










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Y/I-DB/2

Sent from my iPad | 5858



20000 —

W che chung francis lam
127'{*5%: ) DRRAWISEELT 21:44 Eama
el BERGSA HV 5855
EE: Application No, Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f-Amendment dmed 2071 12015

! refer fo the captxoned aoohcanon and raise my. objec‘uon to such proposed development as the

amendrient submitted ¢n 28/11/2018 d6 nGt address aRd Brovide adequat’e and Songrste Solutisn 1o

address the sewerage treatment pro_blem created by the proposed nel development.

Therefore | consider that the proposed néiw deVelspment proposal should B& rejegted. Thaik Yot for
Your attention.






mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

vl j tp(bpd
1

rk' FiE Deborah Wan
He o sREm W12 NIGERIFE 22:24
) ;’ Wi tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
is: l EE: Application No. Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f amendments dated 29/11/2016 5 8 6 0
l‘ | -
: Dear Sir,

L . '
, L raised my objection to the application No, Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f amendments dated 29/11/2016 for the applicant has not
provided solution to the sewage problem raised by the said development.

‘((’ Therefore, t_he application should be rejected by the Town Planning Board.

? Thank you for your attention.

Deborah Wan
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mbpd
SR Len Bitchi
FiFAM 30812820164 2 W A 23:57 : 5 8 6 i
Ui tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
B: Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f - amendments dated 29th November 2016 - OBJECTION
B

B. PVOC Fourth Comments on the Section 12A Application further information_final - Copy.pdf; APPLICATION Y_1-DB_2 Area 6f.pdf

Dear Sir,

lama

Peninsula V

illage owner . Iam deeply concerned by the numerous bad aspects of the this Application
which have been covered by earlier consultations.

This 4th round consultation confirms the reintroduction of local sewage treatment within
Discovery Bay and I particularly object to this retrograde step and an inevitable
environmental deterioration for DB residents and the marine life.

Lattach the following excellent submissions concerning the above, from .
neighbouring villages, which, as a Peninsula Owner, I fully endorse, since they express my

concerns better than I could myself

- Parkvale Village Owners’ Committee submission dated 29th December, which maiches my
own concerns in almost all respects

IOBJECT TO THE ABOVE APPLICATION

Lienhard Buechi







PVOC Comments on Appheation aumber: Y/1-DB/2

Furthermore, as we have pointed out, HKR has no alternative but to build a standalone STW
in Area 6f as the Siu Ho Wan sewage treatment facilities are not available. So a STW cannot
‘be simply a proposai, it has to be a commitment, one which wauld be sub optimal, defective
in many ways and not acceptable to both government and the DB community.

It is clear that HKR, through the penultimate paragraph of Masterplan Limited’s covering
letter, is making yet another attempt in its repeated appeal to government not to forget D8
when, at some time in the future, government reviews sewage and water infrastructure for
Lantau.

It is imperative that the TPB and all government bureaux and departments are not misled
by the HKR statement in Masterplan Limited’s letter that “In addition, the proposal for
Area 6f is moderate in scale, the demand on the overall Government infrastructure would
be insignificant”. This is irrelevant as government facilities are not available, and will not
be available in the potential timeline of both the Area 6f and Area 10b projects. Public
comments have to be submitted in accordance with TPB Guideline No. 30B “Guidelines -
for submission of comments on various applications under the Town Planning Ordinance”.
The PVOC considers that this fourth submission from the PVOC has again properly
complied with TPB Guideline No. 308, whereas the Submission of Further Information
from HKR does not.

PRINCIPAL CONCERNS WITH THE APPLICATION

In our previous submission, which was assigned number 5297 (December) by the TPB, we
noted the following principal concerns which we have with HKR's proposed development of
two 18 storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m2 GFA on a platform creeted to
accommodate a 170m? GFA three storey Building:

A. Inadeguate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR. E.g. HKR has
submitted studies and papers and not impact assessments, thereby avoid_ing 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. ARisk Assessment has not been undertaken.

E. HKR's responses to government department comments have been inadequate and
evasive. |t cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone
to decide what is commercially sensitive {re ownership of Passageway. and allocation of
undivided shares) and to keep that information from being publicly commented upon.
All information provided by the applicant must be placed in the public domain so the
public can comment on it. The table setting out these responses cannot be considered
to be comprehensive.

F. Despite Annex C of the October Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a
key element of the development is the “access road”, there is no information provided
as to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many Issues arlising from
unsuitable access to the site such as: the part of Rarkvale 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
farger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential

2



PYOC Comments on Applicatisn number: Y/1-DB/2

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. Asewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into
. the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah which is
adjacent to Hillgrove Village. However, it is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is
the intended approach. Also, HKT tries to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of
sewage into the sea whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs, thereby increasing the
probability of, e.g., red tide in Discovery Bay waters. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants
say that the sewage proposal “is considered not an 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
Wan Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station
are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is a potable water
supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and
using water from the DB reservoir.

I.  No information is provided regarding the provision of other utilities'to Area 6f and how
it will affect Parkvale Village, despite the October Further Information Annex C
paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the development is the provision of
utilities. Furthermore, there is no reference to the DB LPG gas system which has
recently suffered an explosion which is the subject of investigations by EMSD and FSD.

1. Slope safety of the area, where the two proposed 18 story buildings will be built, is
ignored, despite Annex C paragraph 2.1.1.4 stating that a key element of the
development is site formation. HKR continues to ignare 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 aliocation of
undivided shares and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC).
furthermore, HKR has a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that current
figures are provided by its wholly owned subsidiary, DB Services Management Limited.

M. Diagrams and photomantages are often misleading, inaccurate and of poor quality.

We provided further detalis of these concerns in our previous submission. Readers of this
submission should also read our previous submissions if they have not already done so.

in this submisslon we address concerns arising from HKR’s latest submission and from
HKR’s intention to bulld a standalone sewage treatment works in Area 6f.

SEWAGE TREATMENT

All the concerns and comments submitted to the TPB In respect of sewage treatment
processing and discharge continue to be ignored.




PV{C Comments on Application number: Y/1-DB/2

We have, again, set out and expanded our concerns and comments in the following
sections:

mjn_monm:b

. Sewage Master Plans.

. Standalone Sewage Treatment Works.
. Application for Discharge Licence.

, Discharge of Sewage by Cpen Nullah.

Effluent to be Discharged into the Sea.
Theoretical Modelling Scenarios of Sewage Processing and Effiuent Discharge.

. Inefficient Sewage Planning Strategy Confirmed by HKR's Consultants and no

Environmental Impact Assessment,

. Emergency Arrangements for when the STW Breaks Down Including Access to Pumping

Station No 1.

Sewage from the Workforce during Construction.
Management of the STW.

Capital and Operating Costs.

Consuitation.

SEWAGE MASTER PLANS

In 1989, a sewage disposal strategy was formulated by the Government. Since then EPD
has produced 16 Sewage Master Plans (SMPs) and DSD has had the role of works agent
to Implement the recommended projects to cater for the needs of the SMPs. The 16
SMPs have been re-grouped into 8 areas for conducting the SMP Review Studies. 8 SMP
Reviews have been completed and these include the "Review of Outlying Islands SMP”,
which includes DB.

All the HKR submissions consistently make no mention of the Outlying (slands SMP,
which would appear to be because their sewage strategy for DB, as illustrated by the
proposals for both Areas 6f and 10b, is inconsistent with that plan. Therefore EPD and
DSD have no alternative but to reject the HKR proposal and advise the TPB
accordingly. '

. STANDALONE SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS

. Since government facilities are not available in the foreseeable future, HKR has no

alternative but to build a separate sewage treatment works (STW) in Area &f, if the
proposed change in use is approved and if the proposed development is in fact built.
This means that people living in Parkvale Village would 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. If the TPB approves the change
of use of Area 6f, 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. And of course the future 1130 residents of Area 6f will also
suffer from the same negative aspects of a STW integrated into their development.

it is indicative of the inadequacies of this submission, and all the previous HKR
submissions, that there Is no reference whatsoever to the DSD “Guidelines for the
Design of Small Sewage Treatment Plants” for private developments up to 2,000
population equivalent. In preparing these guidelines DSD placed special emphasis on
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alongside approximately 200 metres of footpath/road and directly under the balconies
of around 200 apartments in this village. This is illustrated in the following photographs.

e ¥ & AW

0T SR £

View of the open nuliah looking downstream

past Hillgrove Village . | towards Hillgrove Village

The nullah serves the dual purpose of a storm water channel and as an overflow relief
for the reservoir at the top of Discovery Valley Road. Normally it is virtually empty, but
during periods of rainstorm and/or reservoir discharge this nullah is full to the top. The
addition of the sewage effluent to the storm water flow may cause the nullah to
overflow or the effluent to back-up into the STW, both with serious health implications.
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 would presumably put the sewage flow
underground.

EFFLUENT TO BE DISCHARGED INTO THE SEA

HKR is proposing to discharge treated sewage from Area 6f into the marine waters
adjacent to the ferry pier without the need of a marine outfall. The outlet is adjacent to
a pedestrian walkway, residential buildings and a shopping centre, which HKR is about to
build, and is located only 280 metres from a public bathing beach. This is an artificially
made beach fronting the very shallow and silted Tai Pak Wan. The proposal for the
discharge of effluent into a shallow seabed, adjacent to 2 pedestrian walkway,
residential buildings and a shopping centre and 280m from a bathing beach, boardwalk
restaurants and ferry pier is environmentally unacceptable and will encourage toxic red
tides as well as concentrations of E. coli.

We are extremely concerned about the effluent being discharged into the sea in DB.
Although the effluent will have been treated, it will have a high concentration of
nutrients which has been scientifically proven to encourage growth of harmfut algae
("red tides"), particularly in shallow coastal areas {see page 170 of “Harmful Algae",
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volume 8, issue 10, 2010 of ‘Elsevier'} and, as the prevailing winds come from the east,
blowing onto D8, such harmful algae would not dissipate easily.

. The water quality assessment notes that for the whole of Hong Kong waters adjacent to

the Pearl River Deita and including the waters around DB that the Total Inorganic
Nitrogen (TIN)} already exceeds the WQO. We would not dispute this, but this does not
justify HKR’s intention to increase the suspended solids and E-Coli content of the
sewage plume in the very publicly exposed waters and beaches of Tai Pak Wan.

. In previous submissions, HKR tried ta downplay the occurrence of red tides despite the

discharge of more TINs and TPs which will increase the probability of more red tides.
The latest Further Information has omitted references in the previous version to TP
{referred to as Total Particulates in the Executive Summary of the Environmental Study
and as Total Phosphorous in the Technical Note) and to red tides. .

. The Further Information submitted by HKR in October included the following:

a. Executive Summary ~ “The discharge concentration has therefore been reduced as
much as practicable to ensure that the increase in TIN and Total Porticulates (TP) are
minimized. With the discharge standard, the Nitrogen (N} to Phosphorus (P} ratio is
maintained greater than 18.1. Hence the occurrence of red tides will be unlikely.”

b. 6.3.1.5 — “The computed N: P ratlo concluded that the possibility of having red tide

is still low.”

6.4.1.1; 7.3.1.4; 8.1.2.1 - “The discharge concentration has therefore been reduced

os much as procticable to ensure that the increase in TIN and TP are minimized. With

the discharge standard, the N to P ratio is maintained greater thon 18.1. Hence the
occurrence of red tides will be unlikely.”

[+

The text In bold does not appear in the latest version of the Environmental Study
submitted by HKR on 28 November 2016. Why would HKR delete this text if the
“occurrence of red tides will be unlikely”? Thus the previous version tried to downplay
the likely occurrence of red tides, whilst the omission of the references to red tides in
the latest version implies that what was stated in the previous version was Incorrect,
and that we, and government, should be concerned about the discharge of the sewage
into the sea increasing the likellhood of red tides occurring.

. The concluslons in the Technical Note that “the water quality in the vicinity of marine-

based WSRs would be In complionce with WQOs In SS, E. coli and UIA” are based on
modelled measurements at WSR 07 (Tai Pak Peninsula CPA), 270 metres from the
sewage discharge point. This ignores the fact that the area of the sea Into which the
sewage would be discharged should also be considered to be a WSR. This area is
adjacent to a pedestrian walkway, residential buildings and a shopplng centre which HKR
Is about to build, as the following picture demonstrates:
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Proposed
location of

sewage
discharge

Picture of the redevelopment of the DB bus station published by HKR with the location
of the sewage discharge outlet added ' '
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PVOC Comments on Application number: Y/I-DB/2

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, espacially the totally unacceptable and sub optimal commitment to
build a standalone STW with discharge by open nullah directly past apartments and into
the sea. In view of the serious inadequacies and shortfall of the STW and discharge
proposal we belleve that the DSD and EPD have no alternative but to reject the HKR
proposal and advise the TPB to not approve the application,

As clearly demonstrated in not only this submission but in all our submissions, HKR's
application continues to be deficient in many ways. So again, we consider that the Town
Planning Board is in no other position than to reject HKR’s application to rezone Area 6f.

We again encourage the Town Planning Board to visit the site and meet residents. In doing
50, many of the issues highlighted in this report would be evident.

Signed on beholf of the PVOC: Date:

29 December 2016

Mr. Kenneth J. Bradley J.P.

Parkvale Village Owners Committee Chairman
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M Gmai Eawin Rainbow I

for mfo Fw APPLICATION Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f

29 December 2016 at
08:34

Thomas Gebauer

--— Forwarded Message -—-—
From:
To: Tpbpd <ipbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Sent: Wednesday, 28 December 2016, 14:52
Subject: APPLICATION Y/1-DB/2 Area 6f

The Town Planning Board:
Application Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f

1.1 strongly object to the planned development as presénted by the HongKong Resort Company

who with thousands of owners are bound together by a Deed of Mutual Covenant.

2.Discovery Bay (DB) is a UNIQUE development in HongKong . quasi an enclave , isolated

from HongKong proper and only accessible through one tunnel and by ferry.

Special rules apply inffor the area, as laid down in a DMC . Owners in Discovery Bay and to a

certain extent also residents in DB must therefore get a recognised voice and special attention

from the Town Planning Board (TPB) when major changes which will affect the environment and

the way of life are proposed for this special enclave/environment as done by the

“registered owner” the Hongkong Resort Co. Ltd, {(HKR) .

The TP8 must also seriously consider that the small owners in DB ( roughly 8.000 houses/flats

are concerned) are not permitted to form an Owners Corporation which could give a clear voice

to the TPB as what are the wishes of the many DB owners, leaving aside the various large,

mainly commercial entities and spaces owned by the developer, the HKR .

3.Due to this unique situation, any changes must be judged by the TPB / PLAND with a holistic.

view in mind ; this proposed development as well as the application Y/I-DB/3 Area 10b ...cannot

be judged solely on their own but how it also will affect the whole environment in Discovery Bay

and whether all the DB service facilities are sufficient to support such developments. So itis

IMPERATIVE to look also at both current applications of the HKR together.

4.In 61 it is proposed to built a sewage treatment plant “on site” and the effluent is planned to be
“ delivered through a gravity- sewerage -pipe . or even considered to be delivered through a

nullah,
fo the sea, next to the Discovery Ferry Pier and next to the existing housing development

of LA COSTA VILLAGE.
5.We are living in the 21st century and Town Planning must be a forward looking endeavour .
To me it is outrageous to even consider in * Asia’s World City * to put nowadays a sewage

treatment plant into a housing development ,
6. The effluent is planned to be discharged into the shoreline next to a housing development

and to a communal beach which is used by DB residents and others for recreational purposes



this effluent Is in addition to the already polluted waters in the South of Hongkong.

7.To blame pollution on the Pearl River Delta is not a point to make as facts of the “as is
sillljla;!on “ must be clearly addressed. In HK one must get away fram the view * it is only little
pollution *

beside the pollution of HK-waters and around, we are facing already many types of pofiution, it
is important ta consider * the straw which breaks the camel's back .

8 The “sensitive receivers “ the sea at the Discovery Bay would be * typographically confined
basin with limited dispersive capacity” thus effluent must be considered as “potentially
polluting” .

Not even to mention the matter of storm -surge , back-flow and the like.

All of the tables and calculations of the applicant should be taken with a large pinch of salt
as simply : effluent to the sea = generally considered is "water -poliution * .

9

From PLAND AND MY COMMENTS IN REGARD TO THIS APPLICATION:
Aims of Environmental Planning

211

To achieve a better environment through planning....

NO BETTER ENVIRONMENT :

(a) :

"to avoid creating new environmental problems....
THERE ARE ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS

()

"to seize opportunities for environmental improvement ...
NO OPPORTUNITY SEIZED IN THIS DEVELOPMENT
Proper land use planning,

(a)

proposed land uses in particular development areas are environmentaily suitable;

(b} proposed land uses in the same development area are compatible with each
other.....THERE IS NO NECESSITY FOR THIS DEVELOPMENT AS PLANNED.

THE HKR COMPANY HAS OTHER ALTERNATIVES IN DB THAN TO CONVERT GREEN
AREAS INTO CONCRETE. IT IS ALSO NOT COMPATIBLE , ALONE FOR THE SEWAGE
TREATMENT PLANT.

©

adequate and suitably sited environmental facilities are provided to ensure proper handling and
disposal of all wastes and waste water arising from proposed developments.

THIS 1S NOT THE CASE WITH BOTH THE PLANNED DB DEVELOPMENTS AS ALSO THE
PLANNED NEW WASTE HANDLING FOR THE WHOLE OF DB, TRANSFER AND
DISPOSAL

FACILITIES ARE COMPLETELY INADEQUATE AND ILL-PLACED UNDER A PODIUM
STRUCTURE. THIS WAS ALREADY WRITTEN IN PREVIOUS COMMENTS.
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(©) _

the capacity of the environment to receive additional developments, for example, the capacity of
an airshed or water basin to receive and assimilate residuals or the capacity of the environment
infrastructure such as sewerage and waste reception facilities to accommodate further
residuals;

AS WRITTEN ABOVE , DB HAS LIMITED CAPACITY TO ACCEPT

ALREADY THE LIMITS REGARDING 25.000 RESIDENTS INDICATE THAT.

THE TPB MUST NOT FORGET THAT SERVICE FACILITIES ARE ALSO STRESSED
BECAUSE OF THE OFTEN LARGE INFLUX OF VISITORS AND TOURISTS CREATING
ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION TO THIS CONFINED AREA, THE NUMBERS ARE IN
ADDITION TO THE RESIDENTS IN THIS PLACE.

Air Quality Considerations

23.2
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Air quality is affected by such factors as the emission rate of air pollutants, the separation
distance between emission sources and receptors, topography, height and width of buildings as
well as meteorology. ......

AS FOR AN ON-SITE SEWAGE TREATMENT ODOURS OF DIFFERENT KIND MUST BE
CONSIDERED ALSO WHEN SLUDGE WILL BE REMOVED.

wherever practicable, major air pollution emitters are sited to the west or southwest of urban
areas and new towns to take advantage of the prevailing north-easterly winds;
*DB IS ENCLOSED BY MOUNTAINS !

Water Quality Considerations

234

it should be noted that there is a general shift of estuarine to oceanic conditions in a west to
east direction in the coastal waters of Hong Kong. Any major developments which are likely to
cause significant disruption to water circulation should be either avoided as far as possible or
subjected to water quality modelfing tests prior to the finalisation of site selection.

PLEASE TO KEEP IN MIND .
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Any development which causes either conflict with the constraints or damage of the resources
and amenity areas should be avoided, unless the conflict can be resolved or the imposition of
appropriate development controls is practicable. The water-based developments should be
located such that bulk water exchange is maximised. AS SAID :DBISA .
TOPOGRAPHICALLY CONFINED BASIN WITH LIMITED DISPERSIVE CAPACITY.

Waste Manag‘ement Considerations

2.3.6
In the preparation of land use plans, effort should be made to reserve sufficient sites in suitable -

focations for municipal waste reception and transfer facilities.... As some uses-have potential to
cause nuisances and to give rise to special requirements for waste disposal and effluent
discharge, due consideration should be given to their location and design to minimise the
potential impacts.

THE PROPOSED NEW SPACE UNDER A PODIUM STRUCTURE FOR WASTE HANDLING (
THE APPLICANT NOW CALLS IT REFUSE RECEIVING STATION PLANNED FOR THE
WHOLE OF DB, IS TOTALLY INADEQUATE FOR THE PRESENT AND MUST BE MORESO
FOR THE FUTURE. IT WAS WRITTEN ALREADY ABOUT IT.

ALSO THE PLANNED SPACE FOR WASTE HANDLING FACILITIES CANNOT BE
COMPATIBLE WITH THE PHILOSOPHY OF WASTE -HANDLING ,- SEPARATING -
SORTING FOR RECYCLING AND RE-USE.

10
IN CONCLUSION [ STRONGLY OBJECT TO THIS APP!.ICATION .

THOMAS GEBAUER -~
owner/resident




PVOC Comments on Application number: ¥/1-DB/2

1986 " -



o

e

‘R
tpbpd
FE Andrew Burns :
HHEER: 0B12RW016E21F 22:14 7
Wi tpbpd @pland.gov.hk 5 8 6 2
EX=H ..~ Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay .
Bt TPB YI-DB2 Area 6f R4 Potable Water and Sewage.pdf

To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
Date: 30 December, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Re: Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay -- Potable Water and Sewage Further Information

I take pleasure in forwarding the attached submission to the Town Planning Board in respect of the subject
Application. ’ .

Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns





































































































































