊樓面面積 

及/ 或地積比率 
Total floor area 

and/or plot ratio

3 米
地檟比率 
Plot ratio

住用 Domestic 約 A b o u t  

21,600

約 A b o u t  

2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -

(h) m m

No. of block

住用 Domestic 2

非住用 Non-domestic -

綜 合 用 途 Composite -
( i ) 建築物高度(以最高 

實柜樓面空間計算) 

/

隨

Building height 

(measured to the 

highest usable floor 

space)/

No. of storeys

住用 Domestic 65 米 m

120 米（主水平蕋準以上）m P D  

18 靥 storeyCs)

非住用 Non-domestic

- 水平基準以上）m P D  

• 層 storev(s)

综 合 用 途 Composite - 米 m

- 米（主水平基準以上）m P D

- 層 storey(s)

|G) 上蓋面積 

t  Site coverage
約 A b o u t  30 %

> ) 單位數目 

j  No. of units

4 7 6 住 宅 單 位 Flats

|(】） 休憩闱地 
{ Open Space

-私 人  Private
不 少 於 N o t  less than 1，丨9 0 平 

方米

( m ) 停卓位及上落 f  

客貨車位數冃 y  

N o  of parkmg f 

spaces and loading 

unloading spaces V  i

锋阑夫球車停泊位（申誚人未有提供停泊位數目）G o丨f cart parking 

>pace (number of parking space not provided by applicant)

者修車蝻上落客货位（中譆人米柯提供上落咨;W 位數目）Servicing 

/chicles loading/unloading space (number of loading/unlouding space not 

3rovidcd_by applicant) . ----------

有 W # 料 是 ；

市 梘 劃 穸 嫣 舍 概 个 負 :

HfJ J/KlP. 

茗 有 (:£何鉍問 硬 立 間 中 謓 人 仴 父 的 义 件  

- 1 - ❿



The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumslanccs will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use of ihc information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies of the information 
provided. In case of doubl, reference should always be made lo the submission of the applicant.
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A p plication N o .  : \ l l - \ ) \ \ n

ivS

27 H ■ 屮 j 人 # 幻 丨 L 士 成 料 u ! " 丨 晚 郃 n 的 m i 砍 报 x k ^ ' 1 的

■ m i l.w. - * m w \ \ ' f̂ i./K • •

水刊丨i 沐丨t w ,

On 27 10 2016, the apphcani submitted fuflhcr mfounalion piovidmy iespouses lo Kesponso^ 

to departmental comnicnt.'i including revised Master Tlan, scUumal pl；m, I,;iiulsca|ic Piopu-wil, 

linvironiYicntal Study, Planning Statement, Study on niaimigc, Scwciii^c and Water Supply. 

Tcchnidil Note on Water Quality, updated |)tiotoiponUiyc;.s and cxliac! pUm.s ui' 1'ublic 

Rccrei/tion Facilities Dernarealton Plan and Deed oflUslrictive Ccivcnani

PVOC;

Please confirm where 

the responses are to the 

Residents /  P V O C  

concerns as they do not 

appear to have been 

reviewed or addressed.

PVOC;
Photom ontages are very poor quuhty, and an， not 
reflective o f the view from  the m ajority  o f (h f 
community.

Note that there are over 523 flats that view directly 
on this site, with an average of 3 per unit, thats 
potentially J569  residents whose views are not 
reflected in the photo-m ontages.

时關資料炬為•人5K瘅巧而丨S供• 於州使川卜_的間《1及义It上的. «  ?，蜱护警衊 
捋概不负貴•汜料任何妩M U f i ■'間屮鴣人出又的文(1: •
The infonnation is provided for easy reference of tlic genial pubhc Undci no circumstancM will \b f Town 
Planning Board accept any Ijabtliucs for tl\e use of tf»c inJonnjfion ĵ oi »t\y maocuractes ot (,1j»ci«pwv>C5* of ibe 
infonnation provided. In case of doubl, icfcicnce a)\v>u!J alwtys be ittadc to tfw mhmission of th« t^pbewM
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PVOC；
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PVOC;

N o te  th o t  i t  w o u ld  n ^ t  be  p e s s lb ie  to  bm 'td  

a n d  o f i^ r o te  th is  d e v f io p m t n t  w i th o u t  

s tg n l / k o n t ly  w id e n in g  (h e  d e s ig n a te d  

p a is o g e w o y ,  w h ic h  is  h a d e q u o t t  f o r  h e a v y  

t r o f f ic  o t  p re s e n t.  A n y  w id e n b Q  w o rk s  w itf  

h o ^ t  o  h v g t  im p a c t  o n  t h t  r t s ld e n t t  e / ( b t  

W o o d t  p o r t ic u b f iy  o  m o jo r  s o f t l y  r is k  a n d  

c u t t in g  e x is t in g  t to n s p o r to t io n  ro u te s . S e t  

p re v io u s  r t s p e n s t i  / r o m  P V O C
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PVOQ
This existing ground 
condition i i  incorrect. It 
does not match the HK 
Londs Department Survey 
Data for this Qreo. There 
is no account for the road 
or for the slope that exists 
ot the rear of Crystal Court
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! □ SECTION A-A 0£IUIT« X«4 B.2

/% f 4 7 k ^ L DIGOOV̂ ERY B^Y OPTIMIZATION OF L>NO USS • AREA6F indicated by the consultant.
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PVOC;
These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 
Plaza on a clear day - see 
attached,

VPI. ApiMalon %4m Inm Ovevrcnr Plu« iithifAg Coaouio )̂
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F1NU*C, DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OP LAND USE - REFINEMENT 〇F A«£AS^ '
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^rOFiZ V O C  comments on AFrER

HKRs 6f Planning Proposal

fig, 1.1 BEFORE & AFTER IMPRESSION FROM PLAZA
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PVOC;

These poor quality 

Photo-montages hardly 

reflect the views f r o m  the 

Lookout. The Photos are 

gromly an d  poorly lit.

PHOTOMONTAGE. VPB (VSR REC7) FROM HIKING TRAIL SOUTH OF DISCOVERY VALLEY « 似…  

〇:SCOVERY BAY OFTiWiZA-TON OF lANO USE • REFINEMENT 〇P AREA OF



腸 ，i i M L I  /ffl 屢i t  m  i im m h  »  9 i '« . i m  w r  m  i  r  w m

V O C  c o m m e n t s  on 

H K R s  6f Planning Proposal

Fig. 1.2.1 AFTER IMPRESSION FROM DISCOVERY BAY VALLEY ROAD



lPVOC;

j W h y  is this Pbcio-monioge used - there are very f e w  

]\res：c'ents cr tha location w h o  would be affected.

f w h v  ere there no images fro m  the m o r e  populated areas 

iwhere residents are impacted - see pag e  7?

| These poor quality Fhcto-mcntages hardly reflect the views 

ifrom the Lookout. The Phctos are grainfy a n d  poorly lit.

申 K16S? A p p l«*u»  No.: ________ Y / l - D D / 2 _______

申h 人

TVi p〇|e  u cxtKttd Uom *pp̂ ic*ni lsubmined doaimeffU.

时  P H O T O M O N T A G E  -VP15 (VSR T3) F R O M  MIDDLE LANE

, w c ， OiSCOVEPY SAY OPTWZATION OP LAND USE • REFINEMENT OF AREA 6F

ocioê nnn B . 1 7



申 請 編 號  Application No. : Y/I-DB/2

與申謂地點廟相同地帶的先前申請

Previous Applications Relating to the Application Site with the Same Zoningfs)

申誚编號 
Application No.

擬議用途/ 發展 

Proposed Use/Development
城市規劃委員會的決定( 5 欺）丨 

Decision of | 
Town Planning Board fDate) i

Ni!
T

有r#>t料是為方便市民大眾參考而提供•對於所戟資料在使用上的問題及文教上的歧異•城芾嗖r 娄員會苎工 

负货•若有任何疑問•應查閱申誚人提交的文件•
The information is provided for easy reference of the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planr.jr.g 
Board accept any liabilities for the use o f the information nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies o f the mf^rrr.anon 
provided. In ease o f doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant.



申請編號A叩丨ica丨ion N o.: Y/I-DB/2

申請人提交的圖則、始圖及報告書
Plans, D raw ings  and  R eports  Subm itted  by  A pplicant

中文 英文
Chinese .English

诏則及拍阅P丨ans am丨丨)rawines
结綱發展M E 1/布局設計El Master layout pian(s)/Layout plan(s) □ 0
樓宇位置圆Block plan(s) □ □ ， MISSING

樓宇平面S  Floorplan(s) □ □' MISSING
截視H] Sectional plan(s) □ m
立視E] Elevation(s) □ □ MISSING
顯示擬議發展的合成照片Ph〇tomontage(s) showing the proposed □ 0
development
園境設計總园/ 園境設計圖 Master 丨andscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s) □ 0

ify) □ 0P V O C ;

There are many concerns here, that have 
been previously raised to the Board, over 
safety to pedestrians and the inadequate 
longterm solution fo r traffic - these 
questions have not been addressed.

J摘錄圖則 Extract Plans of Public 
nd Deed of Restrictive Covenant

規到硏究 Planning studies 
環境影锣評估（噪音、空氣及/ 或7」 
Environmental impact assessment (noi

污染）

.air and/or water

□
□

0

0

:就東轉的交通影響評估 Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles) 
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致城市規剷委員會秘書：

W 人送遞或郵遞：香港北角渣華道3 3 3號北角政府合署1 5墙 

傳 离 ：2S77 0245 或 2522 842(3 

電 郵 •• tpbpd@pjand.gov_hk

To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
B y  hand or post: 15/F, North Point Goverament Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, H o n g  K o n g  

B y  Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426 

Bye-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

有關的規劃申請編號The application noi. to which the comment relates H i 卜 出 k

意見詳 情 （如有需要，請另頁說明）

Details o f the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary) ^ ^
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就規劃申請提出意見

CoinmciUs on Plannino Annlicntiun

請勿填寫此擱 檔案編號Reference No.

Foi- Onficial U s e  Only 收到日期Date Received

重要提示：

Important Notes:

(1) 意見必須於指定的法定期限屆滿前向城市規劃委員會（委員會）提出；

the c o m m e n t  should be m a d e  to the T o w n  Planning Board (the Board) before the expiry of [he 
specified statutory period;

(2) 委員會考慮申請的暫定會議日期已上載於委員會的網頁O w j n f o . g o v . b k / J ^。考慮規劃 

申請而舉行的會議(進行商議的部分除外），會向公眾開放。如欲觀看會議，請最遲在會議 

曰 期 的 一 天 前 以 電 話 （2231 5 0 6 1 ) 、傳 真 （2877 0 2 4 5或 2522 8 4 2 6 )或電郵  

( t p b p d @ p l a n d . g o v . h k )向委員會秘書處預留座位。座位會按先到先得的原貝盼配；

the tentative date of the Board to consider the application has been uploaded to the Bo a r d s  

website (www.info.gov.hk/tpb/). T he meeting for considering planning applications, except the 

deliberation parts, will be open to the public. For observation of the meeting，reservation of’ 

seat can be m a d e  with the Secretariat of the Board by telephone (2231 5061), fax (2877 0245 or 

2522 8426) or e-mail (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) at least one day before the meeting. Seats will be 

allocated on a first-come-first-served basis;

(3) 供委員會在考慮申請時參閱的文件，會在發送給委員會委員後存放於規劃署的規劃資料查 

詢處(査詢熱線2 2 3 1  5 0 0 0 ) ，以及在會議當日存放於會議轉播室，以供公眾查閱；及

the paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the application will be available for public 

inspection after issue to the Board M e m b e r s  at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the Planning 

Department (Hotline: 2231 5000) and at the Public Viewing R o o m  on the day of meeting; and

(4) 在委員會考慮申請後，可致電2231 4810或2 2 3 H 8 3 5査詢有關決定，或是在會議結束後， 

在委員會的願上查閱決定摘要。

after the Board has considered the application, enquiry about the decision m a y  be m a d e  at tel. no. 

2231 4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at the Board's website after the 

meeting.

http://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/
mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Parkvale Village Owners" Committee

C o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  S e c o n d  F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  S u b m i t t e d  in S u p p o r t  o f  

S e c t i o n  1 2 A  A p p l i c a t i o n  N u m b e r  Y / l - D B / 2  t o  a m e n d  D i s c o v e r y  B a y  O u t l i n e  

Z o n i n g  P l a n  f o r  r e z o n i n g  t h e  p e r m i s s i b l e  u s e  f r o m  staff q u a r t e r s  t o  flats at 

A r e a  6f, D i s c o v e r y  B a y .

I n t r o d u c t i o n

In April and July 2016 we, the Parkvale Village Owner’s Committee (PV〇C), a body of owners 
in Parkvale Village in Discovery Bay (DB) elected to represent the interests of the owners of 
the 606 flats in the village, submitted our comments on Hong Kong Resort Company 
Limited's (HKR) Section 12A Application "To A m e n d  Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan for 
rezoning the permissible use from staff quarters to flats at Area 6f, Discovery Bay". Our 
comments were assigned number 1512 (April) and 2787 (July) by the Town Planning Board 
(TPB).

This document includes our comments on the Further Information (made available by the 
TPB on 18 November 2016) submitted by HKR in response to comments made by 
government departments.

Further Information

The Further Information submitted by HKR comprises:

1. Masterplan Limited’s covering letter.

2. HKR’s response to departmental comments made available by the District Planning 
Office on 25 and 28 July 2016.

3. Annexes:
Annex A - Revised Concept Plan.
Annex B - Revised Landscape Design Proposal (extract).
Annex C - Revised Environmental Study.
Annex D - Revised Planning Statement (extract).
Annex E - Technical Note on Water Quality.
Annex F - Public Recreation Facilities Demarcation Plan (extract) and Deeds o f Restrictive 
Covenant (extract).
Annex G - Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply.

No substantive change has been made to the Further Information submitted in June.

In its covering letter, Masterplan Limited, on behalf of HKR, states that it has responded only 
to departmental comments. It is clear that, again, o u r  c o n c e r n s  w h i c h  w e  e x p r e s s e d  in o u r  

c o m m e n t s  s u b m i t t e d  in April a n d  July h a v e  n o t  b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  at all or ver y  i n a d e q u a t e l y  

in H K R ' s  r e s p o n s e s  to the d e p a r t m e n t a l  c o m m e n t s ,  n o r  in th e  o t h e r  parts of their latest 

s u b m i s s i o n  of Further Information. Indeed, it appears that the TPB has not circulated our 
comments to all relevant government departments and bureaux.

For example, we have drawn attention to many traffic access aspects, such as safety and 
emergency situations, which do not appear to  have been raised by the TPB w ith either the
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consulted by the IPB, government departments and bureaux. Furthermore, as confirmed 

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

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

concern. This is not acceptable.

Public c o m m e n t s  h a v e  t o  b e  s u b m i t t e d  in a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  T P B  G u i d e l i n e  N o .  3 0 B  

" G u i d e l i n e s  -  for s u b m i s s i o n  o f  c o m m e n t s  o n  v a rious applications u n d e r  t h e  T o w n  

P l a n n i n g  O r d i n a n c e " .  Paragraph 4.7 of the guideline states that: "Public c o m m e n t s  should 

b e  related to the planning context of the application a n d  submitted in accordance with the 

relevant provisions of the Ordinance. These public c o m m e n t s  will be assessed by the Board 

o n  a case-by-case basis a n d  only planning-related considerations will be taken into account. 

A s  a general guideline, the Board will primarily consider the following planning issues in 

considering the public c o m m e n t s  on the application: (a) the nature (e.g. views in support, 

against or expressing general concern) of the public c o m m e n t ;  (b) the planning intention, 

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

infrastructure, landscape, visual a n d  the lo c a l c o m m u n ity  etc.); (c) c o m m e n t s  specific to the 

p r oposed scheme; a n d  (d) other considerations that the Board considers appropriate."

A t t e n t i o n  is also d r a w n  t o  p a r a g r a p h  6.1 of this guideline which states that "This set of 

Guidelines only provides general guidance on the publication of applications for a m e n d m e n t  

of plan, planning permission a n d  review a n d  submission of c o m m e n t s  on the various 

applications under the Ordinance. I t  is n o t  m e a n t  in  a n y  w a y  to  re s tr ic t  th e  c o n te n ts  o f  a n y  

a p p lic a t io n  o r  c o m m e n t  m a d e , n o r  to  re s tr ic t  th e  r ig h t  o f  th e  B o ard  to  re q u ire  fu r th e r  

in fo r m a t io n ."

T h e  P V O C  c o n s i d e r s  that this third s u b m i s s i o n  f r o m  t h e  P V O C  h a s  again p r o p e r l y  c o m p l i e d  

w i t h  T P B  G u i d e l i n e  N o .  3 0 B ,  w h e r e a s  t h e  S u b m i s s i o n  of F urther I n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  H K R  

d o e s  not.



to decide what is commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of 
undivided sliares) iind to keep that' information from being publicly commented upon.
All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the 
public con comment on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered 

to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the latest Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 

element of the development is the ''access roadw, there is no information provided as to 
its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from unsuitable 

access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian 
pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and 

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

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

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

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

HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. As pointed out above, HKR 

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

Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports to be submitted.

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

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

adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR's c o m m e n t s  that the latter is 

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

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

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

say that the sewage proposal "/.s cons/c/erec/not crn e/f/c/.ent s e w a g e  p/ann/Vig st厂afegy’’.

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

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

W a n  W a ter Treatment W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  and the S H W  Fresh Water P u m p i n g  Station 

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

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

using water from the DB reservoir.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

development is site formation. H K R  continues to ignore C E D D ’s request for H K R  to 

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

Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR).

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

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

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

undivided shares and m a n a g e m e n t  units under the D e e d  of Mutual Covenant (DMC). 

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

figures are provided by its wholly o w n e d  subsidiary, D B  M a n a g e m e n t  Services Limited.
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M. Diagrdms and photomontages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor qurdlii.y.

Annex:

：l. Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.

A. INADEQUATE AND UNRELIABLE INFORMATION HAS BEEN PROVIDED BY HKR

1. It can be seen from the latest Further Information that the consultants have not visited 
Area 6f since April -  June 2014. In view of the many comments made previously and 
the intense concern over the proposal, it is very surprising and negligent that the 
consultants have not revisited the site to see the physical nature of the comments (e_g. 
over traffic issues) and the current condition of the area.

2. In the latest Gist published by the TPB there is a list of Plans, Drawings and Reports 
Submitted by HKR in its latest submission of Further Information. The planning process 
by now, 19 years since the Handover, should be bi-lingual. The current situation means 
that only residents who can read English will be able to read the application and submit 
comments, thereby excluding many residents from a so called public consultation ① 

exercise.

3. M a n y  Plans, D r a w i n g s  a n d  R e p o r t s  a r e  missing. The TPB should request HKR to provide 
the missing items so that there is a full and up to date picture of Area 6f and to make 
sure that the public are fully informed about the project. Without this information there 
is the distinct possibility that HKR is guilty of misrepresentation.

4. The f o l l o w i n g  Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  R e p o r t s  have never been provided:
a. Floor plans
b. Elevations
c. Traffic impact assessment on pedestrians
d. Geotechnical impact assessment
e. Drainage impact assessment
f. Sewage impact assessment
g. Risk assessment

5. The f o l l o w i n g  Plans, D i a g r a m s  a n d  R e p o r t s  have not been provided since HKR first 
submitted its application which, in view of the many public and government comments, 
is a serious omission:
a. Block plan
b. Visual impact assessment
c. Landscape impact assessment
d. Tree survey

6. HKR submits studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoiding having to 
study the impact on the community and people most affected by its proposal.

7. The consultant's reports provided by HKR are not considered reliable for a public 
consultation exercise. This is because the k e y  consultant, O v e  A r u p ,  h a s  s t a t e d  in 

r e s p e c t  of  its rep o r t s  t h e  following: "This  r e p o r t  ta k e s  in to  a c c o u n t th e  p a r t ic u la r  

in s tru c tio n s  a n d  re q u ire m e n ts  o f  o u r  c lie n t. I t  is n o t  in te n d e d  fo r ,  a n d  s h o u ld  n o t, b e  

r e l ie d  u p o n  b y  a n y  th ir d  p a r ty  a n d  n o  re s p o n s ib ility  is u n d e r ta k e n  to  a n y  th ird  p a r t y ' ' .

8. Based on the above, the process of public consultation is distorted, not transparent and 
patently unfair, since it is only possible to see the correct and full picture by bringing
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together the instmclions/rGquirements given to Ove Arup with the response, i.e. the 

reports. Furthermore, how can anyone, including the government and the public, rely 

on the reports in view of the statement about liability!

9. The TPB is requested to obtain from HKR its full and detailed 

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

12A application and to confirm one way or the other that the reports can be relied 

upon.

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

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

misrepresentation, i.e.

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

applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses to

departmental c o m m e n t s ..〃 This means that HKR has only addressed government

departmental concerns in its third submission and has ignored all public comments 

submitted to the TPB, including those from Parkvale residents, the Parkvale VOC and 

the DB community.

b. HKR is avoiding explaining publicly its response to certain government departmental 

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

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

attitude is unacceptable to the people of Hong Kong, inconsistent with the 

government planning process and should be unacceptable to the TPB.

2. There is an ongoing police investigation into the abuse of the submission of comments 

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

why the TPB has not suspended or even cancelled this Section 12A application, pending 

the outcome of the investigation, a question which should be answered by the TPB as 

part of the public consultation exercise.

C. C O N S U L T A T I O N  W I T H  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S  A N D  B U R E A U X

1. HKR and many government departments and their respective overseeing bureaux have 

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

concerns and issues raised by members of the public in their well-reasoned submissions. 

Based on the three submissions of HKR (and the fact that nothing has been published by 

the TPB apart from two deferral papers submitted to the TPB Rural and N e w  Towns 

Planning Committee (RNTPC)); the application and all the related comments do not 

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

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

and Transport.

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

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

possibly have all the necessary expertise to properly consider comments on every 

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

D. R I S K  A S S E S S M E N T

1. A Risk Assessment has not been done as indicated in the table of the Gist. This is 

negligent since risk to the public is a major concern for this development and has not
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b e e n  a d d r e s s e d  in a n y 「o i t h  d e s p i t e  t h e  c o n c e r n s  e x p r e s s e d  in g u 「 t w o  p r e v i o u s  

s u b m i s s i o n s  a n d  a g a i n  in this o n e .  W e  h a v e  e x p r e s s e d  m a n y  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  traffic; 

s l o p e s ;  e n v i r o n m e n t ;  a n d  p u b l i c  h e a l t h .

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

Risk Assessment cannot be done in a comprehensive manner unless the TPB ensures 

that all government departments and bureaux provide their comments on this 

application and the comments submitted by the public, including those by the PVOC.

E. H K R 7s R E S P O N S E  T O  G O V E R N M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T S

1. T h e  T a b l e  in H K R ' s  Fu r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  " A p p lic a n t's  re s p o n s e  to  th e  d e p a r tm e n ta l  

c o m m e n ts  m a d e  a v a ila b le  b y  D is tr ic t  P la n n in g  O ffic e  (D P O ) o n  25  a n d  2 8  Ju ly  2 0 1 6 "  

c a n n o t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  a n d  reliable since t h e  D P O ’s t w o  letters a r e  n o t  

attached. C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  it is n o t  possible t o  c h e c k  w h e t h e r  H K R  h a s  r e s p o n d e d  t o  all 

c o m m e n t s .  Furthermore, it is also not possible to check which of the public comments 

have been ignored by the TPB and to ask why?

2. HKR’s response to government departments and bureaux, therefore, continue to be 

both deficient and inadequate. The following paragraphs set out the PVOCs comments 

on HKR’s responses.

3. A F C D  comments - as explained in Section M ,  paragraphs 3 and 4, below and in Annex 1 
to this submission, HKR's comments regarding the revised Landscape Design Proposal 

(HKR Further Information Annex B) to plant 148 compensatory trees within Area 6f are 

not practicable.

4. D S D  comments - HKR's statement that all statutory requirements for effluent standards 

will be met by a standalone sewage treatment work (STW) is incorrect as HKR’s Annex C 

paragraph 6.4.1.1 notes that only " most of the pollution concentrations w ould comply 

w/fh 厂e/ei/a/if cr/fe/7'cr〃. What about the ones which do not"?

5. E P D  comments - HKR confirms that it will construct a sub-optimal standalone S T W  

within Area 6f.

6. E P D  a n d  W a t e r  Quality:

a. General 1 - EPD has previously stated that the water quality assessment in the 

Environmental Study (ES) was inadequate to meet EPD's requirements. Even after 

such comments, HKR has only submitted a " p re lim in a ry  water quality assessment", 

which concludes that the proposed S TW "could meet" relevant technical standards 

for sewage discharge. So HKR has still not carried out the necessary studies to the 

standard required by EPD.

b. General 2 - HKR continues to ignore the comment that "there are too m a n y  sections 

in ES reports stating that the various assessments would be carried out in the 

subsequent statutory EIA a n d  to r e m o v e  such misleading statements in the ES 

reports. As an alternative please use a n e w  section to summarise the EIAO 

implications of the proposed development". (I.e. Area 6f).

c. Specific 3 - HKR is still refusing to give adequate details and a commitment to the 

S T W  design standards necessary to fully meet all of EPD’s requirements and 

technical standards for both the S T W  and discharge approach.
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d. Specific - HKR confirms that not all pollution conconlrntes vs/oulci comply with
relevant criioria but only What about the ones vs/hich do not?

e. Specific S - again HKR gives only limited details regarding the design and 
construction of the STW and the discharge pipe and provides no details about 
ongoing maintenance and management.

f. Specific 7 - HKR does not provide any comments regarding the ongoing maintenance 
and management, both for day to day operations and for emergencies of the STW.

g. Specific 8 - HKR clearly is confusing the subject of discharge by saying that tlie 
method now proposed is a gravity sewage pipe, but it then states that this is a Vx/orst 
case scenario (especially during dry seasons) and goes on to say that it is 
recommended, during the subsequent detailed design stage, to establish any base 

flow along the spillway and hence the feasibility of discharging effluent into the open 
nullah and box culvert directly. HKR is obscuring the subject and should be told by 

EPD to clearly state now which method it intends pursuing and its full implications.

7. EPD a n d  W a s t e  M a n a g e m e n t  — HKR continues to provide inadequate feedback by 

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

detail design.

8. E P D  a n d  S e w a g e  Infrastructure - HKR does not provide a comprehensive response to 

EPD and only simpjistically refers to other comments.

9. E P D  a n d  Air Quality - Specific 7 - HKR describes the road type of Parkvale as tlo lo c a l 

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

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

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

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

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings is 

designed as a pedestrian pavement and is made of paving blocks, not asphalt. 

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

10. L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t ' s  c o m m e n t s :

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

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

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

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

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

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

be "commercially sensitive1' information in respect of the management and 

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

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

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

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

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

Legal Services and Secretary for the Treasury, as to the validity of the claims made by 

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

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

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

7
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H K R  is U ' y i n g  t o  ui'iclermine t h e  卩ublic c o n s u l t a t i o n  e x e r cise. T h e  L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t ,  

s h o u l d  h n v t、l-IKR’s c l a i m  t o  b e  t h e  s o l e  o w n e r  o f  A r e a  6 f  r e v i e w e d  b y  i n d e p e n d e n t  

I c i w y e r s  n n d  t h e  L e g a l  S e r v i c e s  D e p a r t m e n t .  It w o u l d  b e  totally w r o n g  for t h e  L a n d s  

D e p o r t m e n t ;  t o  a c c e p t  l-IKR's a n d  its l a w y e r s , c l a i m  at f a c e  v a l u e  since, e.g., t h e  L a n d s  

D e p a r t m e n t  will n o t  h a v e  s e e n  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  g i v e n  t o  H K R ' s  l a w y e r s .

e. Specific 10 and 11 - the Director of Lands has to implement the Audit Commission's 
recommendation and if not explain why not. These comments by the Lands 

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

11. W S D  - HKR has completely ignored all the points about breaching the population ceiling 

of 25,000 as per the DB OZP through deliberate and incremental development projects. 
This subject is also covered in Section L below.

F. TRAFFIC

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

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

continue to be ignored, e.g.

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

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

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

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

Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

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

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

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

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

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

Parkvale Village.

c. The Parkvale Passageway (see paragraph 4 below) is neither designed nor 

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

additional designated pedestrian pavements.

d. The asphalt section of the existing Parkvale Drive is a carriageway of sub-standard
engineering design, of insufficient width for large vehicles to pass and lacks the legal

bare minimum width of pedestrian pavements.

2. T h e  p r o p o s e d  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  site is by an extension to Parkvale Drive. In fact, the 

application states that "Area 6f is readily accessible, with an extension to the existing 

Parkvale Drive". As Parkvale Drive is the only means of access through our village, all
traffic would have to pass through our village to access Area 6f. This is clear from Annex

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



Aerial image of existing Parkvale Village with imposed 6f Development

3. Paragraph 10.15 of the application notes that ''The 476 units a nd 1,190 populations 

increase as a result of the proposal is very m o d e s t  development intensities”. In the 

context of Parkvale Village, we do not agree with this statement, as it is proposed that 

all traffic and people generated by the proposed development would have to pass 

through our currently peaceful village. Not only will the considerable construction 

traffic have to drive up a hill past the existing low rise flats in the village and then past 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, the 

significant increase in operational traffic, including the increase in the number of buses, 

required to service the proposed 476 flats, being nearly double the number of flats in 

the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, will 

cause ongoing noise, poor air quality and disturbance to the residents of Parkvale 

Village.

4. Parkvale Drive comprises three sections, being:

Section 1 - from Discovery Valley Road to the junction with Middle Lane, being a 

relatively narrow hill covered in asphalt, which is also the only means of access to 

Midvale Village.

cracking evident in 

asphalt surface on 

Section 1 of 

Parkvale Drive

Settlement
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S e c t i o n  2  - f r o m  t h e  j u n c t i o n  w i t h  M i d d l e  L a n e  t o  t h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  p e d e s t r i a n  p a v e m e n t  

b e h i n d  t h e  W o o d b u r y  C o u r t ,  W o o c i g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential 

b u i l d i n g s ,  b e i n g  a s t e e p  n a r r o w  hill c o v e r e d  in a s p h a l t .

S e t l l e m e n t  

c r a c k i n g  e v i d e n t  

in a s p h a l t  

s u r f a c e  o n  

S e c t i o n  2  o f  

P a r k v a l e  Drive.

纖 _ 議 _ 議 議 纖 編

Section 3 - the uP a s s a g e as defined in the Parkvale Village Sub-DMC, providing 

access to the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential 

buildings, which is designed as a pedestrian pavement and made of paving blocks, not 

asphalt.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

The far end 

of the 

pedestrian 

pavement is 

from where 

the

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale 

Drive will 

start. 5

5. W e  noted in our previous comments that Parkvale Drive is totally unsuited as a means of 

access to Area 6f due to concerns regarding its state of repair and its width constraints 

and due to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns.
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6. W e  are very surprised and concerned that no government department has asked 

about the suitability of Parkvale Drive as the only means of access to Area 6f and that 

HKR has not addressed our concerns in its Further Information.

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

already poor. Furthermore, no section of Parkvale Drive was constructed to support 

heavy usage. In particular, Section 3 is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD 

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

operational loading. There is significant concern over the existing and visible damage 

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

Drive, especially of Section 3, the pedestrian pavement section. The surface was not 

built to be able to sustain usage by heavy construction traffic, or the increase in 

operational traffic, especially the increase in the number of buses, which would result 

from the number of proposed flats, being almost twice that of the existing Woodbury 

Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court residential buildings.

Section 3 of

Parkvale

Drive.

Settlement 

evident to 20 

tonne rated 

paving

resulting from 

current traffic 

loading at start 

of proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f.

㈣ U 致 ， w

賢 : : 編

8. Although this is known by HKR, no mention of it is made in its application or Further 

Information.

9. The costs of maintaining Section 1 of Parkvale Drive are not born directly by the owners 

of Parkvale Village, but they do bear a share of these costs and the costs of maintaining 

all other such roads in Discovery Bay. However, all the costs of maintaining Sections 2 

and 3 of Parkvale Drive are born by the owners of Parkvale Village as these sections only 

serve Parkvale Village. W e  a r e  e x t r e m e l y  c o n c e r n e d  t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
a n d  o p e r a t i o n a l  traffic will c a u s e  s e r i o u s  d a m a g e  a n d  o n g o i n g  m a i n t e n a n c e  c o s t s  t o  
t h e  o w n e r s  in P a r k v a l e  Village.

10. W i d t h  C o n s t r a i n t s  - As well as the surface of Parkvale Drive not being built to support 
heavy traffic, its width does not support usage by large vehicles. W h e n  residential 

shuttle busei negotiate the sharp bends on Parkvale Drive, other small vans or delivery 

vehides need to give way to them.

11
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f S t v t i o n  l ot 

p a ； k v a i e  Drive.

丁h e 、m v  

i o o k i n g  u p  {ho  

hil!； illustrating 

t h e  d i t n c u l t y  

Ijrge v e h i c l e s  

h a v e  in p a s s i n g  

o n e  a n o t h e r .

11. When a residential shuttle bus enters the pedestrian pavement Section 3 of Parkvale 

Drive there is no ability for other vehicles to manoeuvre, especially while the bus turns 

in the cul-de-sac.

12. The corner of Woodbury Court is only 11 cm (see photograph below) from the edge of 

the Passageway. It seems unlikely that large equipment, such as earthmoving 

equipment, piling gear or tower crane segments, could safely transit this constricted 

area, if at all. In any event, there would be no safe place for pedestrians with such heavy 

equipment or construction vehicles passing.

Section 3 of 
Parkvale Drive.

View of the 
rear of 
Woodbury 
Court,
illustrating the 
narrowness of 
the pedestrian 
pavement, its 
lack of a 
carriageway to 
separate 
vehicles from 

pedestrians 
and the 
inability of 

vehicles to p;iss 

one another.

13. The considerable construction traffic will significantly exacerbate these problems, 

especially when a construction vehicle and a bus; or when two construction vehicles, are 

travelling in opposite directions along Parkvale Drive.

12



：L4. Emergency Access - In t h e  e v e n t  o f  a v e h i c l e  a c c i d e n t  o r  n b l o c k a g e  o n  P a r k v a l e  D r i v e  b y  

t w o  o r  m o r e  lar g e  v e h i c l e s  in conflict, t h e r e  w o u l d  b e  n o  a c c e s s  for e m e r g e n c y  veliicles, 

w h e t h e r  a m b u l a n c e s ,  fire a p p l i a n c e s  o r  police, l o  a n  e m e r g e n c y  at e i t h e r  t h e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  site, t h e  W o o d b u r y  C o u r t ,  W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  

r e s i dential b u i l d i n g s  o r  t h e  larger a d j a c e n t  M i d v a l e  Village.

15. The question of adequate emergency access to the affected occupied residential 
blocks, as well as to the construction site, should have been referred to the Police and 
the Fire Services Department for consideration before these roads and driveways were 

proposed for construction site access. This issue may also create implications under 

the Construction Sites Safety Ordinance.

14,Bird’s-eye v i e w  of the pedestrian p a v e m e n t  Section 3 of Parkvale Drive, to the rear of 

the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  Court residential buildings, 

illustrating that this section is a n a r r o w  p a v e d  pedestrian a n d  golf parking area providing 

access to the entrance lobbies of the buildings. It also provides access to service vehicles, 

local bus services a n d  delivery vehicles w h i c h  m a y  traverse at l o w  speeds to p a r k  in o ne  

of the only three unloading bays. It is not a properly engineered road a n d  lacks a c a m b e r  

to allow for efficient drainage, being constructed of concrete bricks laid o n  non-reinforced 

s a n d  underlay. This renders the surface p r o n e  to subsidence a n d  m i n o r  flooding during 

h e a v y  rainfall.

16. Safety - Section 3 pedestrian p a v e m e n t  of Parkvale Drive, being t h e  access to the 

W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  Court a n d  W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, is a quiet 

family pedestrian area that is u s e d  b y  children a n d  y o u n g  families for cycling, ball g a m e s  

a n d  general recreation. It is also u s e d  b y  the elderly a n d  for w a lking dogs, as well as for 

access to t h e  residential buildings, This a rea is w h o l l y  u n s u i t a b l e  for h e a v y  traffic f l o w  

a n d  p o s e s  a v e r y  real risk of residents b e i n g  h urt or  killed b y  t he h e a v y  traffic required 

for the p r o p o s e d  construction a n d  t h e  increase in operational traffic, especially the 

increase in the n u m b e r  of buses, w h i c h  w o u l d  result f r o m  t h e  n u m b e r  of p r o p o s e d  flats 

being a l m o s t  t w i c e  that of t h e  existing the W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  

W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings.

13
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17. The Passageway is a cul-de-sac and is primarily a peclesii.ian thoroughfare, althGugh it ;s 
shared with parking spaces for a lew golf carts and three goods vehicle unloading 
spaces, which were added out of necessity following the opening of the DB Tunnel Link. 
The Passageway also serves as a turning point for the village shuttle bus. However, it is 
very narrow, to the extent that a bus and a medium-sized delivery vehicle cannot pass. 
It is constrained because there is a steep slope on one side and the other side is right up 
against the entrances to the three occupied high-rise Woodbury Court, Woodgreen 
Court and Woodland Court residential buildings, whose main front doors open directly 
to the Passageway. There are no separate footpaths, and there is no room for any, and 
there are no railings or other protections. Children can run directly out onto and pkny on 

the pedestrian pavement and the elderly also use it for exercise as well as access. The 
Passageway design constraints did not envisage the introduction of through traffic, 
especially heavy trucks and buses, the presence of which would destroy the safety and 
amenity of Parkvale Village.

Section 3 of 

Parkvale Drive.

V i e w  of the 

pedestrian 

p a v e m e n t  

leading to the 

start of the 

proposed 

extension of 

Parkvale Drive 

to Area 6f, 

illustrating that 

it is primarily a 

pedestrian 

thoroughfare.

18. Alternative A c cess to A r e a  6f - After the proposed development of Area 6f was made 

known, a member of the Parkvale Village VOC proposed an alternative access to Area 6f 

from Discovery Valley Road. At a meeting of the Owners of Parkvale Village in March 

2016 an employee of DB Services Management Limited, a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR, noted that HKR was considering this alternative. Subsequent to the meeting, HKR 

sent an email to the Chairman of the PVOC which stated that:

19. " W e  are aware of the potential traffic impact to the neighbourhood. As such, H K R  is 

favourably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul road from 

Discovery Valley Road".

20. However, despite HKR's comment in the email, it has not mentioned either the potential 

traffic impact or the possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in 
either its Application or its Further Information. In fact, in those documents HKR states

14



that (here are no impacts on the surrounding areas and that they will use the Parkvale 
Drive access. W e  consider this as totally unsatisfactory.

21. Furthermore, no Government Department has requested HKR to propose an alternative 
access, despite the concerns regarding using Parkvale Drive as the only means of access 
to Area 6f and the alternative access which we noted in our comments on the original 
application and in our comments on the HKR's first submission of Further Information.

22. The alternative access from Discovery Valley Road would not require the use of any part 

of Parkvale Drive. W e  believe that the TPB should require HKR to adopt this 

alternative access or to demonstrate why it cannot be used.

G. S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T

1. All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB in respect of sewage treatment 

processing and discharge continue to be ignored.

2. HKR has decided to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area 6f. This 

means that people living in Parkvale Village will have a STW adjacent to them. HKR is 

not providing details of the design, its exact location and how it will be managed and 

maintained. As HKR will want to minimize costs, we are concerned how adequate such a 

facility will be and the risk of its breaking down. So the residents of Parkvale Village, 

who at no stage have been consulted by HKR, will be forced by HKR to live next door to a 

STW with all its negative aspects, including strong foul odours, if the TPB approves the 

application.

3. HKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f through a gravity sewage 

pipe and into the marine waters adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine 

outfall and located less than 300 metres from the public bathing beach at Tai Pak Bay. 

This is an artificially made beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The 

proposal for the treatment of sewage and the discharge of effluent into a shallow 

seabed, less than 300m from a bathing beach, boardwalk restaurants and ferry pier, is

15
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e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  u n a c c e p t a b l e  a n d  will e n c o u r a g e  l:oxic red tides as v/ell ns 

c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  o f  E. coli.

4. It is n o t e d  t h a t  H K R  is still saying, as it did in its s e c o n d  s u b m i s s i o n ,  t h a t  d i s c h a r g i n g  t h e  

t r e a t e d  s e w a g e  directly into ein o p e n  n u llah is still a n  o p t i o n  to b e  c o n s i d e r e d  at the； 

d e s i g n  stage. This o p e n  null a h  is parallel t o  D i s c o v e r y  V a l l e y  R o a d  a n d  p r o c e e d s  directly 

in front o f  Hillgrove Village. T h e r e f o r e ,  e v e r y  clay 4 4 0  c u  m s  p e r  d a y  o f  s e w a g e  will b e  

f l o w i n g  a l o n g s i d e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  2 0 0  m e t r e s  o f  f o o t p a t h / r o a d  a n d  directly u n d e r  t h e  

b a l c o n i e s  o f  a r o u n d  2 0 0  a p a r t m e n t s  in this village. T h e  n u l l a h  s e r v e s  t h e  d u a l  p u r p o s e  

o f  a s t o r m  w a t e r  c h a n n e l  a n d  as a n  o v e r f l o w  relief for t h e  r e s e r v o i r  at t h e  t o p  o f  

D i s c o v e r y  V a l l e y  R o a d .  N o r m a l l y  it is virtually e m p t y ,  b u t  d u r i n g  p e r i o d s  o f  r a i n s t o r m  

a n d / o r  r e s e r v o i r  d i s c h a r g e  this n u l l a h  is full to t h e  top. T h e  a d d i t i o n  of t h e  s e w a g e  

effluent t o  t h e  r a g i n g  s t o r m  w a t e r  f l o w  m a y  c a u s e  t h e  n u l l a h  t o  o v e r f l o w  o r  t h e  e ffluent 

to b a c k - u p  into t h e  S T W ,  b o t h  w i t h  s e r i o u s  h e a l t h  i mplications. T h i s  o p t i o n  w o u l d  

a p p e a r  t o  b e  c h e a p e r  t h a n  b u i l d i n g  a gra v i t y  s e w a g e  p i p e  a n d  it is c o n s i d e r e d  t h a t  H K R  

will a d o p t  this o p t i o n  whilst g i v i n g  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n  t o  t h e  T P B ,  E P D ,  etc. t h a t  it will build a 

gravity p i p e ,  w h i c h  p r e s u m a b l y  p u t s  t h e  s e w a g e  f l o w  u n d e r g r o u n d .

5. The consultants have not undertaken a sensitivity analysis regarding their various 
calculations, nor a risk assessment as to environmental aspects, daily operations and 
emergency arrangements of a STW. In addition, there is no mention of the assumptions 
and limitations as to their approach to modelling. In a public consultation exercise there 

should be a layman’s guide to the scientific and mathematical acceptability of their 

approach (and its quality), since, without this, the vast majority of the public are unlikely 

to understand and to be able to comment on the approach.

6. The above approach to sewage treatment and discharge has not been explained by HKR 

to the wider community of DB. In view of this deficient and sub-optimum approach (a 

similar approach is to be adopted for Area 10b with sewage to be directly discharged 

into the sea at Nim Shue Wan), HKR is guilty of abusing the so called public consultation 

process and displaying a complete disregard for modern sewage treatment and 

discharge practices as developed so diligently over the last 30 years by government, 

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

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

a. in paragraph 6.2.iii of its original application, that "alternative on-site s ewage 

treatment plant could be provided, either at Area 6f or Area 10b. This is not 

preferred, having numerous S T W  in the area is considered to be ineffective in 

achieving economies for scale for the infrastructure a n d  land area". Furthermore, 

paragraph 5.6.2.2 of HKR's Study on Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply Systems 

for Area 6f notes that "This S T W  will treat s e w a g e  only from 2 single residential 

towers for 476 units at Area 6f so it is considered not an efficient s e w a g e  planning 

strategy". Paragraph 5.6.4.1 also notes that a local STW may cause "an offensive 

smell a n d  is health hazard".

b. "This additional effluent would have impacts on both water quality a n d  marine 

ecology. All these would require a quantitative water quality model to be established 

for assessment os port of the subsequent EIA". (June Revised Environmental Study,

6.3.1.3). Furthermore, in the October Further Information there is no reference to a
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s u b s e q u e n t  H A ,  w h i c h  likely m e a n s  that; t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  a n  E I A  h a s  b e e n  d r o p p e d .  

Logically t h e r e  sliould b e  o full scale E I A  a s  p a r t  o f  this S e c t i o n  1 2 A  application, 

c. b u i l d i n g  a S T V V  in A r e a  6f is still s u t D - o p t i m u m  in its O c t o b e r  s u b m i s s i o n .  S i n c e  t h e  

c o n s u l t a n t  tias a g a i n  in t h e  F u r t h e r  I n f o r m a t i o n  A n n e x  G  "R evised S tudy on D ra inage, 

S ew age  a n d  W a te r S u p p ly ", p a r a g r a p h  5.6.1.4, s t a t e d  t h a t  "As th is  n e w  DBSTW  w ill 

o n ly  tre a t sew ag e  f r o m  2  sing le  re s id e n tia l to w e rs  f o r  476  u n its  a t  A re a  6 f  so th is  

d e c e n tra liz e d  sche m e is cons id e red  n o t  an  e ff ic ie n t sew ag e  p la n n in g  s tra te g y " .

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

in Area 6f, due to the potential smell and health hazard, especially a s  t h e  e f f l u e n t  m a y  

b e  d i s c h a r g e d  into a n  o p e n  nullah.

9. No mention was made in HKR's first and second submissions of what would happen to 
the sewage in the event that the STW broke down. Only now, in its third submission, is 
the subject of emergency arrangements addressed. These include: dual feed power 
supply for the STW; ’’suitable backup" of the STW treatment process (but no information 

as to what is suitable); and connecting the gravity sewage pipe to the existing sewage 
system (to be only used during emergencies), which would feed the sewage to the 

existing system (i.e. to Siu Ho Wan STW), and, as backup, the movement of sewage by 

36 sewage tanker vehicles per day to the Siu Ho Wan STW. The former is clearly most 

likely to be used once and then left on permanently, since there is no description of how 
this action would be managed (hence making unapproved use of the government Siu Ho 

Wan facilities) as the existing DB Services Management Limited (as illustrated by its day 

to day performance) is both management and engineering severely challenged. 

Movement of sewage by truck is clearly unacceptable in a modern city environment, 

especially as it would require 36 sewage tanker vehicles a day, and is inconsistent with 

the government's efforts to modernise sewage treatment and disposal in Hong Kong. 

Furthermore, HKR has been told that it cannot feed the sewage to the Siu Ho Wan STW.

10. In addition, H K R  has n o t  m e n t i o n e d  a n y t h i n g  a b o u t  e m e r g e n c y  a r r a n g e m e n t s  in t he 

e v e n t  of the o p e n  nullah discharge a p p r o a c h  b e i n g  taken. This w o u l d  p r o b a b l y  involve 

th e  3 6  trucks p e r  d a y  travelling t h r o u g h  Parkvale village a n d  Discovery B a y  g o i n g  to 

t he Siu H o  W a n  S T W ,  w h i c h  H K R  d o e s  no t  h a v e  a p p roval to use for this s e w a g e .

11. W e  are also concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in Discovery 

Bay. Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of 

nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmful algae 

("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas (see page 170 of "Harmful Algae'1, 

volume 9, issue 10, 2010 of 'Elsevier') and, as the prevailing winds come from the east, 

blowing onto Discovery Bay, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily. 

Furthermore, HKR tries to downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the discharge of 

more TINs and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.

12. In response to the DSD request to clarify the future maintenance responsibility for the 

proposed sewage treatment facilities under Option 2 and 3 in Sections 5.6.2 and 5.6.3, 

respectively, of HKR's application, the June Further Information states that "The Option 

2 s e w a g e  holding tank a n d  Option 3 s e w a g e  treatment plant will be maintained by City 

M a n a g e m e n t  at the costs of undivided shareholders of Area 6f o nd Area 10b proposed 

developments". This has not been reconfirmed in the latest Further Information, 

although the intention is now to have a separate STW in Area 6f.
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13. HKK coiUiiuies to make no reference in its Furi；her Information that all the capital and 
operating costs arising from the proposed STW in Area 6f together with the gr：iviiy 
sewage pipe to the sea at the Plaza will be met by either HKR and/or the undivided 
shareholders of tlie Are? 6f proposed development. HKR should be required to confirm 
that all capital and operating costs arising from the proposed STW in Area 6f and the 
gravity sewage pipe or use of the nullah will be borne by HKR and/or the undivided 
shareholders of Area 6f proposed development.

14. Also the residents of Parkvale Village and other villages in Discovery Bay should not 

have to suffer the disturbance of laying the gravity sewage pipe or the connection to 
the open nullah.

H. WATER SUPPLY FROM THE DB RESERVOIR

I. HKR's application and Further Information blatantly attempt to give the impression that 

there are two options available regarding the supply of potable water. As previously 
pointed out, potable water will be not supplied from the Siu Ho Wan Water Treatment 

Works (SHWWTW) and the S H W  Fresh Water Pumping Station (FWP). As the S H W W T W  

and S H W F W P  cannot be expanded to match the programme of the potential Areas 6f 

and 10b developments, this supply is just not available for the foreseeable future, as 

clearly evidenced by the plea from both Masterplan and Ove Arup for government not 

to forget DB when it considers its expansion plans for sewage and water. HKR has no 

alternative but to supply potable water to Area 6f (and 10b) from the raw water stored 

in the private Discovery Bay Reservoir by restoring the private water treatment works 

and building water mains for fresh and flushing water in order to make a private water 

supply exclusively for the additional 4,000 persons in Areas 6f and 10b.

2. This a p p e a r s  to  b e  a v e r y  e x p e n s i v e  a n d  a n o t h e r  s u b - o p t i m u m  a p p r o a c h .  T h e r e  is n o  

i n f o r m a t i o n  in t h e  Further I n f ormation as to m a n a g e m e n t ,  engineering, e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

a n d  public health implications of, after 1 6  years, r e - o p e n i n g  t h e  reservoir for t h e  

s u p p l y  of p o t a b l e  wa t e r .

3. H K R  s h o u l d  a g a i n  b e  a s k e d  to c o n f i r m  that t h e  capital a n d  t h e  o p e r a t i n g  costs arising 

f r o m  using t h e  reservoir will b e  b o r n e  b y  either H K R  or t h e  u n d i v i d e d  s h a r e h o l d e r s  of 

t h e  A r e a  6f a n d  A r e a  1 0 b  p r o p o s e d  d e v e l o p m e n t s ,  a n d  n o t  b y  t h e  o w n e r s  of Par k v a l e  

Village or b y  t h e  o w n e r s  of a n y  o t h e r  village in D i s c o v e r y  B a y  w h i c h  h a v e  their w a t e r  

s u p p l i e d  using t h e  Siu H o  W a n  W a t e r  T r e a t m e n t  W o r k s  ( S H W W T W )  a n d  t h e  S H W  

F r esh W a t e r  P u m p i n g  Station.

I. P R O V I S I O N  O F  O T H E R  UTILITIES

1. A  serious o m i s s i o n  f r o m  t he application is that all o t h e r  utilities h a v e  b e e n  ov e r l o o k e d ,  

despite this Further Information stating that the provision of utilities is a k e y  e l e m e n t  for 

the d e v e l o p m e n t  of A r e a  6f. T h e s e  include electricity, L P G  supply, t e l e p h o n e ,  T V  a n d  

street lighting, as well as likely substation capacity issues, with all of t h e s e  services 

n e e d i n g  to b e  laid t h r o u g h  Parkvale Village, including t h e  existing n a r r o w  a n d  c o n g e s t e d  

pedes t r i a n  p a v e m e n t ,  adjacent to t he W o o d b u r y  Court, W o o d g r e e n  C o u r t  a n d  

W o o d l a n d  C o u r t  residential buildings, leading to A r e a  6f.

2 . A n o t h e r  serious, a n d  disturbing, o m i s s i o n  is that t h e  consultants a p p e a r  to b e  u n a w a r e  

that H K R  a n d  t h e  D B  c o m m u n i t y  a re awaiting t h e  E M S D  a n d  F S D  reports into a m a j o r  

L P G  g a s  explosion at 5 Parkland Drive o n  5 S e p t e m b e r  2 0 1 6 .  T h e r e  are serious c o n c e r n s
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does not include a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), no information has 

been provided in respect of the proposed geotechnical engineering work presumably 

necessary in respect of both the slope down from Area 6f to Coral and Crystal Courts 

and behind Area 6f and the slope behind the Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and 

Woodland Court residential buildings. In comparison, HKR has responded to a similar 

request for a GPRR for Area 10b and has submitted one in its latest Further Information 

in respect of Area 10b.

3. Also, as explained in Section M  below (and in Annex 1 to this submission) the diagram
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6. In creating this much larger level site, the slopes towards Crystal and Coral Courts and 
towards Discovery Valley Road will be increased significantly. This raises the safety risk 

of slope failure and increases the slope drainage run-off towards the existing Parkvale 

Village properties.

7. HKR should be required to state how it will eliminate these risks.

K. O W N E R S H I P  A M D  H K R ，s R I G H T  T O  U S E  P A R K V A L E  D R I V E  A S  A C C E S S  T O  A R E A  6F

1. The Sub-Deed of Mutual Covenant for Parkvale Village refers to Sections 2 and 3 (as 

described above) of Parkvale Drive, being from its junction with Middle Lane to its end at 
the start of the proposed extension to Area 6f, as a aPassogeway,\

2. In Annex E of its first Further Information, HKR stated that ''the ownership of the 

Passageways vests with the Registered O w n e r  (HKR) w h o  is entitled to grant a Right of 

W a y  to other parties to use the Passageways to the proposed development in Area 6f\

3. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant for Discovery Bay and the Sub-Deed of Mutual 

Covenant for Parkvale Village are complicated documents and are difficult for a lay 

person to understand, especially in regard to Passageways, Village Retained Areas and 

Village Common Areas and the rights of the Registered Owner and of owners of 

undivided shares in the Lot thereto.

4. Given this, and given that the owners of the undivided shares in Parkvale Village have 

been responsible for the costs of maintaining this ttPassogewaytf for the past 28 years, 

we believe that HKR should present counsels7 independent legal opinions supporting its 

contention that it has the legal right to use the passageway as access to Area 6f.

5. Furthermore, the Lands Department should reject HKR's request to leave its detailed 

views on this subject within the ̂ commercially sensitive information,, contained in HKR's 

letter to the DLO dated 3 August 2016 and referred to in Section E above.
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L. PLANNING CONTROLS

1. Planning controls include the Master Plan, population ceiling of DB and the allocation of 
undivided shares under the DB Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2. Regarding the Master Plan (MP), it was pointed out in comment 4402 submitted last 

July that, although it has been updated recently, it still does not match the current 

outline zoning plan (OZP) or the existing development on the Lot. Furthermore, in order 

to protect the interests of the current 8,300+ assigns of the developer, it is essential that 

the existing M P  and OZP are aligned with the existing development on the Lot before 

any consideration of any proposal to amend the OZP. Otherwise, there is simply too 

much risk that the rights of the other owners of the Lot will be interfered with. This 

aspect appears to have been ignored by both HKR and the TPB.

3. With regard to population, it is clear that, with Areas 6f and 10b and other obviously 

planned developments, HKR is moving towards breaching the population ceiling of

25,000, which is the maximum as per the approved OZP, without going through the 

necessary government procedure. This latest submission completely ignores this point 

and only refers to population in the context of water supply.

4. Furthermore, unfortunately it appears that relevant government departments have not

considered our comments as there is no reference to this subject in the list of 

department cbmments. - -

5. HKR's original application noted that the current population of Discovery Bay is 15,000 

and that the current approved OZP limits the population to 25,000. Subsequently the 

current population was amended 19,585 (as per the records of DB Services Management 

Limited, the property management company of DB and a wholly owned subsidiary of 

HKR). There is no information provided which would provide assurances about the 

population figure quoted by HKR. This is information in respect of the method of 

collection, management of the data and whether it is audited to ensure its reliability. 

Population figures are a vital element of planning for, and control of, development. It is 

essential that the population figures quoted and used are independently collected and 

verified by audit. T h e r e  is a conflict of interest h e r e  since H K R  is using figures p r o v i d e d  

b y  its w h o l l y  o w n e d  subsidiary. T h e  T P B  is r e q u e s t e d  to a d d r e s s  this serious issue 

b e f o r e  processing a n y  further applications of a n y  kind in respect of D B .

6. The difference between the maximum of 25,000 and the sum of the current population 

and the proposed population of Areas 6f and 10b is only 1,412. Furthermore, the 

current population does not include the future occupants of other properties in 

Discovery Bay which HKR is currently developing and planning. Such developments 

include that described in comment number 4372 submitted last July which refers to the 

Lands Department currently reviewing HKR’s application to develop an additional 

124,000 m2 under the next Master Plan, MP7.0E. Using the proposed number of flats in 

Areas 6f and 10b as a reference, a total of 2,240 flats, housing 5,600 people, may be 

built on this additional 124,000 m2.

7. What this means is that HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagrantly 

disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population. 

Furthermore, it would appear that both the TPB and Lands Department is ignoring what 

MKR is doing.

e
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S. Sefoi.e the change in use is considered, HKR must be required by Government to 
demonstrate, in a fully accountable manner, that the proposed developments in Areas 
6f and 10b will not contribute, together with other areas in Discovery Bay being 

developed and planned, to exceeding the approved OZP maximum population of

25,000. This should include an accurate count of the existing population using an 

independent collection method and the expected population of areas for which HKR 

seeks approval to develop before the Section 12A applications in respect Areas 6f and 

10b are considered any further.

9. It is clear that the TPB is in danger of being persuaded by this incremental approach,

using population figures which are not independent of HKR, to considering projects, 

especially given the very small population difference of 1,412 mentioned above, to 

indirectly allow a breaching of the 25,000 population ceiling. There is an urgent need by 

government to address this issue. Otherwise； in the future, there is likely to be an 

investigation by the Director of Audit as to why this issue was not addressed N O W  by 

the TPB and why HKR was allowed to develop beyond the population ceiling of 25,000. 

In view of the serious nature of this issue, these comments will again be sent to both the 

Director of Audit and the Discovery Bay District Councillor for their action. In addition 

this submission will also be sent to the Ombudsman, as it is clear the administrative 

processes of the TPB and the Lands Department are either incapable of handling this 
aspect or just negligent. -

10. T h e  allocation of undivided shares a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  units is an issue which HKR is well 

aware of from the efforts of a DB owner over the last two years. This issue has been the 

subject of much correspondence between the owner, HKR and Lands Department and 

presentations to VOCs and the City Owners Committee (COC). Furthermore, this subject 

is covered in comment number 4402 submitted last July to the TPB and the Lands 

Department has asked HKR to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained 

by them for allocation to the proposed development of Area 6f. HKR h a s  replied to the 
L a n d s  D e p a r t m e n t  b y  requesting t h e  information to b e  regarded as c o m m e r c i a l l y  

sensitive. In o t h e r  w o rds, n o t  to b e  disclosed in a public consultation exercise, which 

is inconsistent w i t h  the a i m s  of public consultation.

11. The final determinant of the ultimate d e v e l o p m e n t  potential of the Lot (under the Land 

Grant and Master Plan) is the number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to 

any new development on the Lot. The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) 

contains this unique share regime in which the Lot is notionally divided into 250,000 

undivided shares. These undivided shares were immediately allocated to various uses:

56,500 to Residential Development, 4.850 to Commercial development, 2,150 to Clubs 

and public recreation activities, and 3,550 to hotel use. 55,000 were defined as 

"Reserve Undivided Shares".

12. Only undivided shares allocated to Residential Development may be sub-allocated to 

Residential Units and once these have been exhausted the developer may draw from the 

Reserve Undivided Shares.

13. The problem is there is no record of how many Reserve Undivided Shares remain for 

allocation to the future development of the Lot.

14. Unfortunately there appears to be no accountable and transparent central register and 

management of the process of allocating the shares which means that HKR cannot
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assure the IIJI3 that there are sufficient shares to be rjllocalccl to Areas 6f nnd 10b nn<\ 

other dovelopmenls. Goth the Lands and Hanning De卩nrtme丨Us are av^nre of this 

situation and should not consider any 叩卩lication until they receive assurance witt'i 

siif̂ porting and valid clocuinentcition and figures that there nro shares available for the 

developments.

15. In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the developer, 

the TPB should require a full accounting of the allocation of alt undivided shares by share 

type to all Villages, City and the other areas of the lot, prior to consideration of any 

proposal to amend the present OZP.

16. Related to the above is the position currently being argued by a concerned DB owner 

that there has been misallocation of shares to commercial units since there is reason to 

believe that management units have not been allocated to the commercial units in DB in 

accordance with the terms of the DMC. In respect of this concern, the following 

resolution is to be proposed at the City Owners7 Committee (COC): aTo propose a 

Resolution to require that H o n g  Kong Resort C o m p a n y  Limited (HKR) set out the true 

n u m b e r  of M a n a g e m e n t  Units (MU) that: they have allocated to all commercial units at 

Discovery Bay a n d  the basis for such allocation. Further, to seek compensation f r o m  H K R  

for any shortfall in payments to the M a n a g e m e n t  Fund (or refund for any overpayment) 

should the past or present allocation not accord with the terms of the D e e d  of Mutual 

Covenant ( D M C ) '

17. This is clearly a very important issue which the TPB should inquire into before 

proceeding with both Area 6f and 10b applications, since the TPB needs to know the 

exact and correct position regarding all the parameters in managing developments in DB 

so that decisions can be made in the correct planning environment.

M .  D I A G R A M S  A N D  P H O T O M O N T A G E

1. The latest Further Information provided by HKR contains misleading, inaccurate and 

poor quality diagrams and photomontages.

2. The D I A G R A M S  (including comments) included in the latest Gist are included in Annex 1 

to this submission. Our comments are set out in the following paragraphs:

3. A n n e x A  to t h e  Further I n f o r mation " R e v i s e d  C o n c e p t  Plan":

a. Concept Plan - where are the area development water features that were indicated 

on other parts of the submissions? Clearly those trees indicated cannot be planted 

in the areas shown elsewhere as water features. This is a misleading image.

b. Section A-A - the existing ground condition is incorrect. It does not match the Lands 

Department Survey Data for this area. There is no account for the road or for the 

slope that exists at the rear of Crystal Court, with the result that the slope appears to 

be less steep than it would actually be.

c. Concept Plan - in Annex 1 we have added site lines and affected units. Note that the 

figures are probably an underestimate of the numbers of residents who would be 

affected by the proposed development.

d. Concept Plan - the sections of Parkvale Drive highlighted in yellow are designated in 

the sub D M C  as Passageways. Note that it is not possible to build and operate Area 

6f without significantly widening the designated passageway which is inadequate for
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e. Figure 8.14 view from the D-Deck - why show this when there should be images, 

from the more populated areas where residents are impacted, such as from Coral 

Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland.

f. Figure B.17 view from Middle Lane - why is this photo used as there are very few 

residents at this location who would b6 affected. W hy are there no images from the 

more populated areas where the residents are impacted, such as from such as from 

Coral Court, Crystal Court, Woodbury Court, Woodgreen Court and Woodland Court?

7. In order for this public consultation exercise to be seen to be transparent and fair to all 

parties, including the public, it is essential that the TPB, if the application proceeds, 

provides the photomontage provided by the PVOC to the relevant meeting of the 

RNTPC. If this is not done then the TPB Secretariat and the RNNTC will be considered 

negligent in its duty and exercise of public administration.

C O N C L U S I O N

W e  (the Parkvale Village Owners Committee representing the Owners of Parkvale Village, 

which is adjacent to Area 6f and through which all traffic to Area 6f would pass) continue to 

be surprised and disappointed that no Gover n m e n t  Department, nor HKR, appears to have 

considered the adverse impact of the proposed development on the owners and residents 

of Parkvale Village, especially the totally inadequate and unsuitable access to the site.

As clearly demonstrated in our submission the HKR application continues to be deficient in 

many ways. So again, w e  consider that the T o w n  Planning Board is in no other position 

than to reject H K R’s application to rezone Area 6f.

W e  again encourage the Town Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing 

so, many of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on behalf of the PVOC: Date:

9 D e c e m b e r  2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village O w n e r s  C o m m i t t e e  C h a i r m a n



PVOC Comm ents on Ap[) i ica t ion  number.  Y / l-  D B /2

Annex 1: Comments on HKR's diagrams and photomontages.
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關乎申請編號v’/i..mi/2而只作指示用途的擬議發展計劃的概括發展規範 
l ir o a  tl l)e v e I o p m o n t Para m e t e rs o f t h e In d ic a t iv e  

l)_c \ c lo p  m c n t I * r  o n 〇 s n 1 i n k c s n e c t o f A n p I i c a t i o n No. V/l-DB/2 
— 因應於H T 年 1 0月 2 7 日接搜的進一步資料而修訂的€發展€€  

Revised broad development parameters in view of 
the further information received on 27.10.2016

⑻中請編號
Application no.

Y/I-DB/2

(b)位置/地址
Location/Address

愉景灣第 6f區丈量约份第 352約地段第 3S5號餘段及增批 

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

(c) 地盤面積 
Site area

約 Aboui7,623平 方 米 m 2

⑹ 圖 則
Plan

愉景灣分區計釗大綱核准圆編號 SiDB/4 
Approved Discovery Hay Outline Zoning Plan No. S/l-OB/4

(e) 地帶 
Zoning

「其他指定川途」註 响 『 n i l 】污（5)」
"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Stalf (Quarters (5)"

( o 擬議修訂 
Proposed 
Amendment(s)

把 「其他指定用途」註 呀 「員工抬爸（5) jtt帶改刻為 r 住 
宅（丙類）12」地帶

To rezone the application site from "Other Specified Uses" 
annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

(g) 總樓面面積 

及/ 或地積比率 
Total floor area 
and/or plot ratio

平， 1
地诂比书 
IMot ratio

住用 Domestic 約 About 
21,600

约 About 
2.83

非住用 Non-domestic - -

㈨ 幢數
No. of block

住用 Domestic 2

非住用 Non-domestic -
綜合用途 Composite -

(i)建築物高度(以最高 

實用樓面空間計算) 
/
層數
Building height 
(measured to the 
highest usable floor 
space)/
No. of storeys

住用 Domestic 65 米 m
120 米（主水平基準以上）mPL) 
18 層 storev(s)

非住用 Non-domestic - 米 m
- 米（主水平基準以上）mPD
- 層 storev(s)

綜合用途 Composite - 米 m
- 米（主水平基準以上）mPD
- 層 storey(s)

(j) 上蓋面積 
Site coverage

約 About 30 %

(k) 單位數目 
No. of units

476住宅單位 Flats

(1) 休憩用地 
Open Space -私人  Private

不 少 於 Not less than】，1 9 0平 

方米 m2

.... (r>

(m)停 車 位 及 上 落 （ 

客 貨 車 位 數 目 | 
No. of parking { 
spaces and loading) 
unloading spaces

y 高爾夫球車停泊位（申請人未有提供停泊位數目）Golf cart parking 
space (number of parking space not provided by applicant) • 
维修車輛上落客貨位（申請人未有提供上落客貨位數目）Servicing 
vehicles loading/unloading space (number of loading/unloading space not 
provided by applicant)

.,' ； -.，i j ■ ■ ; •__V / I ] /.I ；Pi , - - ； ■ ； :, - | :.._____ ：________________



丁he mfomimion is t'or easy rd'ereiice (U' Hie general public. U"〔lu. n o
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申請編號  AppliciUion No. : Y/l-DB/2

備註  Rcirmrks

於 2〇16年 10月 2 7 日 ，申請人提交進一步資料以回應部門的意見及提交經修訂的發展 

總 綱 藍 圖 、截 視 圖 、園境設計總圖、環境影響評估、規劃報告、排 水 、排污及供水硏究、 

水 質 技 術 報 告 、合成照片及公共休憩設施界線圖及限制公契的摘錄圖則。

On 27.10.2016, the applicant submitted further information providing responses to Responses

關必料牮為方奶丨职大眾參考[〖I丨提供。？彳於所狨資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異，城市規劃委員 

食蟪 f 负貴 =芯釕任何疑問•脒孜閱屮請人提交的文件。 ^
The mforrnalion is provided foi c.isy rcfciencc of Ihe general public. Under no ciraimstances will (ho Town 
Planning )5o；ird accept any lj;i()ililics for (he use of the information nor any inaccuracies or (.liscrcpancics ot the 
information provided. In case of doubl, reference should always be made to (lie submission of the applicant.
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Application Site 
Boundary

AREA 6f
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Plan

P V O C ; ；

Where are the area deveiopmcnt ；

w a t e厂/e a ttv厂trs th a t  、

other parts of the suhnvs<i〇r 

submissions? C：ecr-v ：ho<e trcĉ> ,

indicot^d connot be ° r.̂ c

areas shown cisê hcr~e \\\:tcr
features. Th;s i> a ny^^ccd- —

________  ：_______: 哥

i|M|f),IUK Application No. : _______ _Y J  P
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i  ft i; I t m  fti n  i  i  i j i u  it 缈  i 滅 i 暴
从  I  /  i  1 U  i  S Si L  i l

AREA 6f

、 21 Floors %
\  2 Units \ 

%3 pax = 126 \

o
pvoc；
Added sight lines and affected units. 
Note that this is an underestimate of the 
broader affected property numbers.

LEGENDS:
----- 1 "BROWM11 - ViLLAGc： i AINLO

0「-PAKK\Mli- 
ASDESIGNATEDlf

PVOQ j
Note that it would not be possible :〇 Ouild ) 
and operate this development withcut 
significantly widening the designated 
passageway, which is madequote for neaw 
traffic at present. Any widening works ia /// 
have a huge impact on the residents of the 
Woods particularly o major safety risk and 
cutting existing transportation routes. See 
previous responses from PVOC.

f |

21 Floors 
4 Units 
3 pax = 252

'___

21 Floors
2 Units
3 p a x= 126

、… 一 - 、

乙 二 二 零 娜 矿 一 ----------------------- 21 Floors 
2 Units
3 pax = 126

申請編號 Application No.: Y/I-DB/2

此頁摘自申請人提交的文件。

This page is extracted from applicant's submitlcd documents.

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - Concept Plan

音
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PLAN
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ra'i? m  H M  m u
l  % P V V  .11,* 丄:： f U I L  i i i i h m

^Plc^br, s^e—. ^
Souncv/ \ 、\

L E G E N D S ：

--------- -SUB-D MC B0 IJ<N fJARY 1.1Nrr
OF PARKVALE 
AS OESIGNATeO IN SUB-rJ'-

P V O C :

W h e r e  are the area 

d e v e l o p m e n t  water features 

that w e r e  indicated o n  other 

parts of the submission 

submissions? Clearly those 

trees indicated c annot be 

planted in the areas s h o w n  

elsewhere as w a t e r  features. 

This is a mis-leading image.

申請編號 Application N o .: Y .. 1 - D B :

AREA 6f

^ ? P〇S申  R E S ID E N _ n A L  D E V |；丨丨- 〇P M E N T  -  C o n c e p t  P la n  ^

iltWI尚0  中Iff、丨5 义d  : ，
I his page is extracted from .ippliva：' ；^ -v 'N

■i通 i j m : 胤 E i i ' f f n i  隱 r r  t  : t  叼  m p
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氣 … --------------- 〇 --------------------
V / [ - D B / 2Application No. : ___

此K 摘 0 申請人從交的文件。

This page is cxiraclcd from applicant's submitlcd documents

J /
： )

PVOC:

Approximate Location 

of Retaining Wail? The 

excavation for 

construction will 

remove those 

highlighted trees.

./

/ •
; .： ■ / / / ； ■：/

■

j
1A p〇16-09-?«| CtHCRAL REVISION Cl OK TO0*t«rVU〇#i Or««n bf Ch*clr*d byAppf〇y*d b)f

PVOC:

This statement is incorrect. These tree< 

cannot be maintained based on :he 

current plan, as there is a requirement: for \ 

a large retaining structure and sit;e 

formation that would not allow these 

trees to be left in place. .4/50, sirvole 
construction logistics wou^a r:ean th.s 

would be very i m p r o b e d

Job THU
DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE - 
REFINEMENT OF AREA 6F

DfivOiQ Till*
TREE TREATMENT PLAN

p™  ____ n I Clttcimi by OK | AppfQytJ by |〇 | 〇il, K〇v J01S

Oraatri} Na

pn〇/6f-/P/TS02

\：\ m  (A3)
Ha. PUtf
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a

proposed p /

l ,-••v^beireta-^raar'— - , .

/ ，f1 ‘

-人、

A

$

*ArWyelVaf̂ ;w1l]?tA 
 ̂- ^a.^rs^Kg,：'̂
1 ■ •. ■ ,* • *k'rf '

d f e .

u-

■- // ^<vbe?retalcred>a^-;.

;J '- …
\ /

申請編號 A pplication  N ' o . :

’.*•• ‘J.',.二 - : 「厂 ， */•.••/•〆"•_

， 、 ^ 决 m ，拉 ;：.

Y / I - D B / 2

笼曰甲謂人提交的文件。

丁his page is extracted from applicant’s submitted documents.

/ \i

\ /Childrori^play aroa \

V :”i

—-  v tri^s to '
v-be rotainQc! as .
-baff'erplaniino A  、 一  •- '

Gra〇d staircase
y

:P|aza ..-〆〆 
•〆〆，

iCascadSA^fer.feature

:*TQh*_acê an*'ters 

-̂ Seatifig V c e ^  -

-Seating area ■

/ ：, ^ - ： ：Bxistinq ' ,  
v^ir-Y o. 'Slope planting

：rue ：

f j ； LANDSCAPE MASTER PLAN

沐 '以 ？」

邊 職 論 雖
3 l

PROJF.CT;

DISCOVERY  8AY OPTIMIZATION 〇( ^ N D  USE  - AREA  6F
C d 以 ：



Tmx ： PVOC;
S E C T I O N  A - A Existing does not match the profile

P^.GJCCT:

DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE - AREA 6F
indicated by the consultant.

B 2



PART  PLAN
FIGURE 1: Extracts from Dwg 
no. PRF-001 dated 14 Jan 2016 
Rev. C
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申 I 街 編 號  A p p 丨 icat丨on No. : __________

此 頁 滴 向 中 請 人 提 文 的 夂 件 。
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This DS2e is extracted fr/jm annlicjinl's sub/niilcd doctimcnls, I
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此頁滴自申請人提交的文件•

This page is extracted from applicant's submitted documents.
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VOC com m ents  on 

HKRs 6f P lanning Proposal 

Pig. i . l . l  AFTER ll'/jPRESSION FROIvi PLAZA



PVOC;
These p oo r qua lity  
Photo-m ontages hard ly  
re flect the views f ro m  the  
Lookout. The Photos are

申請編號 A p p 丨ication "No. : ____________ Y  / 1 - D  B  / 2 ___________

此頁摘自申請人提交的文件。

T h i s  p a g e  is extracted f r o m  applicant's submi t t e d  d o c u m e n t s .

P H O T O M O N T A G E  - VPS (VSR REC4) F R O M  LO FU TAU PERGOLA/LOOKOUT

DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE - REFINEMENT OF AREA 6F

In c u r丄  "1] |
OCIC>H»rR J B-10 I



: d 奶 _ ; + £ ^岛 亡 告 **.：̂ 气:「
: : ; : . d > _ c ：二 二 峰 ' _ —  一 一 .

, / / t y  心 ⑺ - 塵  _ 5

hard ly  re f丨ect the views f ro m  the  
Lookout. The Photos ore g ro in ly  ond  
poo r ly  lit.

Wfcl ' ̂  .,U：V-".-. .VC- i 
VP12. V^w W0 5 I fow^rds Applicntic>n Site from D-〇ecK (Existing Condilion)

W hy are there  no images f r o m  the more \ 
p o p u la te d  areas where residents are  | 

im pac ted?  Ref to  page 7 o f  the Gist.

,— ............ _________

VP 1 2 . View Wcsl towards Applioatipn Si|r? froin fD-DecK will'i Proposed Dovolopniont

nne
P H O T O M O N T A G E  -VP12 (VSR REC10) F R O M  D-DECK

j A>iNtlX

ocroer；K  ̂ 0>C B.14
PROjrCT DISCOVERY BAY OPTIMIZATION OF LAND USE - REFINEMENT OF AREA GF



P V O C ;

These poor quality 
Photo-montages hardly 
reflect the views from the 
Lookout. The Photos are 
groinly and poorly lit.

_ _ _ _ _

冴 孕 巧 (1
•、 ：'/.v.

W 、:.

\/P8. V ic "  North towards AppicflUon Site from Hiktna Trnil South oMhft Dam (Existing Condition) VP8: View North lownrdsApplicotion Site from Hiking Trail South of Uio Dom w!m Preposeo

Development

申IS編號 Application No. : ________ Y /1 - P  B / 2________
此頁摘自申; 提交的文件。

This page is extracted from applicant's submilicd documenls.

P H O T O M O N T A G E  - V P 8  ( V S R  R E C 7 )  F R O M  H I K I N G  T R A I L  S O U T H  O F  D I S C O V E R Y  V A L L E Y

DISCOVERY DAY OPTIMIZATION 〇F LAND USE - REFINEMENT 〇F AREA GF

丨nom
OCUXIUR W  丨 B.1:



Voc
c o m m e n t s  o n■-〜 u i i

F H K R s  5f p ^ n i n g  Proposal

- •  -1 A F T E R  llViPRESSlOM FR01V1 d：1s c〇v e r y  b a y v a l u y  r 〇 a 〇



级 l i r m n a a . i '】  m i  ：b k i b ' . ' i v n k . i ：' ' i ' i  ： i m  « v  i：i ；! i i i i：a ： i !H T i.rT,：' i , / ； » ； ia  1 0 1 : s r . j  n  1 i

________________________________________________________
PVOC;
W h y  is th is  P h o t o - m o n ta g e  u sed  - th e re  a re  ve ry  f e w

residents at this location who would be affected.

Why are there no images from the more populated areas 
where residents are impacted - see page 7?

These poor quality Photo-moritciges hardly reflect the views 
from the Lookout. The Photos are grainly arid poorly lit.

O

Vest ；cr^n rd s  A p p lica tio n  S ite  from  M idd le  Lono (E£xi5tin〇  ConcJihon) VP 1C>. V iew W esi towciccls ApplicoU on SMc from  M iddle  U m e  with Prcpo

申 ⑶ 編 號  Application No. : ________ Y  / 1 - D B / 2 _______
此页摘自申誧人提交的文件。

This page is exiracted「rom a卩 plicant’s siibmiUed docuinents.

P H O T O M O N T A G E  - V P 1 5  ( V S R  T 3 )  F R O M  M I D D L E  L A N E

D ISC O V E R Y  fiA丫  OPTIMIZATION OF l-AND U SE - REFIN EM EN T OF AREA 13F



申 請 編 號  A P p lica1_io" N o. : Y /1-D B/2

請

TrcvioiKS Applications Relating to the Application Site with the Same Zoning(s)

申讀編號 擬議用途 / 發展 城市規劃委員會的決定 (曰期）

ApplicrUiou No. Proposed Use/Dcvelopnienl Decision of
Town Plannino Board (l)a(c)

[ ___________________________________________ Ni[

t ?關資料是為方便市民大眾参考而提供。對於所載資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異，城市規釗委員會槪不 

H 责 。若有任何疑問，應查閱申請人提交的文件。
The intonnation is provided for easy reference o f the general public. Under no circumstances will the Town Planning 
Board accept any liabilities for the use o f  tlie infonnation nor any inaccuracies or discrepancies o f  the information 
provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission o f the applicant.



小請編號 Ap|)liti“ ioii No. : Y/l DB/2
. ，

5 2 9 7
屮請人姑告交的圈則、繪圖及報告書

Plans, Drawings ami Reports Submitted by Applieanl

中文 英文

Chinese En〇lisl»

關則及衡說  Plans ami Drawings , ； 
!

總、綱發践藍圖 / 布局設計圖  Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) □ 0  i
樓 宇 位 置 圓 Block plan(s) □ □ M IS S IN G  ：

樓 宇 平 面 圖 Floor Plan(s) □ □ M IS S IN G  i

截視圖  Sectional plan (s) □ 0  : \ |
立視圖  Elevation (s) □ □ M IS S IN G  f }
顯示擬議發展的合成照片 Ph〇t〇m〇ntage(s) showing the proposed □ 0
development
圜境設計總圖 / 園境設計圖  Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s) □ 0  |

I pvoc； ify) □ 0 i
\There are m a n y  concerns here, that have 

\been previously raised to the Board, over 

\safetyto pedestrians a n d  the inadequate 

\ longterm solution for traffic - these 

j q u e s t i o n s  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  a d d r e s s e d .

規劃研究 P l a n n i n g  studies 

環境影響評估 c 噪 音 、空氣及/ 或水I 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  (noi

Extract P l a n s  o f  P u b l i c  

m r a n d  D e e d  of  Restrictive C o v e n a n t

essment jnm^  ̂_aix ai

的污染） 

air and/or w a t e r

□
□

0
0

:就車輛的交通影響評估 Traffic i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n t  (on vehicles) □  □

Visual i m p a c t  a s s e s s m e n 1
UUOUUkJUUOU^XXJOOUUUUUOkJUCX,

UUUUUUUUUUUUk

樹木調查 T r e e  S u r v e y
IPVOC; Poor quality Photo-montages 

^ . . jdo not make/o厂 a true Wsua/ 'Vnpact
土力影響5平估 G e o t e c h n i c a l  i m p a c t  a s j a s s e s s m e n t , ^ a s  出丨s n〇t 以⑼

D r a i n a g e  i m p a c t  assessi provided for the sensitive receivers ?

f i  ^Sewerjagejropact a s s e s s m e n t ^

$ 風險評估 R •丨s k  A s s e s s m e n t

排水、排污及供水研究 Study cm Drainage, Sewerage and Water Supply 

水 質 技 術 极 告 Technical 

i%\n] W A  Rcsponse-

1ISSING 
/IISSING 
\lSSING 

^ ^ ^ Q ^ I S S I N G  

q  □ MISSING
n  n  MISSING
n  n  MISSING
g … 、 _,_P M/SS//VG

□ □ HISSING

[ iP V O C ; The Risk to  the  p u b lic  is a 

m a jo r c o n ce rn  fo r  th is d e v e lo p m e n t 

oncJ has n o t been addressed in an y  

fo rm  - p le a se  re fe r to  the  p re v io u s  

PVOC sub m iss ion s th a t a tta ch e d .

軻關負料是.?Y/丨便市民大眾参，而提供。對於所載資料在使用上的問題及文義上的歧異’城市規割委員會概不 

钤資。H H t 柯姑問，應杏閱屮3 人提交的文件。 、 .
inforirMliou is provide.*! lor easy leferonrc of the general pu\)lic. Under no circun»stanccs will the Town Planning 

Board a<*ppt iiny liahilUies for (he uso of thp Inl'ormatiou nor any inaccuracies or disciepaneies of the information 
provided. In ( ase of rlouht, relVn*iu e slionld always be made to ihe submission of the applicant.




