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To: Secretary^ Town Planning Board 
(Via em a il: tpbpd ^ p lan d .Ro v .hk ) 
App lication N o .: TPB/Y/l-D B/2

D ear S irs,

v : i i .
哥fTH明：
i.tt：
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ftimmrnls on Apphcaluw No. Y/l-DB/2: Ancs f»f \ui\ 385 Ri* A bxt U*aiD m D.I>. 352, Ducctvcty H-y

Comments  o n  Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in  D.D. 352, Discovery Bay

HKR/ s consu ltan t. M asterplan  Lim ited, subm itted  HKR# s reply  to  th e  pub lic  com m ents  to  th e  Secretariat o f the  
Town P lann ing  Board on 6 th  June, 2016. In the  covering  letter, it said:

We have  a lso  reviewed  th e  pub lic  com m ents  received  during  n o tifica tio n  o f  th e  app lica tion . It \s considered  th a t 
m a n v ft f  th e  concerns raised  are  also addressed  in th e  response to  th e  departm en ta l com m ents , and does n o t 
re q u r；; sepa ra tion  response . However, w e  w o u ld  like to  specifica lly  address  few  issues in  Annex  E in  the
6  门 d o s u r e .

The claim t h a t  many o f  th e  concerns  raised  in th e  pub lic  consu lta tion  are  addressed  in  th e  depa rtm en ta l 
co m m e n ts  a n d  does n o t re q u ire  separa tion  response  (sic) is d is respec tfu l o f  those  w h o  su b m itte d  th e ir  com m en ts  
d u rin g  th e  p u b lic  co n su lta tio n  and  d is respec tfu l o f  th e  to w n  p lann ing  process .

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented comments on the ongmal HKR 
submission. Most of these important comments have been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention  tha t was given to  the  comments from  
government departments. If Masterplan did not have sufficient tim e  to  answer the comments, i t  only mdicates 
that the  original submission was iINprepared and unready for review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  public  comments for fu rther 
reviep  j)n d  comment, the applications fo r Area 6f and 10b should be withdrawn .

Area 6 f #15

Queries the  rationale provided fo r the development 

Area 6 f #34

Inadequate infrastructure to  support increase in population 

Area 6 f #204

Safety and sustainability issues 

Area 6f #352

Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493
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A ro . i # 1 4 5 8

Comprehensive review  o f issues affecting  Area 6f from  a senior engineer 

Area 6 f #1512

Significant submission by  the  Parkvale VOC 

Area 6 f No N um ber (a fte r #1892)

Com prehensive  rev iew  o f  Area 6 f submission, including  deta iled  analysis of drough t im pact and road a c c e ^ ^  

M u ltip le

Failure  to  consu lt w ith  th e  co-ow ners  o f  th e  lo t  

M u lt ip le

C om p le te  absence  o f  in fo rm a tio n  on  th e  sewage  tre a tm e n t  p la n t be tw e e n  Area  10b  and  La Costa 

Multiple

The Outline Zoning Plan and the  Master Plan are not aligned 

Multiple -

HKR is not the sole land owner, as the  lo t is held under a DMC.

M ultip le

The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

M ultip le

HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M u ltip le

DBSML, no t HKR, is the  sole party  authorised under the  DMC to  conclude agreements w ith  the  government and 
o the r suppliers o f  services to  the  lo t

M u ltip le

The 丁fA has ignored  the  road safety issues arising from  the  in te raction  o f increasing  tra ff ic  and golf carts
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Multiple

Vehicle parking has not been addressed 4  4 0 1

Multiple

The bus d e po t should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:___ Peter Chan

S e n f.V in g  G uerrillaM a il.com
Block o r  re p o r t  abuse: https://www.Ruerrillamail.com/abuse/?a=WF2FQ,kgU7gUhgr693EJPBzM

https://www.Ruerrillamail.com/abuse/?a=WF2FQ,kgU7gUhgr693EJPBzM
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Andrew Bums___________
15曰07月20〗碎星期 [ 2 1 :41 
tpbpd @pland.gov Jik
Application N a  Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay -  Master Plan and Undivided Shaes 
Submission to Town Planning Board Area 6f Master Plan and Undivided Shares 15JL16.pdf

To: Secre tary, Town Planning Board

Date: 15 Ju ly , 2016 

D ear Sirs,

Re: A p p lic a tio n  No. Y/I-D B /2 . A rea  6f. Discovery  Bay -  M aste r Plan and Undivided  Shares

4402

/ ta ke  p le a s u re  in  fo rw a rd in g  th e  a ttach ed  subm ission  to  th e  T o w n  Planning  Board in  respect o f  the  sub ject App\icat'»on.

Yours sincerely, 
A ndrew  Burns



丁〇: Secretary, Tow n  P lann ing  Board  4  4 0  2

From:

Email:

Date: 15 July, 2016 

Dear Sirs,

Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay 
Master Plan and Undivided Shares

Master Plan

The Master Plan fo r Discovery Bay is an integral part of 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  developm ent 
is /n place. The current Master Plan is dated 24 March, 2016 . Unfortunately, 
although rt has been updated recently, it st川 down not m atch  the current outline  
zoning plan C〇ZP n) or the existing development on the Lot.

In order to protect the interests o f the current 8,300+  assigns  of the developer, it is 
essential that the existing Master Plan and OZP are  aligned with  the existing  
development on the  Lot before consideration  of any proposal to  am end  the OZP. 
Otherwise there is simply too much  risk that the rights o f the  other ow ners  o f the  Lot 
will be interfered  with .

Problems that need to be addressed include incursion on Government land; 
alignment of the Club Siena; size and surrounding area of the land designated Gl/C 
on the current OZP; configuration of the Area N2 at the inclined lift, etc.

The Town Planning Board must note that the OZP cannot exist independent of the 
Master Plan. The Master Plan is part of the Land Grant. It is recognized  as the  sole 
authority for the permitted development on the Lot under the  Principal Deed of 
Mutual Covenant fPD M C "). In o rd e r  to  preserve  th is  co n n e c tio n , th e  T ow n  
Planning  Board  sh o u ld  s tip u la te  th a t the  Notes  to  th e  O u tlin e  Z o n in g  Plan  
state  th a t a ll uses  perm itted  u n d e r  the  OZP  are  s u b je c t  to  th o se  sam e  
perm issions  be ing  inc luded  in  the  re leva n t zone  on  an  a p p ro v e d  M a s te r  P lan .

Undivided Shares

There is no limit to the development on the Lot under the Land Grant and Master 
Plan. The final determinant of the ultimate development potential of the Lot is the 
number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the
Lot.



When the Discovery Bay PDMC was drafted in 1982, no one could know how 
development would proceed in the future. Therefore, the PDMC had to provide both 
flexibility (for the developer) and certainty (for the assigns of the developer). This 
was achieved through the unique share regime described in the PDMC. In fact, it is 
only through the share regime that limits are set on the ultimate gross floor area of 
each given land use allowed on the Lot under the Master Plan.

At page 7 of the PDMC, the Lot is notionally divided into 250,000 undivided shares. 
These undivided shares were immediately allocated to various uses. For example,
56.500 undivided shares were allocated to the Residential Development, 4,850 to 
the Commercial Development, 2,150 to Clubs and public recreation activities and
3.500 to Hotel use. In addition, 55,000 undivided shares were defined as "Reserve 
Undivided Shares".

It is important to recognise that the undivided shares shown at Page 7 have not been 
associated with any specific area or development on the Lot. They are simply 
associated with future uses. To create an association with a specific area or 
development, the developer must follow Paragraph 7 on Page 7 of the PDMC. This 
requires that: "The said 250,000 equal undivided shares shall be allocated to the City 
and the Villages as provided by this Deed and any Sub-Deeds o f Mutual Covenants."

The detail of the regime for allocation of undivided shares is provided at Section III of 
the PDMC, titled "Undivided Shares". Allow  me to  quote  the section for Residential 
Development in full:

1. The said 56,500 Undivided Shares allocated to the Residential 
Development shall be sub-allocated to the Residential Units o f each Village 
(as it is completed in conformity with the Master Plans) by the Registered 
Owner in the Sub-Deed o f Mutual Covenant governing that Village and in the 
event:-

(a) there shall be insufficient number o f Undivided Shares to be 
allocated to the Village which shall be last completed in conformity with 
the Master Plans, then the Registered Owner shall allocate from the 
Reserve Undivided Shares such number o f them as shall make up the 
deficiency to that last Village, and

(b) there shall be more than the actual number o f Undivided 
Shares required for all the Residential Units in the City, then the 
surplus number o f Undivided Shares shall be deemed to be part of the 
Undivided Shares allocated to the City Common Areas and City 
Common Facilities and Village Common Areas and Village Common 
Facilities and the terms and conditions herein set out governing the 
same shall apply.

Hence, only undivided shares that have been allocated to the Residential 
Development at Page 7 of the PDMC may be sub-allocated to Residential Units. 
Once all the Residential Development undivided shares have been exhausted, the 
developer may draw from the Reserve Undivided Shares. However, no shares 
allocated to any other use at Page 7 may be sub-allocated to Residential Units.



The subsequent paragraphs at Section III are similar. Undivided shares of a given 
use m ay  be allocated to the corresponding part of the Lot. Once all shares of a given 
use are  exhausted, the developer may draw  upon the Reserve Undivided Shares.

Thus, Reserve Undivided Shares, and only Reserve Undivided Shares, may stand in 
for other undivided shares.

The problem  is, at this stage, we  have no record how  many Reserve  Undivided  
Shares remain for allocation to the future  developm ent on the Lot.

Furthermore, the Town Planning  Board should  consider the  m eaning  o f the  phrase  
uin the event there shall be insu ffic ien t num ber o f U ndivided Shares to  be a llo ca ted  
to the V illage which sha ll be la s t com pleted in conform ity w ith the  M aste r P lans".

In order to protect the interests of all the current and future assigns of the 
developer, the Town Planning Board should require a full accounting of the 
allocation of all undivided shares by share type to all Village, City and other 
areas of the Lot, prior to consideration of any proposal to amend the present 
OZP.

Yours sincerely,
Andrew  Burns
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A ttached, please  find  m y  com m ents  in re la tion  to  th e  above  m entioned  p lann ing  app lica tion

mailto:lpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to  the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification o f the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few  issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 

in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 

disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during  the  public consultation 

and disrespectful o f the town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 

comments on the original HKR submission. Most o f these im portant comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention  tha t was 

given to the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did  not have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the  comments, it only indicates th a t  the  original submission 

was ill-prepared and unready fo r review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed  responses to  the  

public comments for fu rthe r review  and comment, the  applications for Area 6 f and 

10b should be w ithdraw n .

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Arv；> #1 ."i Queries the rationale provided for the development

Area 6f #34 Inadequate infrastructure lo support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f#1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number 
("after #1892-)

Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, including detailed analysis of 
. drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Multiple
Complete absence of infom^tion on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned
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Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC  to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers o f services to the lol

Multiple
The T】A  has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Resident: Keld Soerensen
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附件：

知echi丨 _________
15 日 07 月 2 0 1 6 ^  星期 

tpbpd @pland.g〇v i k
Comments on Application No. Y/I-DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
16 07 11 To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application.pdf

Dear Sir

Please find m y comments in the attachments.

4404

Kind regards 

Mrs. J. B uechi

Sent from my Samsung device
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(Via email： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 
Application No.: TPB/Y/卜DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/卜DB/2: Area 6f，Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Parti in D.D. 352,
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to  the public comments 
to the Secretariat o f the  Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 

in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during the  public consultation 

and disrespectful o f the  town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 

comments on the original HKR submission. Most o f these im portant comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention  that was 

given to  the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient tim e  to answer the  comments, it only indicates tha t the  original submission 

was ill-prepared and unready for review under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  

public comments fo r  fu rthe r review and comment, the applications fo r Area 6f and 

10b should be withdrawn .

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Area of # 15 

Area 6f #34 

Area 6f #204

Area 6f #352

Area 6f#493

Area 6f #1104

Area 6f #1109

Area 6f #1458

Area 6f #1512

Area 6f No 

Number (after 

#1892)

Multiple

Multiple

Queries the rationale provided for the development

Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Safety and sustainability issues

Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought 
conditions

Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the 

lot

Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Comprehensive review o f Area 6f submission, including detailed 

analysis o f drought impact and road access

Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Complete absence o f information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area ]〇b and La Costa
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Multiple

M ultiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Tlie Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to 

conclude agreements with the government and other suppliers of services 

to the lot

The TLA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Janaina Campos Valenca Buechi

祕  hv:...
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 

(Via email: tpbpd@ pland .gov .hk)
Application Mo.:TPB/Y/卜DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bay

HKR’s consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR’s reply to  the public comments 
to  the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 

letter, it  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted the ir comments during the public consultation 

and disrespectful of the  town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 

comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these im portant comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention  that was 

given to  the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient time to  answer the  comments, i t  only indicates tha t the original submission 

was ill-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  

public comments for fu rther review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and 

10b should be withdrawn.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Queries the rationale provided for the development

A tea 6f #34 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #] 104 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area.6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review o f the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6f#1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f No Number 

(after# 丨 892)

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis o f  

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Multiple
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple rrhe Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan arc not aligned
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Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

MKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

HKR should release tlie existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and g o lf carts

Vehicle parking has not been addressed

The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Antony W illiam  M atthew  Bunker
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Jrrket Brrthtjuj _____
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Please find enclosed my comments regarding caption Application numbers attached:

Comments on Applicatjon No. Y/I-DB/3: Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D .D . 352, Discovery Bay

and .

Comm ents on Application N o. Y/I-DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D .D . 352, Discovery Bay



To： Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

4 4 0 6

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

HKR's consultant. Masterplan  Limited, subm itted  HKR’s reply to  the  public  comments 
to  the Secretariat o f the  Town Planning Board on  6th June, 2016. In the  covering  

letter, i t  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification o f the 
application. It is considered that many o f the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However we would like to specifically address few  issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  that many o f  the  concerns raised in the  public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f those who  submitted the ir comments during the  public  consultation  

and disrespectful o f  the  tow n  planning process.

丁he owners  and residents o f  DB made many highly detailed and w ell-docum ented  

com m ents on the  original HKR submission. M ost of these im p o rta n t com m ents  have 

been ignored.

A ll substantive  public  com m ents  should  have received th e  sam e  a tte n tio n  th a t  was 

given to  the  com m ents  fro m  governm ent departm ents . If M aste rp lan  did  n o t have 

su ffic ien t tim e  to  answer th e  com m ents, it  on ly  indicates  th a t  th e  o rig in a l subm ission  

was ill-p repa red  and  un ready  fo r  rev iew  under th e  Town  P lanning  O rdinance .

Unless and  u n til HKR and  its  consu ltan t are  ab le  to  prov ide  d e ta ile d  responses  to  th e  

pub lic  com m ents fo r  fu r th e r  rev iew  and co m m e n t, th e  a p p lica tio n s  fo r  Area  6 f  and 

10b sh o u ld  he w ith d ra w n .

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Aix'a 15 Queries (he rationaJe provided for the development

Atx'a 6(^3^ Inadequate infrastructure lo support increase in population

Area 〇f  ̂ 204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6 f  #352 A ccess issues. Concern over supply o f  potable water in drought conditions

A rea 6 f  U493 U nresolved issues o f  encroachm ent on governm en t land elsew here on  the lot

Area 6f #\ 104 Legal opinion on the status o f  the Passageway at Area 6 f

A rea  6 f  # 1 1 0 9 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6 f#  1458 Comprehensive review o f  issues affecting A rea 6 f  from a senior engineer

Area 6 f #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale V O C

Area 6 f  N o N um ber 

(after m 892)
C om prehensive review  o f  A rea 6 f  subm ission, includ ing  detailed analysis o f  

d rought im pact and road access

Multiple Failure  to consult w ith  the co-owners o f  the lo t

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between
Multiple

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 0 G
M ultiple H K R  is no t the  sole land owner, as th e  lot is h e ld  under a  D M C.

M ultiple T he population cap o f  25 ,000 should be preserved .

M ultip le HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
«

DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 
agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

M u l t i p l e
The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 
increasing traffic and golf carts *

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:______Mr. JERKER BERTHOU



tp b p d

寄 件 者 : 
寄 件 日 期 : 
收 件 者 •• 
主 旨 :
附 件 :

James w illiam  
曰0 7月 201 

tpbpd @ pland.gov.hk  
DB Plan
J6 07  11 T o  Town Planning Board

A t t a c h e d  a r e  the t o w n  planning files.

R e g a rd s ,

J a m e s  B u n k e r
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
(Via email： tpbpd@pland.g〇v.hk> 4 4Q7
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2 

Dear Sirs7

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan  Limited, subm itted  HKR's reply to  the  public  comments 
to  the  Secretariat o f  the  Town  Planning Board on  6th  June, 2016. In the  covering 

letter, i t  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many o f the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address fe w  issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  that many of the  concerns raised in th e  public consultation  are addressed 
in the departm ental comments and does not require  separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful o f those who  subm itted  the ir comments during  the  public  consultation 

and disrespectful o f  the to w n  planning process.

The ow ners  and residents o f  DB made many h igh ly  detailed  and w ell-docum ented  

com m ents  on th e  original HKR submission. M o s t o f  these im p o rta n t com m ents  have 

been ignored.

A ll substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was 
given to the comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have 
sufficient time to answer the comments, it only indicates that the original submission 
was ill-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to the 

public comments for further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and 

KJb should be withdrawn.



Acea^OJi

Area 6f iDadequate infrastructure to support wcreasc m populenon

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #3 j2 Access issues. Concern over supply o f p a ttb k  wjMer m oobAm m

Arcq ^f#493

A l^ d im

A rc iL m im

Aica6f#145?

Area 6f #1512

Area 6 f No Number

(after #1892)

Multiple

Unresolved issues o f cncroachmmt an govemmem Und c in  m hm  on  tlh* lai 

Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway ai Area 6f 

I3rtailcd review o f the T1A and the Passageway

Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6 f from a ieruor e n p M a  

Significant submission by the Parkvale V(X3

Comprehensive review o f  Area 6 f submission, including detailed h m Iv w  M  
*

drought impact and road access

Failure to consult with the co-owners o f  the lot

Multiple
Complete absence o f  informalkm on the sewage treatmettf plant 

Area I Ob and Im  Costa

Multiple The Outline ironing Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 0 7
iVlultipic MKI\ is not the sole land owner, as tlie lot is held under a I")MC.

Multiple I 'h c  populcition cap o f  25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M ultiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DM C to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers o f services to the lot

Multiple
The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction o f 

increasing traffic and g o lf  carts

Multiple V ehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: James William Anthony Bunker

為 d dress •



rvbvd

寄件者： 
寄 件 曰 期 : 
收夺者： 
主 旨 :
附 件 :

Dear Sir

' B H H I B B H H W W .Licnhard Buechi'
】4 日 0 7 月 201 碎 星 期 四 23:53

AppHcadon No. Y /I-D B /2 : Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & ̂ ^ r ^ D D- ^
16 07 11 T 〇  T 〇wn Board on Area 6 f A pp lica tion -pd f; ATTOO - 1

4 4 ⑽

please find m y  com m ents  in the attachment.

Kind re g a rd s  

L B u e c h i
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To: Secretary, Town  Planning  Board 

{Via e m a il: tp b p d @ p la n d .g o v .h k )

A p p lica tio n  N o .: T F B /Y /l-D B /2

D ear Sirs,

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

HKR's c o n s u lta n t, M a s te rp la n  L im ited , s u b m itte d  HKR's re p ly  to  th e  p u b lic  com m en ts  

to  th e  S e c re ta r ia t o f  th e  T ow n  P lann ing  Board  on  6 th  June, 2016 . In th e  co ve rin g  

le tte r, i t  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments  ̂and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few  issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  tha t many o f the concerns raised in the  public consultation  are addressed 

in the  departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f those who submitted  the ir comments during  the  public consultation 

and disrespectful o f  the tow n  planning process.

The owners  and residents o f  DB made many highly detailed  and w ell-docum ented  

com ments on the  original HKR submission. M ost o f  these im p o rta n t com m ents  have 

been ig n o re d

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention  that was 

given to  the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did  not have 

sufficient time  to  answer the  comments, it only indicates th a t the  original submission 

was ill-prepared and unready for review under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its  consultant are able to  provide detailed  responses to  the 

public comments fo r fu rthe r review  and comment, the applications fo r Area 6f and 

10b should  be withdrawn .

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


A re a  6 f # l  5 

Area

Area 6f #204 

A rea 6 f  #352

A rea 6 f  #493

Area 6 f# l 104

Area 6f #1109

Area 6f #1458

Area 6f #1512

Area 6 f No 

Number (after 

#1892)

Multiple

Multiple

Q u e r ie s  the ra t io n a le  p ro v id ed  for the d e v e lo p m e n t

Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Safety and sustainability issues

A ccess issues- C oncern over supply o f  po tab le  w ater in drought 

conditions

Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government land elsewhere on the

Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area 6 f

Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed 

analysis of drought impact and road access

Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Complete absence o f  information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa



4408
Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

Multiple J-JK.R is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HXR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M ultiple

DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to 

conclude agreements w ith the governm ent and other suppliers o f services 

to the lot

M ultiple
T he TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising  from the interaction o f 

increasing traffic and g o lf  carts

M ultiple V ehicle parking has no t been addressed

M ultiple T he bus depot should b e  zoned G /IC .

Name o f  Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Lienhard Buechi



寄件者: 
奇件曰期： 
收件者: 
主旨：

Date: 14 July, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Re: A p p lic a tio n  N o .  Y /l-D B /2 . Area  6f. Discovery Bay. Response to  Public Comments

/ take p leasu re  in sub m ittin g  th e  attached  com m ent to  th e  Town  Planning 
Board in re sp e c t o f the  sub jec t A pplica tion .

Yours  s ince re ly ,
A n d re w  B u m s

Andrew Bums |
J4曰07月201砰 星 期 四 23:0̂  
tpbpd @ pi an d. gov. hk
Re: Applic汨ion No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery B的，Response to Pub ĉ Comments
Application Y-l-DB-2 Area 6f Response to Public Comments 14JL l6.pd

Secretary, Town Planning Board



4 4 0 S
To： Secretary , Town Planning Board  
(V ia e m a il: tpb p d @ p lan d .t> o v . hk)
A ppikation  No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/ 2

Gear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/i-PB/2: Area 6f# Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bay

HKR's consu ltan t. M asterplan  Lim ited, subm itted  HKR's reply  to  the  public  com m ents  to  the  
S ecre ta ria t o f  the  Town Planning  Board on  6th  June, 2016 . In the  covering  le tte r, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the application.
It is considered that many of the concerns raised ore also addressed in the response to the 
departmental comments, and does not require separation response. However, we would like 
to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed in the 
departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is disrespectful of 
those who submitted their comments during the public consultation and disrespectful of the 
town planning process.

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have been 
ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention tha t was given to  

the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have sufficient tim e  to  

answer the  comments, i t  only indicates that the  original submission was ill-prepared  and 

unready fo r  review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and  until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  public 

com m ents  fo r fu rther review  and  comment, the  applications fo r  Area 6f and 10b should be 

w ithdraw n .



Queiicii U»e rationale provided for the devclopinenl

IrmHcquate infrastructure to support increase in population

Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6i'U352 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f  #493 Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6 f  104 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6 fU \\0 9 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6 f #3458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6 f from a senior engineer

Area 6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f No Number Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission；, including detailed analysis of

Rafter #1892) drought impact and road access

M ultip le Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between Area
M ultip le

1 Ob and La Costa

M ultip le The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 0 9

Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The TLA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction o f 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle paricing has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Andrew  Burns 

Address:



欢件看:
主鼸：

W件.

tpixpd#piM(LfDvitk 
A «*atoc» N a TPBOT/l-DB/2
160711 ToTws n m a f  Board «  Am ATTOD36.0EI

4410

To: The Secretary, Town Planning Board, Hong Kong 

My nanr>« is Timothy Paul Conti. I am an owner of.

Pfeasc find attached my letter of objection (wtfh «ttjch«d M s ) to th« above application foUowmg the de^oper's 
sddftion^ comments.



To： Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(Via email： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

4 4 1 0

Dear Sirs,

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

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR’s reply to  the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during the public consultation

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was 
given to the comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have 
sufficient time to answer the comments, it only indicates that the original submission 
— — — v一

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to the 
public comments for further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


A.rc  ̂<)f # 1.5 Queries the nitionale provided for the development

Area 6f #34 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6 f#1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number 

rafter #1892^

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis o f 
drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Multiple
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 1 Ob and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 1 0
Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The TIA  has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:

Address:
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4 4  U
To： Secretary, Town P lanning Board  
(Via em ail tp b p d @ p la n d .g 〇v .h k )
Application  No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

D ear S irs,

Com m ents  on A pp lica tion  No . Y/l-D B /2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part^ in  D.D, 352.

Discovery  Bay

HKR's consu ltan t. M asterp lan  Lim ited, subm itted  HKR’s rep ly  to  the  public  com m ents  
to  th e  S ecretaria t o f  th e  Town Planning  Board on 6th  June, 2016 . In the  covering  

le tte r, it  said:

We hove also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application, ft is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful o f those who submitted their comments during the public consultation 
and disrespectful of the  town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the  original HKR submission. Most o f these im portant comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention that was 

given to  the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

suffic ient tim e  to  answer the  comments, i t  only indicates th a t the  original submission 

was ill-prepared  and unready  fo r review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and un til HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed  responses to  the 

public  com m ents  fo r  fu r th e r  review  and com m ent, the  applications  for Area 6f and 

10b should  be w ithd raw n .



Oucrics ihc rationale provided for the <levelopmcnl

A iraM JrKiJequalc infrastructure to support increase in population

Ace** 〇 f^204 Safely and sustainability issues

Area 6f^352 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

A rea 6 f  #493 U nresolved issues o f  encroachm ent on governm ent land elsew here on the lo t

Area 6fU\  104 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area 6 f

Area6f#lW9 Detailed review o f the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6f^l458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6 f from  a senior engineer

Area 6f #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6fNo Number Comprehensive review  o f Area 6 f submission, includ ing  detailed analysis o f

(after ̂ 1892) drought impact and road access

M u l t i p l e Failure  to  consult w ith  the co-owners o f the lo t

M u l t i p l e
Area 1 Ob and La Costa

M u l t i p l e  T h e  Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 A l l

M ultiple MKK is not the sole 1an<l owner, as tlie lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple 'J'hc population ci\p o f 25,000 should be preserved.

M ultiple 1IKR  should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M ultip le
DBSM L, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC  to conclude 
agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lo t

M u ltip le
The T IA  has ignored the road safety issues arising fiom  the interaction of 

increasing tra ffic  and g o lf carts

M u ltip le V eh ic le  parking  has not been addressed

M u ltip le The  bus depot should be zoned GAC .

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:__________________Jeffrey Vella

Address:

7 'v< ^
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4 4 1 2
To： Secretary, Town  Plann ing  Board 

(Vfa e m a il: t p b 〇d ® p la n d .g 〇v.hk> 
A p p lica tio n  N o .: T P B /Y /l-D B /2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application Mo. Y/卜DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part、 in D.D. 352,
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR^ reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised ore also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim tha t many o f  the  concerns raised in the  public consultation are addressed 
in the  departm ental comments and does no t require separation response (s\c) is 

disrespectful o f  those w ho  subm itted  th e ir  comments during  the  public consultation  

and disrespectful o f  the  tow n  planning  process.

The owners  and  residents o f  DB made many  highly  detailed  and  w ell-docum ented  

com m ents  on  the  orig inal HKR submission . M ost o f  these im p o rta n t com m ents  have 

been ignored .

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention tha t was 

given to the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did no t have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the  comments, i t  only indicates th a t  the  original submission 

was ill-prepared  and unready fo r  review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and un til HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed  responses to  the  

public com m ents  fo r  fu rth e r  review  and com m ent, the  applications fo r  Area 6f and 

10b should be w ithdraw n .



ArvNi M l,>ucnes ihe r.Jtumalc pruvidcti lor the development

Inadequate inlriisiruclurc lo support increase in population

Safety and sustainability issues

Ar级  61̂ 352 A ccess issues. Concern over supply o f  potable w ater in drought conditions

A rea 6 f #493 U nresolved issues o f  encroachm ent on governm ent lan d  elsew here o n  the lot

A rea  6 f ^ U 0 4 L egal opinion on the sta tu s o f th e  P assag ew ay  a t A re a  6 f

A r e a  6 f # U 0 9 Detailed review  o f the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6 f #1458 Comprehensive review o f  issues affecting  Area 6 f from  a senior engineer

Area  6 f# I5 J 2 S ignificant submission by  the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f N o  Number Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, including detailed analysis of
( a f t e r  # 1 8 9 2 ) drought impact and road access

M u l t i p l e  Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between 
M u l t i p l e  .■

Area 1 Ob and La Costa

M ultip le The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 1 2

Multiple UKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The T1A has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction o f 

increasing traffic and golf cents

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: VIJAYAN GANESH
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ipbpd

奇件者：

I 寄件B期：
j 收件者： tpbpci @pland.fi〇v.hk

- i Comments rc: Application Na: TPB/Y/I-DB/2
附件： Commons To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application - Eiizabelh Ve]]a.docx

i

! Deaj' Secretary, Town Planning Board,

4 4 1 3

Please find attached comments regarding Application No.： TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Kind regards, 
Elizabeth Vella

Elizabeth Vella



To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 4 1 1 3

(Via email: tpbpd@ pland .gov.hk>
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

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

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during the public consultation

一 .

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have 
been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was 
given to the comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have 
sufficient tim e  to answer the comments, it only indicates that the original submission 
was ill-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the 

public comments for further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and 
10b should be withdrawn.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Area 5 Queries Oie rationale provided for the dcvelopjnent

Ara»(>fe；i Inadequate infrastructure lo support increase in population

A.rea6f#204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6 f# l 104 Legal opinion on the status of Ihe Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review of the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6 f #1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6 f from a senior engineer

Area6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f No Number 

ra fte r#1892)

Comprehensive review o f Area 6f submission, including detailed analysis of 

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Multiple
Complete absence o f information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area I Ob and La Costa

M ultiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

i  - m i  m n r z u
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Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

O
Multiple

Multiple

The TIA  has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and go lf carts

Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Rcsident:, Elizabeth Vella

Address: I—
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The Secretarial
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Poinl Govemment OHlces
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong

： . •'• •• / r r r ；

d .  A II: SO

- b y i i a W d

Re.: APPEAL BY RESIDENTS OF DISCOVERY BAY AGAINST 
THE APPLICATIONS 
Application n o .g ^ j ^ T ]
Area 6f, Lot385 RP & Ext. (Pari) in D.D.352, Discovery Bay 
To rezone the application site from “Other Specified Uses” 
annotated” Staff Quarters (5)’’ to “Residential (Group C) 12”

❸ Application no. Y/I-DB/3
To rezone Area 10b, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D.362, 
Discovery Bay from Service Area-dangerous goods to Residential 
(Group C) 13

Reasons:-
1. Property Owners o f Discovery Bay are buying under the existing OZP 

no. S/I-DB/4 Master Development Plan governing Discovery Bay 
which is a low density area with good facility layout proposal 
including quarters for the staff. All these greatly preserve the good and 
quiet environment of Discovery Bay. If the proposed development is 
approved, the good and quiet environment of Discovery Bay will 
greatly be affected, which is contrary to the planning intention and 
purpose o f the plans.

2. Hong Kong Resort flags high that it is a response to the Chief 
Executive’s Policy Address 2015 advocating for additional housing 
supply. In fact, the developer should have constructed the staff quarter 
and dangerous goods facilities long time ago to enhance the operation 
o f  Discovery Bay. It did not do it because it is not profit making and 
worst o f all, it has to pay to build, run and maintain these facilities.

3. 7 he approved conceptual town planning which aims to cater a



population o f 25,000 is one of the* main reason why rcs'ulcnts are 
nun ing into Discovery Bay, not 29,000 which 1 long Kong Kesorl is 
now Irving to increase.

4. The application by the developer to rezone the areas into residential is 
purely lor its sake o f profit making, without any regard to enhance the 
facility, operation and environment o f  Discovery Bay.

5. The rezoning has to take into consideration o f the original conceptual 
planning that these areas are for facilities serving the residents and 
staff. In this respect, the developer may consider to rezone them into 
recreationai/community uses f o r  the benefit o f  all the residents living 
in Discovery Bay, but not residential use for profit making.

6. Residents shall initiate various media/public attention, protest, 
campaigns and judicial review, should the conceptual planning o f  a 
peaceful environment o f  Discovery Bay under the governing Master 
Developm ent Plan OZP no. S/I-DB/4 be destroyed by the act o f  the 
Town Planning Board in approving the above referenced applications 
by Hong Kong Resort for the sake o f  profit making only with the 
residential building proposal which turns Discovery Bay from a 
unique, famous world known resort area into a residential camp.
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population o f  25 ,000 is one o f  the main reason w hy residents are 
m ovin g  into D iscovery Bay, not 29 ,000  w h ich  H ong K ong R esort is 
now  trying to increase.

4. The application the developer to  rezone the areas into residential is  
purely for its sake o f  profit m aking, w ithout any regard to enhance the 
facility, operation and environm ent o f  D iscovery  Bay.

5. The rezoning has to take into consideration o f  the original conceptual 
、 planning that these areas are for facilities serving the residents and

staff. In this respect, the developer may con sid er to rezone them  into 
recreational/com m unity uses for the benefit o f  all the residents liv in g  
in D isco v ery  Bay, but not residential use for profit m aking.

6. R esid en ts shall initiate various m edia/public attention, protest, 
cam p aigns and judicial review , should th e  conceptual p lann ing o f  a 
p ea cefu l environm ent o f  D isco v ery  Bay under the governing M aster  
D ev e lo p m en t Plan O ZP no. S /I-D B /4  b e  destroyed  by the act o f  the 
T ow n P laiin ing Board in approving the a b o v e  referenced ap p lications  
by H o n g  K ong R esort for the sake o f  p rofit m aking only w ith  tlie  
residentia l building proposal w h ich  turns D iscovery  B ay from  a 
u niq u e, fam ous w orld know n resort area into a residential cam p.
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To: Secretary/ Town Planning Board 
(Via email： tpbpd@ pland .gov .hk)
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Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/卜DB/2: Area 
Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352. 

Discovery Bay

The owners and residents of Discovery Bay have made highly detailed and well 
documented comments both via the Parkvale VOC, and personally, on the  original HKR 
submission. Most of these important comments appear to  have been ignored.

In addition to  the  submissions already put forward and listed below, I have included 
photographs o f the area in question taken from our flat, relating to  Area 6F -  our 
property is in Coral Court —as you can see the new structures, if approved, will impact 
significantly on both Coral Court and Crystal Court, with  the new structures being 
extremely close to  these existing buildings. It would destroy the view, which we all 
enjoy, and is an area constantly and consistently used by hikers, dog walkers, keep 
fitters, visitors, children and families alike.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


I  F la t area  le a d in g  to  W o o d g re e n  etc.

/  \
S te #  le a d in g  d o w n  t o  f la t  a fea  th a t  are  used^fe^  h ikers , d o g  w a lk e rs , keep  f it te rs ,

c h ild re n  &  fa m ilie s  a like .

No prior consultation was done by the HKR with  the residents o f Parkvale Village 

(especially those who will be most affected). The proposed development does not 

appear to  take into  account the  amount of land works tha t would have to  be carried 

out and the  noise and dust pollution this would cause to  residents many o f whom have 

babies and young families.

It should be noted that there are still plenty of empty properties available in Discovery 

Bay, and there  is always a constant supply of apartments available fo r sale /  rent. 

Basically this development is not required or wanted by DB Owners/Residents.
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The w h o le  reason p e op le  m oved  to  Discovery  Bay v\/as because  o f th e  greenery, open 

views, life s ty le  it o ffe rs  fo r  th o s e  w h o  like  to  w a lk /h ike , and  a less dense ly  popula ted  

area than  K ow loon  o r  Hong  Kong  Island.

I tru s t th a t  th e  Town  P lann ing  Board w ill take  in to  account th e  co m m en ts  and concerns  

o f  the  O w ners  /  Residents  o f  Parkvale  V illage  and  Discovery  Bay  as a w h o le .

Unless and  un til HKR and  its  co n su lta n t are  ab le  to  prov ide  de ta iled  responses  to  the  

pub lic  co m m e n ts  to  enab le  fu r th e r  re v ie w  and  co m m e n t, th e  a p p lica tio n s  fo r  Area  6 f 

and 10b  sh o u ld  be w ith d ra w n .

PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED DOCUMENTS:

Area 6f #15 Queries the rationale provided for the development

Area 6f #34 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f #4 93 Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6 f #1104 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area 6 f

Area 6 f# l 109 Detailed review of the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6f#  1458 c 〇m„ e _ 〇n ŝ

Area6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis of



! §g2) tirought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Multiple Complete absence o f information on the sewage treatment plant between Area 
1 Ob and La Costa

M ultiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

M ultiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

M ultiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

M ultiple HKR  should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

MultipJe DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC  to conclude 

agreements *with the government and other suppliers of services to  the lot

M ultip le The T IA  has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and g o lf carts

M u ltip le Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.
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Herewith  my com m ents . 
Yours fa ith fu lly ,
Brian Bunker

r *

Brian Bunker
Partner
Riverside Asia Partners Ltd

崎 r

議 讎 解 _
，質 ！ 於 撤

■, • • * . '-> ./■» i j. -■■• k
M i

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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To： Secretary, Tow n Planning Board  
(Via em ail; tp b p d C P p la n d .g o v .h k )
A pp lica tion  N o .: TPB/Y /l-D B /2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 35Ẑ
Discovery Bay

HKR's c o n s u lta n t,  M a s te rp la n  L im ited , su b m itte d  HKR's re p ly  to  th e  pub lic  co m m e n ts  

to  th e  S e c re ta r ia t  o f  th e  T ow n  P lann ing  Board  on  6 th  June, 2016 . In the co ve rin g  

letter, i t  sa id :

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  tha t many o f the concerns raised in the  public consultation are addressed 
in the departm enta l comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f  those  who subm itted  the ir comments during  the public consultation 

and disrespectfu l o f  the  tow n  planning process.

The ow ners  and  residents o f  DB m ade  many highly deta iled  and w ell-docum ented  

com m ents  on th e  orig inal HKR submission . M ost o f these  im po rtan t com m ents  have 

been ignored .

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention tha t was 

given to  the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the  comments, i t  only indicates th a t the original subm'»ss\on 

was ill-prepared  and unready for review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and u n til HKR and its  consultant are able to  provide  detailed responses to  the 

public com m ents  fo r  fu rth e r  review  and comment, the  applications fo r Area 6f and 

10b should  be w ithd raw n .



Ar̂ ' * 〇 ( > <^ucric.s the lationale provided lor the development

Area Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in p<^pulation

\rv,i^U2Q4 Safety and sustainability  issues

Area 6.f #15.2 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in droughl conditions

Area 6 f  #493 Unresolved issues o f  encroachment on government land elsewhere on the \ot

Area 6 f ^ U 0 4 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passagew ay at A rea 6 f

A rea 6 f U U 0 9 D etailed  review  o f  the TIA and the  Passagew ay

Area 6 f  #1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6 f  #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale V OC

A rea 6 f  N o N um ber Com prehensive review o f A rea 6 f  subm ission, including detailed analysis o f

( a f t e r  # 1 8 9 2 ) drought impact and road access

M u l t i p l e Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between
Multiple

Area 10b and La Costa

M u l t i p l e  T h e  Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.





To. Secretary, Town Planning Board 

(Via em a il： tp b p d ( j)p la n d .e o v .h k i

4417

A pplication N o .: TPB /Y/l-D B/2  

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part^ in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bav

HKR^ c o n s u lta n t . M aste rp lan  L im ited , subm itted  H K ^s  rep ly  to  th e  pub lic  com m ents  
to  th e  S e c re ta ria t o f  th e  Tow n  Plann ing  Board on  6 th  June, 2016 . In the  co ve rin g  

le tter, i t  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised ore also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  tha t many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departm ental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful o f  those who submitted  their comments during the public consukation 
and disrespectful o f the tow n  planning process.

The owners and  residents o f  DB made many highly detailed  and well-documented 

comments on th e  original HKR submission. M ost o f these  im portant comments have 

been ignored .

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention tha t was 

given to  the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the  comments, it only indicates tha t the original submission 

was ill-p repared  and unready for review  under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and u n til HKR and its  consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the 

public com m ents  fo r fu rthe r review  and comment, the  applications for Area 6f and 

10b should  be  w ithdraw n .



(gurries the nilionaie provided t(*r the development

A ten o r #34 In;u1ciiu；itc infraslructuro to support increase in population

\^ \i〇 fj¥2Q4 Safety ajid sustainability issues

Area 6 f  #352 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

Area #493 Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6 f  3̂ 1 104 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passagew ay at A rea 6 f

Area 6 f U \ \ 0 9 D etailed  review o f  the TLA and the Passagew ay

A rea 6 f  #1458 C om prehensive review  o f  issues a ffec tin g  A rea  6 f  from  a  sen io r engineer

Area 6 f  # \ 5 U Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f  N o N um ber 

( a f t e r  # 1 8 9 2 )

Comprehensive review o f A rea 6 f  submission, including detailed analysis o f 

drought impact and road access

M u l t i p l e FaiJure to consult w ith the co-ow ners o f  the lot

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between
Multiple

Area 10b and La Costa

M u l t i p l e  The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



M u lt ip le

M u lt ip le

M ultiple
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IKK is nut Ute sole liiml owucr，as the lot is held a

T he  p o p u la t io n  cap  o f  2 5 ,000  s h o u ld  be prese rved .

\ IKK should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M ultiple DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 
agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and go lf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned GAC.

鑛

Name o f Discovery Bay O w n er:_ Michael John 

Bishop_D.I.S.________________________________



Andrew B u m sl_______
J 4日07月2 0】6% 星 期 123 7:13 
tpbpd @ pland. gov. hk
Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay, ParVvalc Passageway 
Application Y-I-DB-2 Ai*ea 6f Passageways 14JLl6.pdf

丁〇 : S e cre ta ry , Town Planning Board

Date: 14 July, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Re: App/i'cati'on No. Y/l-PB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay. Parkvale Passagevyiay

I take pleasure in  s u b m it t in g  th e  a tta c h e d  c o m m e n t  to  th e  Town  Plann ing  

Board in  r e s p e c t  o f  th e  s u b je c t  A p p lic a t io n .

Yours sincereiy,
Andrew Burns

阶 '4-:f

■ m m rn

瞧 變 _ 獅 祕
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Ko: AooUc%iti〇n No, Y/t-PB/2. Aroa 6f. Discovorv B av  -  Parkva'o Passag ow av

M.iny rospondonts to ttie tiist round of public consultation on tine proposal to rezone 
(>f y\t niscovoiy Bay (DB) from "Staff Quarters" to ^Residential (Group C) 12w 

pointt\1 out that the brick roadway running adjacent to Woodbury Court, Woodgreen 
Couit .u)d Woodkind Court of Pmkvale Village is a private Passageway maintained by 
the ownei'S of the Village. As such, HKR has no authority to re-designate the

as a thoroughfare for use ns access to the new development at Area 6f.

The submissions pointed out that the Manager, Discovery Bay Services Management 
Limited (DBSML), a subsidiary of the Applicant, has been charging Parkvale owners 
and Pnrkvale owners alone for maintenance of this Passageway for the past 28 years. 
DBSML could only charge the owners of Parkvale Village for maintenance of the 
Passageway if the area is designated as Village Common Area. Tliere is no provision in 
the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC) or Parkvale Sub-DMC for DBSML to charge 
Parkvale owners fo r maintenance otherwise.

In  its response to the public comments (Appendix E, Page 2), the Applicant replied.

The part o f Parkvale Drive at the pocket of Parkvale Village is identified as 
"Passageways9. It is not pari o f Village Retained Areas nor designated by the 
Registered Owner as pa it o f the Village Common Areas.

Accordingly, the ownorship o f the Passageways vests with the Registered Ow/ier 
who is entitled to grant a Right o f Way to other parties to use the Passageways 
to the proposed development in Area 6f,

These statements are flawed, as they are not supported by the DMC, the Parkvale 
Village Sub-DMC, the Land Grant registered in the Land Registry as IS6122, or existing 
practice in DB.

"Registered Owner" is defined in the DMC to mean Hong Kong Resort Company 
Limited (HKR), the  Applicant in the current proposal to the Town Planning Board (TPB) 
The term  has no other meaning, and bestows no special privileges or rights upon HKR

HKR's rights are clearly set out in the DMC. Nowhere in  the DMC is HKR granted any 
Mvestedw rights. A s  with all other owners of the lot, HKR*s right to  exclusive use



potisession  ijn<< en joym ent o f any  part of or structure  on  Ihe lo t is expressed  through  its  

ownersh ip  o f undiv ided  shares  in 丨he lot.

At Page / of the DMC (attached to this submission), the lot was notionally divided into 
250,000 uiuiivided shares, which were immediately allocated to certain uses. AH 
undivided shares in DB have an associated use. Section III of the DMC sets down very 
strict criteria on the sub-allocation of these undivided shares to specific structures, 
facilities and areas on the lot according to their use.

Most importantly, undivided shares that have been allocated to certain uses at Page 7 
remain tied to that use. It is not possible to re-designate undivided shares to other uses, 
except in accordance with the very limited leeway provided at Section III.

Requirement to Allocate Undivided Shares

According to Special Condition 10 (c)(i) of the Land Grant, HKR must allocate undivided ^
shares to the "Reserved Portion'* before it may assign any undivided shares to other '
owners.

According to Condition 9 of the Land Grant， ’Reserved Port/on1 means fhe non- 
membership golf club, the cabfe-car system, the pier structure, the breakwater， the 
reservoir) the dam, the salt and fresh water storage and treatment areas and facilities, 
the roads, paths and greens and other facilities and areas erected and provided on the 
lot pursuant to the provisions of these Conditions and which are intended for use in 
common by alf the co-owners of the lot or any part or parts thereof… ”

Therefore, when putting the flats in Parkvale Village on public sale, HKR had to allocate 
a certain kind of undivided share to the Passageways. Only two types of undivided 
shares are appropriate: Retained Area shares, by which HKR retains possession and 
remains responsible for maintenance of the Passageways; and Common Area shares, 
by which all owners are responsible for maintenance.

HKR claims that it has not designated the Passageways within  Parkvale Village  as 
Village Common Area. Therefore, no Village  Common  Area  undivided  shares have 
been allocated  to the  Passageways. Furthermore, HKR  stated  in its subm ission  that the  
Passageways  are  not part o f the  Village Retained Area . The  Parkvale  sub-DM C  
allocates Retained Area  undivided  shares  to the  Village  Retained Areas, but no  
R etained  A rea  undivided  shares  to the Passageways . Hence, HKR  does  n o tuownn the  
Passagew ays  by  virtue  o f the  Sub-DMC .

At best, HKR has three choices:

1. Declare the Passageways to be City Retained Area and allocate the appropriate 
num ber o f City Retained Area undivided shares. HKR will then need to  take over 
maintenance responsibility for all Passageways in DB, and compensate all

2 of 4
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S/illages for all past expenditure for maintaining HKR's passageways. HKR mav 
then grant right of way through Parkvale Village to Area 6f.

2. Declare the Passageways to be City Common Area. HKR will need to pay its 
portion of the City expenses for maintaining all Passageways in DB, and 
compensate all Villages for past expenditure. Area 6 f will have automatic right of 
access through the City Common Area.

3. Maintain the status quo, whereby the Passageways are treated as Village 
Common Area. Area 6f will have no right of access through the Parkvale 
Passageway. It could easily be argued that this is established practice; HKR has 
enforced this practice for more than 30 years across DB through its subsidiary, 
DBSML.

According to the voting records at the City Owners' Committee, the Owners' Committee 
under the Building Management Ordinance, DBSML and not HKR has possession and 
control o f all City and Village Common Area and Facilities undivided shares.

丁he Town Planning Board must exercise extreme caution when dealing with matters 
concerning the control of any area in DB, especially those village areas for which no 
undivided shares have been allocated in the Sub-DMC. A clear understanding of the 
operation of the share regime at Discovery Bay and existing practice as carried out by 
HKR's subsidiary, DBSML, is essential to avoid making mistakes.

A n y  decisions by the TPB that ignore the share regime under the DMC and estab\ished 
practice  would  be subject to judicial review.

Yours  sincerely,
A ndrew  Burns
O w ner and  Resident, Discovery  Bay



|4) Tfn* U i ' ^ i ：A iUin i  〇wm*i i n  1 >» * *rf> 1 ota t  U* U A  i "
^ c o u l .m -o  w ilh  U>e Mr.tiM l>lana ar»J »vit, coi ls t i ucLf/d or ir, in  t.U? tx > u i 〇/ 
coiV iU ui-tin j on Uto J^l. Itxy C ity Coimwj* Are^s ar*3 fV jcilil ie s  which h .iw  
<x>n>pi t't eci or in Llx* course oi' tx.»ir»y cx^nplcLed-
〇  TI'in? IU?tj isLored CVix^r in a ls o  in Lh»o course o f  cl<?velo^>i r»j Lhi〇 l /5 t
in  •u/oorxitwre  w i t h  Ux? Mn«U，r Plans arKJ has construcLed or i s  in  the cou rse o f  

c o /v itru d  iu^ 1>AHKKIDCK VIUf^GE o f  which Seaview, Sunrise aixJ Mountain View 
Kive >xn?〇 txxn£>let〇d a n d  a n  Occupation l^ccmits in  resp ect o f  the same have been  

obtain ed  ai>J a  Consent to A ssign  has been issu ed  co verin g  the a fo r e s a id  
bu i U)i nqjs.
(6) F\>r th e  purpose o f  s o le  th e L ot and the c i t y  have been n o t io n a lly

d iv id e d  in t o  2 5 0 , 0 0 0  equal Undivided sh a re s  which have been a l lo c a t e d  a s  
fo llo w s  :一

R e s id e n t ia l  Developnient 5 6 ,5 0 0
OofTmercial Developm ent 4 ,8 5 0
C lu b s and p u b l ic  r e c r e a t io n  a c t i v i t i e s  2 ,1 5 0
H ote l 3 ,5 0 0
S c h o o ls  300
G r  f^ r k s  5 ,0 0 0

(1 u n d iv id e d  sh a r e  fo r  e a c h  c a r  

park x  5 ,0 0 0 )

-Reserve Undivided Shares 5 5 ,0 0 0

C ity  and V illa g e  R etained A reas 1 0 0 ,0 0 0

C ity  and V il la g e  Conmon A reas 2 2 ,7 0 0
And F a c i l i t i e s

2 5 0 ,0 0 0

(7) The sa id  250,000 equal undivided shares s h a ll  be a llo c a te d  to  the
City and the v illa g e s  as  provided by th is  Deed and any Sub-Deeds oC Mutual 
Cbveoants.
(8) By a Reassignment dated the 8 th  day o f Septent>er 1982 anc3 inade

between the Mortgagee of the one p a r t and the R egistered  CX̂ nec o f the o th e r  
p a rt A ll That the  e s ta te  r i^ h t  t i t l e  b e n e fit and in te r e s t  o f  and in  /M l Those 
30,800 equal undivided 250,000 p a r ts  o r sh a res  o f  and in  th e  Lot and the C ity  
together w ith th e  f u l l  exclusive r ig h t  and p r iv ile g e  to  hold use occupy a rd  

enjoy A l l  7t/jse Parkridge V illage , Beach v i l la g e  and tteadland V illa g e  a s  more



m i t n n  m i l

G W Lovegrove 
】 5日07月2016年星期五10:】 8 
tpbpd@pl3nd-S〇v.hk 
AppJication No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2 
】6-07. H  DL  6f comments Rev00.pdf

i  I ' f u  v r a P W B i

4 4 1 3

Dear Sir,

I attach my comments on Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2 for your consideration. 

Kind reg a rd s,

D en ise  L o v e  g ro v e



Ic*： StfCicMrv, lo w o  P lan n in g  B oard  
(Uv c HMil tphDd(5>pldncl.g〇v.hk> 
A pplication  N o .； T PB /Y /I-D 0/2

4 4 1 9

Dear Sii5#

Com m ents on A ppiication  IMo. Y/l-D B/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part^ in D.D. 352> Discovery  
Boy
I object to the proposed developm ent in both its original and current form .

MKR's consultant, Masterplan  Lim ited, subm itted  HKR's reply  to  the  public  comments to  the  

Secretariat o f the  Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the  covering letter, it  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the application. It is 
considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in the response to the departmental 
comments, and does not require separation response. However, we would like to specifically address 

few issues in Annex E in the enclosure.
T he  da im  th a t m any  o f  the  concerns  raised in th e  pub lic  consu lta tion  are  addressed in  the  

dep a rtm e n ta l co m m e n ts  and  does  n o t  requ ire  separation  response  (sic) is disrespectfu l of those  

w h o  subm itted  th e ir  com m en ts  d u rin g  the  pub lic  consu lta tio n  and  d is respectfu l of the  to w n  

p la n n in g  process.

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented comments on 
the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was given to the 
comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have sufficient time to answer the 
comments, it only indicates that the original submission was ill-prepared and unready for review 
under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to the public 
comments for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

I h a v e  p a r t ic u la r  c o m m e n t s  n u m b e r e d  1  t o  7 b e lo w  o n  HKRl's R e s p o n s e  to  C o m m e n t s  d a te d  6 Ju n e  

2 0 1 6  a n d  in a d d i t i o n  n o t e  t h a t  i m p o r t a n t  issu es  ra is e d  by  r e s i d e n t s  in April 2 0 1 6  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  

fu l ly  d e a l t  w i th  ( s e e  8  b e lo w ).

1. The Responses defer issues that are key to the development being proposed to the design stage 
whereas they should be shown by preliminary design at least to  be feasible before the Section 
12A application is approved viz.: sewage treatment; water supply; hiking tra ii (\wh\ch current^ 
crosses the development site in spite of what HKRI says to  the contrary -  see below); access to 

the development during both construction and operation (the legal situation regarding the 

access through Parkvale Village put forward by HKRI is open to  dispute m spite of what HKRl's 

comments —see legal opinion in Objection No. 1104);

2. The Public Consultation meetings and documents referred to  by HKRI in Appendix E of the 

response document submitted on 6 June 2016 did not consult the public; they only informed 

the public who had no opportun ity  for input into the  design.



.{. I h i 4 |)〇iu n u * n t  s u I h i i iU im I b y  IIK K I <*<» ** lu iw* M-tiMs to  < i l y  ( f .M )  ( i〇p u l.» ti〇n
".(•«»“ 書s l> u ^ u m .» lilY  Uu*si* .i m * l ia s r t i  m . im ly  o n  (h i*  s iifv * *y v  Wy t M
r /o n i  t i m r  (u  t iru o .  M .m y  M *M clents# in y s H I  in c lu d e d ,  i l o  iu>t < o m p U *te  th e s e  qu<rM i〇» m d iies  
athoi b in  .mst* t io in j i  w ith  no lo n f； te rm  stak e  in  D is c o v e ry  B«jy lh i* y  c a n n o t  bi> b o th e r e d

to  ifo st) <j * bi*ci*us*»  C M  n»;»kt?s c le a r  I h u t  Ih e  in lo m ^ u t io n  c o n tn in e i i  in  re s p o n s e * ,  c a n  b e  u s e d  

r〇 f p u rp o s e s  o thc» f th a r)  basic  p o p u la t io n  s ta t is t ic s .  T h e re fo re ,  l o  say  t h a t  t h e  re c o rd s  a " ， 
c o m p le te  ,，rid  i i t x im U e  is  p r o b a b ly  u n t ru e  a n d  C M ’s p o p u la t io n  f ig u re s  p r o b d b ly  u n d e r e s t im a te  

t h e  t r u e  p o p u l< i t io n  o f  D is c o v e ry  Bay.

4 . Sottirjg aside Jegal aspects concerning the proposed access to  the site through  Parkvale Village, 

K is to ta lly  devoid o f basic planning sense.

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL D&VELOPMEKT PLAN
vrft= » » v<  ，， 丨 ：_B i . _ _

I

The P a ssa g e  w ay  in q u e s t io n  ( se e  yellow  ro u te  in t h e  r e d  box  ab o v e )  is n o  m o r e  t h a n  a sing^ 、 

lan e  r o a d  p a v e d  w ith  c o n c re te  blocks like m o s t  o f  t h e  wIan e sw in D iscovery  Bay t h a t  e v e n  th 'e

reg u la r  b u s e s  to  P arkvale  h a v e  difficulty n e g o t ia t in g  ( s e e  p h o to g ra p h ) .

The entire length of road and passageway leading to 
the site from the Reservoir road (both inside and 
outside the red box above) is not designed for 
construction vehicles such as concrete mixer trucks, 
heavy trucks and low loaders delivering materials and 
equipment and the like. It 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 w ith  limUied numbers of
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buses). This w ou lcU ic ive  been  obvious to an y  engineer w ho  in spected  the  s ite  but has been 
ignored in the design of the sch em e because  the Revised T IA  d o es no t even m ention 
const! uction Ira ffic  n ever m ind its im p act on a road not designed fo r h eavy  veh ic le s .

5 . L ikew ise , im pacts arising  from  co n stru ctio n  tra ffic  are  ignored in both th e  En v iro nm enta l Study
and th e  revised EIA  even though it w o u ld  have been obvious to an e n v iro n m e n ta l eng in eer that

this w o u ld  pass u nd er the  w in d o w s of f la ts  in Parkvale  V illage.

6. The Response dated 6 June states the athe existing hiking trail does not cross the site at any 
point As such there no need to demarcate any private or public zone at the sitê . This is not 
true (although such a trail is marked on Lands & Surveys maps). The inconvenient truth is 
that a hiking trail which has been in use for about 30 years runs right through the site (blue 
dotted line below) to a flight of steps and both this part of the trail and the lower part of the 
flight of steps will be made inaccessible by development in Area 6b (at least during construction 
and probably permanently if past performance by HKRCL is anything to go on). HKRI has in the 
past totally ignored hiking trails and since site formation for Discovery Bay City, the golf course 
and reservoir was commenced around 1979, about 2,930m of 3m wide track has been made 
totally inaccessible to the public and about 5,640m of footpath either totally inaccessible or 
worthless because of being cut off at the golf course/reservoir boundaries. HKRI reprovisioned 
1,830m in 1989/90 leaving about 6,700m of footpath inaccessible. The situation relating to 
existing footpaths and the like is dealt with in the Land Grant whereby HKRCL is required to 
divert or reinstate any paths and tracks disrupted by its development however, about 6.7km of 
footpath and track have not been reinstated (nor equivalent alternatives provided) and HKRCL 
has refused to do so when requested by its co-owners and residents of Discovery Bay. 
Therefore Town Planning Board must make re-provisioning of all hiking trails disrupted by this 
and other site formation works carried out for HKRCL a condition of approval for the 
Application.

7. The Response dated 6 June states: MAreo 6a will provide its own sewage treatment facilitiesf, 
and e,the applicant will undertake the design, construction and implementation of an on-site 
sewage treatment plant,\ How this will be done is pivotal to approval of the development and 
feasibility designs must be submitted for consideration to show this is both possible and 
environmentally acceptable before planning permission is given.

8. I wish to re-state the following comments made previously:

Objection No. Date Summary

15 21/03/2016 14:43 Q ueries  th e  rationale  p rov ided  for t h e  d e v e lo p m en t

34 • 21/03/2016 20:06 In a d e q u a te  in frastructu re  to  su p p o r t  increase  in 

popu la t ion



| 2(V1 H):12 Safely am J s u s td in a lj ih ly  is su e s

3S2 20/03/201 b 10:12 A c c e s s  is s u e s . C o n c e rn  o v e r  su p p ly  o f p o ta b le  w ate r 

in  d ro u g h t c o n d it io n s

493 31/03/2016 10:03 Unresolved issues of encroachment on Government 
land elsewhere on the Lot

1104 04/04/2016 14:18 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at 
Area 6f

1109 04/04/2016 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

1458 07/04/2016 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f

1512 07/04/2016 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

No number. 
Author Mr R M 
Smith

08/04/2016 Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, 
including detailed analysis of drought impact and 
road access

_______________________ —____
Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot -

Multiple Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 
agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the Lot

Multiple The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 
increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed ^

M u lt ip le The bus depot should be zoned G/IC

Yours faithfully,

✓
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tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
Application No.: TPBA"/l-DB/2 
16.07.14 GL 6f comments Rev00.pdf

Deai- Sir,

I attach m y com m ents on A p p lication  N o.: TPB A ^/I-D B^ for your consideration.

K ind regards,

G W  L o v eg ro v e

4 4 Z 0

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Tcv Secet..<^ r〇vvn Board

(pv tpbBcj^pland.govUTk)
Appi<t*,tiun t^s/ y/ i-du/ z

4120

pc：j r  Sirs,

Comments on  A pp lica tion  No. Y/l-P B /2 : Area 6f. Lot 38S RP &  Ext (Part) in P.P. 3S2, Discovery

Ba^

I object to  the  proposed  developm ent in both  its original and curren t form .

HKR's consultant, Masterplan  Lim ited, subm itted  HKR's rep ly  to  the  public  com m ents  to the  
Secretariat o f  the  Town  Planning Board on 6th  June, 2016. In the  covering  le tter, i t  said:

We hove also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the application. It is 
considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in the response to the departmental 
commentŝ  and does not require separation response. However, we would like to specifically address 
few issues in Annex E in the enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed in the 
departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is disrespectful of those 
who submitted their comments during the public consultation and disrespectful of the town 
planning process.

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented comments on 
the  original H KR  submission. Most of these important comments have been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention tha t was given to  the 
comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have sufficient tim e  to  answer the 
comments, it only indicates that the  original submission was ill-prepared and unready for review 

under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the public 
comments for further review and comment, the application for Area 6f should be withdrawn.

I have particular comments numbered 1 to 7 below on HKRI's Response to Comments dated 6 June 
2016 and in addition note that important issues raised by residents in April 2016 have not been 

fu lly  dealt with  (see 8 below).
1. The Responses defer issues that are key to  the development being proposed to  the design stage 

whereas they should be shown by preliminary design at least to  be feasible before the Section 

12A application is approved viz.: sewage treatment; water supply; hiking tra il (which currently 

crosses the development site in spite of what HKRI says to  the contrary -  see below); access to 

the development during both construction and operation (the legal situation regarding the 

access through Parkvale Village put forward by HKRI is open to  dispute in spite of what HKRl;s 

com m ents-see  legal opinion in  Objection No. 1104);

2. The Public Consultation meetings and documents referred to  by HKRI in Appendix E of the 

response document submitted on 6 June 2016 did not consult the public; they only Informed 

the public who had no opportunity for input into the design.
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V Ihe submitttul by MKKI on 0 June 201(» uH^-rs lo  f；iiy  M a n iip .cm e fs p^pti

rvcouls. Pn'sunuibly thrso  iiro based mninly on Ihc ciucsliomidir*.? 5,*jrveys conciuf.tiHl by 

fio /n  tum> to  lime. Many resitlen(\, mysi?M induded, (Jo n〇t compleie these? questionnaires 

oithoj Ix^ciujsf* tukin^ tontints w ith  no lon^ Icjrni stake in Discovery Bay they cannot be bothered  

t<> so 0 1  hecauM? CM makes clear that Uie inform ation  contained in responses can be used 

for purposes oth(.»r than busic population  slatistics. Therefore, lo  say tlia t the  records are 

complete and accurate is prob iib ly  untrue  and CM's population  figures probably underestim ate  

the  true  population  o f Discovery Bay.

Setting aside legal aspects concerning the  proposed  access to  the  site th rough Parkvale Village 
/t is to tally  devoid of basic p lanning sense.

LECC»C«

o

AREA 6f
PROPOSED RESIDENT^L DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Passage way in question  (see yellow  route in the  red box above) is no more than a sing 7

fane road  paved w ith  concrete blocks like most o f the  "lanes”  in Discovery Bay that even the
regular buses to Parkvale have difficu lty  negotiating  (see photograph).

The entire length of road and passageway leading to 
the site from the Reservoir road (both inside and 
outside the red box above) is not designed for 
construction vehicles such as concrete mixer trucks, 
heavy trucks and low loaders delivering materials and 

equipment and the like. It 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 o f the  route (a problem which does not arise at present w ith  lim ited numbers of
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bust's)- * his would have bti»:n obvious to any engineer who inspected the site but h〇s oeen 

('ti in the design of the scheme because the Revised TIA does not even mention 
const* action tra/hc never mind its impact on a road not designed for heavy vehicies.

5. likewise, impacts arising from construction traffic are ignored in both the Environmental Study 
jn d  the revised EIA even tJiough it would have been obvious to an environmental engineer that 
this would pass under the windows of flats in Parkvale Village.

6. The Response dated 6 June states the "the ex/stVng h/Tc/ng tra ，7 does not cross the site at any 
point. As such there no need to demarcate any private or public zone at the s/tew. This is not 
true (although such a trail is marked on Lands & Surveys maps). The inconvenient truth is 
that a hiking trail which has been in use for about 30 years runs right through the site (blue 
dotted line below) to a flight of steps and both this part of the trail and the lower part of the 
flight of steps will be made inaccessible by development in Area 6b (at least during construction 
and probably permanently if past performance by HKRCL is anything to go on). HKRl has in the 
past tota/ly ignored hiking trails and since site formation for Discovery Bay City, the golf course 
and reservoir was commenced around 1979, about 2,930m of 3m wide track has been made 
totally inaccessible to the public and about S,640m of footpath either totally inaccessible or 
worthless because of being cut off at the golf course/reservoir boundaries. HKRl reprovisioned 
1,830m in 1989/90 leaving about 6,700m of footpath inaccessible. The situation relating to 
existing footpaths and the like is dealt with  in the  Land Grant whereby HKRCL is required to 
divert or reinstate any paths and tracks disrupted by its development however, about 6.7km of 
footpath  and track have not been reinstated (nor equivalent alternatives provided) and HKRCL 
has refused to  do so when requested by its co-owners and residents of Discover/ Bay. 
Therefore Town Planning Board must make re-provisioning of all hiking trails disrupted by this 

and o the r site form ation  works carried out fo r  HKRCL a condition  of approval for the  

Application.

7. The Response dated 6 June states: "Area 6〇f tv/// prowde /ts owr? sewage treatment facimes" 
and ltthe applicant w ill undertake the design, construction and implementation o f an on-site 
sewage treatment p la n t\ How this will be done is pivotal to approval of the development and 

feasibility designs must be submitted for consideration to show this is both possible and 

environmentally acceptable before planning permission is given.

8. I wish to  re-state the following comments made previously:

Objection No. Date Summary

15 21 /03/2016  14:43 Queries the rationale provided for the development

34 21 /03/2016  20:06 Inadequate infrastructure to  support increase in 

population
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29 /03 /201(> 10:12 Safety and sustainability issues

3b2 29/03/201G 10:12 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water 
in drought conditions

493 31 /03/2016  10:03 Unresolved issues of encroachment on Government 
land elsewhere on the Lot

1104 04/04/2016  14:18 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at 
Area 6f

1109 04/04/2016 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

1458 07/04/2016 Comprehensive review  of issues affecting Area 6f

1512 07/04/2016 Significant submission by the  Parkvale VOC

No number. 

Author M r  R M 

Smith

08/04/2016 Comprehensive review  o f Area 6f submission, 

including detailed analysis of drought impact and 

road access

M ultip le Failure to  consult w ith  the co-owners o f the  lo t

M ultip le Complete absence o f information on the  sewage treatm ent plant

M ultip le The Outline  Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

M ultip le HKR is not the  sole land owner, as the  lo t is held under a DMC

M ultip le The population  cap o f 25,000 should be preserved

M ultip le HKR should  release the  existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M u ltip le
DBSML, not HKR, is the  sole party authorised  under the  DMC to  conclude 

agreements with  the  government and other suppliers of services to  the Lot

M u ltip le
The TIA has ignored the  road safety issues arising from  the  interaction  of 

increasing traffic  and golf carts

M u ltip le Vehicle parking has not been addressed

M u ltip le The bus depot should be zoned G/IC

Yours faithfully,

------- tZ~.

Name:
Tel:
Email:
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R e-sen d  

D ea r  Sir,

I attach m y  com m ents on A pplication  N o.: T PB A ^/I-D B ^ for your consideration. 

K ind regards,

D en ise  L o v e  grove

m



Tor Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(By e-mail: tpbpd@ pland .gov.hk) 
Application No.: TPB/Y/卜DB/2 4 4 2 1

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application Mo. Y/卜DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery 
Bay

I object to the proposed development in both its original and current form.

HKR^ consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to  the public comments to the 
Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the  covering letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the application. It is 
considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in the response to the departmental 
comments, and does not require separation response. However, we would like to specifically address 
few  issues in Annex E in the enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed in the 
departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is disrespectful of those 
w ho  submitted their comments during the public consultation and disrespectful of the town 
planning process.

The  owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented comments on 
th e  original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was given to  the 

comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have sufficient tim e  to  answer the 
comments, it only indicates that the original submission was ill-prepared and unready for review 
under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to  the public 
comments for further review and comment, the application fo r Area 6f should be withdrawn.

I have particular comments numbered 1 to  7 below on HKRI's Response to  Comments dated 6 June 

2016  and in addition note that important issues raised by residents in April 2016 have not been 

fu lly  dealt with  (see 8 below).

1. The Responses defer issues tha t are key to  the development being proposed to  the  design stage 

whereas they should be shown by preliminary design at least to  be feasible before the Section 

12A application is approved viz.: sewage treatment; water supply; hiking trail (which currently 

crosses the development site in spite o f what HKRI says to  the  contrary -  see below); access to 

the development during both  construction and operation (the legal situation  regarding the 

access through Parkvale Village put forward  by HKRI is open to  dispute in spite of what HKRI's 

com m ents-see  legal opinion in Objection No. 1104);

/ The Public Consultation meetings and documents referred to  by HKRI in Appendix E of the 

response document submitted  on 6 June 2016 did not consult the public; they only informed 

the public who had no opportunity  fo r input into the design.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
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3, The Docum ent subm itted  by MKRI on 6 June refers to City M anagement's  (CM) population 

records. Presumably these are based m ainly on the  questionnaire surveys conducted  by CM 

from  tim e  to  tim e . Many residents, myself included, do not complete  these questionnaires 

e ithe r because being  tenants w ith  no long  te rm  stake in Discovery Bay they  cannot be bothered 

to  do  so o r  because CM makes clear th a t the  in form ation  contained in responses can be used 

fo r purposes  o th e r  than basic population  statistics. Therefore, to  say tha t th e  records are 

com plete  and accurate is probably  untrue  and CM's population  figures probably  underestimate 

the  tru e  popu la tion  o f Discovery Bay.

4. Setting  aside legal aspects concerning the  proposed  access to  the  site th rough  Parkvale Village, 

it is to ta lly  devoid  o f  basic planning  sense.

八
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The Passage way in question (see yellow route in the red box above) is no more than a sing^j) 
lane road paved with concrete blocks like most of the "lanes" in Discovery Bay that even the 
regular buses to Parkvale have difficulty negotiating (see photograph).

The entire length of road and passageway leading to 
the site from the Reservoir road (both inside and 
outside the red box above) is not designed for 
construction vehicles such as concrete mixer trucks, 
heavy trucks and low loaders delivering materials and 
equipment and the like. It 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

i w r  r 謂  t t _  :丨  f l &



buses). This w ould  have been  obvious to  any engineer w ho  inspected  the  site b u t has been  

ignored in the  design of the  scheme because the  Revised TIA does no t even  m e n tio n  

construction  tra ffic  never m ind  its im pact on  a road  no t designed  fo r heavy  vehicles .

5. Likewise, 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 would pass under the windows of flats in Parkvale Village.

6. The Response dated 6 June states the athe existing hiking trail does not cross the site at any 
point As such there no need to demarcate any private or public zone ot the siter\ This is not 
true (although such a trail is marked on Lands & Surveys maps). The inconvenient tru th  is 
that a hiking trail which has been in use for about 30 years runs right through the site (blue 
dotted line below) to  a flight of steps and both this part of the  trail and the lower part of the 
flight of steps will be made inaccessible by development in Area 6b (at least during construction 
and probably permanently if past performance by HKRCL is anything to go on). HKRI has in the 
past totally ignored hiking trails and since site formation for Discovery Bay City, the  golf course 
and reservoir was commenced around 1979, about 2,930m o f 3m wide track has been made 
totally inaccessible to  the public and about 5,640m of footpath  either totally inaccessible or 
worthless because of being cut off at the golf course/reservoir boundaries. HKRI reprovisioned 
1,830m in 1989/90 leaving about 6,700m of footpath  inaccessible. The situation relating to  

existing footpaths and the like is dealt w ith  in the  Land Grant whereby HKRCL is required to  
divert or reinstate any paths and tracks disrupted by its development however, about 6.7km o f 

footpath and track have not been reinstated (nor equivalent alternatives provided) and HKRCL 

has refused to  do so when requested by its co-owners and residents of Discovery Bay. 

Therefore Town Planning Board must make re-provisioning o f all hiking trails disrupted by this 

and other site formation works carried out fo r  HKRCL a condition of approval fo r the  

Application.

7. The Response dated 6 June states: f,Area 6a will provide its own sewage treatment facilities'1 

and ^the applicant w ill undertake the design, construction and implementation o f an on-site 

sewage treatm ent plontf\ How this will be done is pivotal to approval of the development and 

feasibility designs must be submitted fo r consideration to show this is both possible and 

environmentally acceptable before planning permission is given.

8. I wish to  re-state the following comments made previously:

Objection No. Date Summary

15 21 /03/2016  14:43 Queries the rationale provided for the development

34 21 /03/2016  20:06 Inadequate infrastructure to  support increase in 

population



204

352
29/0.V2010 10:12 

29/03/2016 .10:12

31/03/2016 10:03

— • ■一 ... ....... .
Safety and MisU jinability  issues |

Access issues. Concern over supp ly  of potable  w<jter j 
in d rough t cond itions  j

493 〜  

1104

Unresolved issues of encroachment on Government ! 
land elsewhere on the Lot

04/04/2016 14:18 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at 
Area 6f

1109 04/04/2016 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

1458 07/04/2016 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f

1512 07/04/2016 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

No number. 
Author M r R M 
Smith

08/04/2016 Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, 
including detailed analysis of drought impact and 
road access 1

Multiple Failure to consult with  the  co-owners of the lot

Multiple J
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatm ent plant

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned

M ultiple HKR is not the  sole land owner, as the  lo t is held under a DMC

M ultip le The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved 1

M ultip le HKR should release the  existing water, sewage and LPG agreements 1

Multiple DBSML, not HKR, is the  sole party authorised under the  DMC to  conclude 

agreements with the  government and other suppliers o f services to  the Lot

M ultip le The TIA has ignored the  road safety issues arising from  the  interaction of 

increasing traffic  and golf carts

M ultip le Vehicle parking has not been addressed

M ultip le The bus depot should be zoned G/IC ^

Yours faithfully,
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Secretary, Town Planning Board

Date: 15 July, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Re: Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay, Population

I take pleasure in subm itting  the  attached  com m ent to  the  Town  Planning  

Board in respect o f the  sub jec t Application .

Yours sincerely,

Andrew  Bums

o

msm



To: S ecre ta ry , T o w n  P la n n in g  B oard 4 /1? .-a

Date: 15 July, 2016

Dear Sirs,

Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f. D iscovery Bay -  Population

fr» its submissions in support of rezoning and redevelopment at Areas 6 f ancM Ob of 
Discovery Bay, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR), has 
provided conflicting and incomplete information on the current and  future  population 
o f  Discovery Bay. Prior to approval o f the proposals, the Town Planning  Board (TPB) 
should require that HKR  provide a com plete  and detailed report on the  current and 
future population  fo r  Discovery Bay, and  the concomitant infrastructure  requirements, 
fo r  com m ent by the  public  and  governm ent departments.

HKR's orig inal subm ission  advised:

"There are cu rren tly  around 8 ,300 nos. o f  res identia l fla t w ith  to ta l popula tion  
a round  15 ,000 .”

After numerous residents and owners raised concern about the veracity of th is  
statement during the  first round of public consultation, HKR  provided a revised 
estim ate in its response to public comments:

The existing and proposed popula tion a t D iscovery Bay, in  term s o f population  
size, househo ld  num ber and average num ber o f persons p e r unit, is 
questioned.

According to City Managements latest record (property management 
company of all Discovery Bay residential units), there are about 19,585 
persons living in 8,326 units, equivalent to 2.35 persons per unit. It covers all 
the residential units and is therefore complete and accurate. In contrary, 
Government census surveyed only occupied units with occupants responding 
to census staffs that is about 4,000+ units.

The Working Group on Population Distribution Projections indicate an 
average 2.2 persons per domestic household for Discovery Bay (and the 
surrounding area, in Tertiary Planning Units 932 and 934) for 2013-2021.

Development under the approved Master Plan 6.0E7h(a) is for 8,731 
residential units. OZP only states maximum population for 25,000 persons.



Thtf n u m b er  ot h o u se h o ld  w as not m ention ed  although it is undorstood  lliut 
the rationa/e is to allow for maximum 1 0 ,0 0 0  n o s  of residential units i 2. b
persons per unit.

Accordingly, the proposed Concept Plans at Area 6f and Area 10b creating 
about 1,601 units for 4,003 persons in total, equivalent to 2.5 persons per unit 
/s considered reasonable.

Note the following:

• HKR  has adm itted  tha t the population  figure  given  in its  orig ina l subm iss ion  to  
the TPB  w as  understa ted  by about 30%.

• No deta ils  o r  m ethodo logy  are given  to  suppo rt H K R ’s c la im  tha t the  cu rren t 
popu la tion  is 19,585 . Further, HKR  has  not prov ided  an independen t, 
p ro fe ss io n a l su rve y  o f  the  cu rren t popu la tion . T he  fig u re  is p rov ided  by  the  
M a n a g e r  fo r  D isco ve ry  Bay, D iscove ry  B ay  S e rv ice s  M a n a g e m e n t L im ite d  
(D B S M L), w h ich  is a  subs id ia ry  o f H KR . In a d d itio n , no  d e ta ils  are  p ro v id e d  on  
the future p o p u la tio n  p ro jec tions  fo r  D isco ve ry  B ay .

• The various persons-per-unit ratios (2.35 and 2.2) are irrelevant. The  official 
2011 Population Census found, that the persons-per-unit ratio was 2.7. As 
stated by HKR above, the accepted rationale is to use a ratio of 2 .5 persons 
per unft. 丁his means that, for a maximum  population of 25,000 under the  
existing O utline Zoning  Plan (OZP), the m aximum  num ber o f residentia l units 
tha t may be bu ilt is 10,000.

• There are presently  8,326 flats in DB. The  la test M aste r Plan, MP 6 .0E 7h(a), 
has approved  an increase  to 8,735  (no t 8,731 as  HKR  cla im s). W hile  M P  
6.0E 7h(a) is the  la test approved  M aster Plan, HKR  has  subm itted  dra ft M P  
7 .0E  to the  D is tric t Lands  Office, Is lands, seeking  pe rm iss io n  to  extend  the  
de ve lop m en t a t D iscovery  Bay  to  the  m axim um  perm itted  unde r the  cu rre n t 
O Z P ，S /l-D B /4 .

At Area R(C)2 on the current OZP, HKR has permission to build an additional 
157,100 sq.m, gross floor area (GFA) of residential units. MP6.0E7h(a) approved 
three new blocks at Amalfi (Phase 16), bringing the total for the six Amalfi blocks to 
33,100 sq.m. GFA. That leaves 124,000 sq.m. GFA st川 to be built at Area R(C)2 in 
D8 North under draft MP 7.0E.

The Discovery Bay City Owners' Committee was consulted on draft MP7.0E in 2014. 
The plan circulated at that time is attached to this submission. The development will

2 of 4
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consist of four 25-storey blocks, four 15-storey blocks and approximately 12 five- 
storey blocks.

Again, the new development at DB North under draft MP 7.0E will total 124,000 sq.m. 
GFA. The applications for 6f and 10b combined total only 89,100 sq.m. GFA. 6f and 
10b will produce 1,601 flats.

Scaling up proportionally, the new DB North development will produce about 2,240 
flats. The current approved total for Discovery Bay is 8,735 flats. The 1,601 flats from 
6f and 10b must then be added on top. Thus, the total number of flats to be built 
under the known and proposed developments is 12,576. At 2.5 persons per unit, this 
would result in a population of 31,440 for Discovery Bay.

Water Supplies Department has stated that it will provide potable water for a 
maximum population of 25,000 only.

Furthermore, no information has been provided as to whether or not the 
Environmental Protection Department (EPD) will allow the future development under 
MP 7.0E to connect to the Siu Ho Wan Sewage Treatment Works (SHWSTW) for 
treatment and disposal of sewage. As we know from  the present applications, the 
EPD has stated that there is no capacity to allow the developments at Areas 6f and 
10b to connect to the SHWSTW.

Information on the proposed developments under MP 7.0E, and the current 
proposals fo r Areas 6f and 10b, must be coordinated in order to have a 
comprehensive view o f future development in DB and set out the full infrastructure 
needs accordingly.

Prior to approval of the proposals for Areas 6f and 10b, the TPB should require that 
HKR provide a complete and detailed report on the  current and future population for 
Discovery Bay for comment by the public and government departments. Further, the 
TPB should require that the existing water and sewage services agreement between 
HKR and the relevant government departments are released for comment. And lastly, 
the TPB should require that HKR provide a comprehensive view of all infrastructure 
requirements for the total projected population of Discovery Bay for comment.

Yours sincerely,
Andrew  Burns
Owner and Resident, Discovery Bay



Phasing Plan (分期發展圖)
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Secretary, Town Planning Board

I forward my objection to the captioned application for your consideration

Lam Che Chung Francis



lo: Seuctni v, I own Pliinnin^ Board 
(Via email: tpbp⑽ planet.gov.hk> 
Applic.ition No.: TPB/Y/l-DH/2

4 4?,3

l.V*ir Sirs,

Comments on Application No. y/I D B /2 iA ^  J-〇t.385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352^
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submittod IIKR's reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 

letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in ttie  public consultation are addressed 

in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f those who submitted their comments during  the  public consultation  

and disrespectful of the  town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented  

comments on the  original HKR submission. Most o f these im portant comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention  tha t was 

given to  the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient time to  answer the  comments, it only  indicates tha t the  original submission 

was ill-prepared and unready for review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to the  

public comments for further review i川d comment J h e  applications for Area 6 f and 

10b should cither be rejected or be withdrawn  by HKR.



\ r ^ 〇r#15 Queries the  ra tiona le  p ro v id e d  fo r  Hie development

A.rca.MjM4 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6 f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review of the TLA and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number 

rafter #18921

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis of 

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Multiple
Complete absence o f information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



Multiple
44 2 3

HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Lam Che Chung Francis

Address:
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B rgds /P e te r

P etrus R. van den Esschert
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To: S e cre ta ry , To w n  P lan n in g  B o ard  
(Via em a il: tpbpd<S>Pland .gov. h k )  

A p p lica tio n  N o .: TPB /Y /l-D B /2

4 4 2 4

Dear Sirs7

Com m ents on Application No. Y/卜D B/2: A rea 6f, Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 3S2,
D iscovery Bay

HKR's consultant. Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to  the pubUc comments 
to the Secretariat of the  Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the  covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It Is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  tha t many o f  the  concerns raised in the  public consultation  are addressed 
in the  departm enta l com m ents  and does n o t require  separation  response (sic) is 

disrespectfu l o f  those  w ho  subm itted  th e ir  comments during  the  public  consultation  

and d isrespectfu l o f  the  to w n  planning  process.

The ow ners  and  residents  o f  DB m ade  m any  highly  detailed  and  w ell-docum ented  

com m en ts  on th e  o rig ina l HKR subm ission . M ost o f  these  im p o rta n t com m ents  have 

been  igno red .

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention tha t was 

given to  the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient time  to  answer the  comments, i t  only indicates that the original submission 

was ill-prepared  and unready for review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  

public com m ents  fo r  fu rth e r  review  and com m ent, the  applications fo r Area 6f and 

10b should  be w ithdraw n .



Area 〇 ( t.)u〇!ics the ratiunule provided for tJic lievelopment

八 —抑 Inadequate infrastructure to suppt>rt increase in population

Acva S afety  and  susiainabilily issues

Area o r ^ A Z Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6 f  # " 0 4 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area 6 f

A rea6 f# l 丨09 D etailed review o f tlie TIA and the Passageway

A rea 6 f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6 f from a senior engineer

Area 6f#1532 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f  No Number 

「after #1892)

Comprehensive review o f A rea 6 f submission, including detailed analysis o f 

drought impact and road access

M ultiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f  the lot

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between
Multiple

Area 10b and La Costa

M u l t i p l e  The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 2 4

Multiple HXR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DM C to  conclude 

agreements with the government and  other suppliers of services to  the lot

Multiple
The TIA has ignored the road safety issues £Lrising from the  interaction of 

increasing traffic and g o lf carts

M ultiple V ehicle park ing  has no t b een  addressed

M ultiple The bus depot should be zoned GAC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Petrus van den Esscherrt



tcbpd
寄綷鬌 .

寿 婷 0鼸

收停耆：

E S :

SinctreW

T ^ M K r a o i ^  1 \
。 嘱 ■ »  通 i n  纖 ■ B T W 理

■■ .......... 1

i ApptoMDi I te  
TcM llM M N gfe

(O i.
l«niSLToTc

r/^〇m  A m C U i  W t f * E « < M
mt4 働為w> 镳M _ _  _i r i

4 4 2 5

SU. D tanw in  Itat



To. Secretary, Town  P lann ing  Board  4  4  Z 5

(Via em ail: tt>bpd® pland.g〇v .h k >
A pp lica tion  No .: TP B /Y /l-D B /2

Dear Sirs,

Com m ents on A pplication No. Y/l-D B/2: A rea 6f. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part> in D .D . 352 .
D iscovery  Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR*s reply to  the public comments 
to  the Secretariat o f the  Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the  covering 
letter, i t  said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim  tha t many o f  the concerns raised in the  public consultation  are addressed 

in the departm ental com m ents and does no t require  separation  response (sic) is 

disrespectfu l o f  those  who  subm itted  th e ir  com ments during  th e  public  consu lta tion  

and d isrespectfu l o f  th e  tow n  p lanning  process.

丁he ow ners  and residents  o f  DB m ade  m any  highly  deta iled  and  w e ll-d ocum en te d  

comments on th e  orig ina l HKR subm ission . M ost o f these  im p o rta n t  com m en ts  have  

been ignored.

All substantive public  comments should have received th e  same attention  th a t  was 

given to  the com m ents  from  governm ent departm ents . If M asterplan  did  n o t have 

suffic ient time  to  answer the  com m ents, i t  only  indicates  th a t  the  orig inal subm ission  

was ill-prepared  and unready  fo r  review  under th e  Town  Planning  Ordinance .

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to the 

public comments fo r further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and 

10b should be withdrawn.



〇 t 15. Queries (lie rationaJc provided lor Uic development

Area IniuJequatc infrastructure to support increase in population

A.rea 6 f  #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6 f  #352 A ccess issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

A rea 6 f  #493 U nresolved issues o f  encroachm ent on governm ent land elsew here on the lot

A rea 6 f # I  104 Legal op inion on the status o f  the Passagew ay at A rea  6 f

A rea  6 f  #1 109 D eta iled  review  o f  the T IA  and the Passagew ay

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6 f from a senior engineer

Area6ftt\5\2 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f  No  Number Comprehensive review  o f  Area 6 f  submission, including  detailed analysis o f

rafter #1892) drought impact and road access .

Multiple Failure  to  consult w ith  the co-owners o f  the lo t

Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between
Multiple

Area 1 Ob and La Costa

M u l t i p l e T h e  Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

4 4 2 5

Multiple

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML，not HKR，is the sole party authorised under the DMC  to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Liau, Lisa Nga Lai
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Dear Sir,

I object to Hong Kong Resort Co.'s application lo the eban^e of land use of Area 5f in Lot 3S5 in IX)352, Duco^ery 
Bay. I enclose my objection to you.

Debonh Wan 
BBS.SP



4 4 2 6
To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 

(Via email: tpbpd@ pland .g〇v.hk)
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2 15 July 2016

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-PB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to  the public comments 
to  the Secretariat o f the  Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 

letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification o f the 

application. I t  is considered tha t many o f the concerns raised are also addressed in 

the response to  the departm ental comments, and does no t require separation 

response. However, we would like to  specifically address few  issues in Annex E in the 

enclosure.

The claim that many o f  the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 

in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f  those  who submitted the ir comments during the public consultation 

and disrespectful o f  the  town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 

comments on the  original HKR submission. Most o f  these im portant comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public  comments should have received the  same attention  tha t was 

given to  the  com m ents  from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the  comments, i t  only indicates tha t the  original submission 

was ill-prepared  and unready for review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  

public comments fo r  fu rthe r review  and comment, the  applications for Area 6f and 

10b should be w ithdraw n .



Art\i .(M.'#L5 Queries the rationale provided for the development

Arc\» 6f#3_-1 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f#l  104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number 

rafter #1892)

Comprehensive review of Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis o f 

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the coowners of the lot

Multiple
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 2 6

Multiple HK[\ is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple UKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

G Multiple
The TIA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:____ Ms. Deborah Wan, BBS,

JP

Island.
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(Via email： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 
Application No : TPB/Y/l-DB/2

4 4 2 7

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/t-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352,
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR7s reply to  the public comments 
to the Secretariat o f the  Town Planning Board on 6th  June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during the public consultation 
and disrespectful o f the  town planning process.

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 

comments on the original HKR submission. Most o f these important comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was 

given to  the comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the comments, it only indicates tha t the original submission 

was ill-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the  

public comments fo r further review and comment, the  applications for Area 6f and 

10b should be withdrawn.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Area <>.(_# KS Queries tlie rationale provided for (he development

.Aroa 6f#14 Inadequate infntslniclurc to support increase in population

Area 6 f #204 vSal'ety and sustainability issues

Area 6 f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f #493 Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #1104 Legal opinion on the status o f the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review o f the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6 f #1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6 f from  a senior engineer

Area 6 f #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f No Number 

rafter #1892'!

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis o f  

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Multiple
Complete absence o f information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and Ihe Master Plan are not aligned



Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

11KR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

The TIA  has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Vehicle parking has not been addressed

The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Resident: 
rAGNEY HO Woon-pik. Bessie l.M.S.



rpbpd
寄件者： 

奇件曰期 : 
收件者： 

主旨： 

附件：

Samantha van den Esschert j 
】5 日07月20】6年 星 期 五 】 

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 
160715S To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application 
160715S To  Town Planning Board on Area 6 f Application.docx

Dear Madam/Sir,

Please view the document attached below.

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely,
Samantha van den Esschert

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 
(Via email： tpbpd@ pland.gov.hk) 
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

4 4 2 8

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.P. 352,
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, subm itted  HKR's reply  to  the  public  com m ents  

to  the  Secretariat o f  the  Town Planning Board on 6th  June, 2016. In the  covering  

letter, it  said:

We have also review ed the pub lic com m ents received during n o tifica tio n  o f the  

application. I t  is considered th a t m any o f the concerns ra ised are also addressed in 

the response to  the departm enta l com m ents, and does n o t requ ire  separa tion  

response. However, we would like to spe cifica lly  address fe w  issues in Annex E in  the  

enclosure.

The claim th a t many o f  the  concerns raised in the  public consultation  are  addressed 

in the  departm enta l comments and does no t require  separation  response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f  those  who  subm itted  th e ir  com m ents  during  the  public consulta tion  

and disrespectful o f  the  town  planning  process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed  and w ell-docum ented  

comments on th e  orig inal HKR submission. M ost o f  these im po rta n t com m ents  have 

been ignored.

All substantive  pub lic  com ments should  have received the  same a tten tion  th a t  was 

given to  the  com m ents  from  governm ent departm ents . If  M asterp lan  d id  n o t have 

sufficient t im e  to  answer the  com m ents, i t  on ly  indicates th a t  the  orig inal subm ission  

was ill-prepared  and unready fo r  rev iew  under the  Town Planning  Ordinance .

Unless and un til HKR and its consu ltan t are able to  provide  detailed  responses to  th e  

public com m ents  fo r  fu rth e r  review  and  com m ent, the  applications  fo r  Area 6 f  and 

10b should be w ithd raw n .

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Area 6f#15 Queries liic rationale provided for tlie development

•

Area 6f #34 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6 f #1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6 f #1109 Detailed review of the TIA  and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6 f from a senior engineer

Area 6f #1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f No Number 

rafter #1892')

Comprehensive review of Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis of 

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners o f the lot

Multiple
Complete absence o f information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 4 2 8

Multiple HXR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML， not HKR， is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The TLA has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Samantha van den Esscherrt



r rb ix j

寄 件 者 ： 

哿件日期 : 
收 件 者 ： 

主旨^ 
附件 ：

James J ________  _
15曰07月20〗碎 星 期 五 17:01
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/ 
Application #TTPB Y 1- DB 2.pdf

D e a r S ir,
■ m v/i nR/9 T would express my comment as per attached R e g a rd in g  Application No. Y/l-DB/2, i wouia

Thanks  for  your attention.

Regards,

Lo Kam Wa

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


To: Secretary, Tomrn Planning Board 
(Via email: tpbpd@Dland.gov. hk) 
Application No.: TPBA/l-OB/2

4429

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Parti in D.P.
352. Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKF̂ s reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification o f the 
application. It is considered that many o f the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during the public consultation 
and disrespectful of the town planning process.

The owners and residents of DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have 
been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was 
given to the comments from government departments. If Masterplan did not have 
sufficient time to answer the comments, it only indicates that the original submission 
was ill-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to the 
public comments for further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and 
10b should be withdrawn.

Area 6f#15 Qaeries the rationale provided for Ae development

Area 6f #34 ; in population

Area 6 f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought

mailto:pbpd@Dland.gov


conditions

Area 6 f #493 Unresolved issues o f  cncroaclament on governm ent land elsewhere on the 
lot

Area 6 f #1104 Legal opijoioD on the status o f  the Passageway at Area 6 f

Area 6 f#  1109 D etailed review  o f  the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6 f #  1458 Com prehensive review  o f  issues affecting A rea 6 f  from  a  senior engineer

Area 6 f  #1512 Significant submission by  the Parkvale V O C

Area 6 f  No 
Number ("after 
#1892)

C om prehaisive review o f  A rea 6 f subm ission, including detailed 
analysis o f  drought im pact and road access

M ultiple Failure to  consult w ith the co-ow ners o f  the  lo t

M ultiple
Com plete absence o f  inform ation on the sew age treatm ent p lan t betw een 
A rea 10b and La Costa

M ultiple The O utline Zoning P lan  and the M aster P lan  are n o t aligned

M ultiple H K R  is  no t the sole land owner, as the lot is  he ld  u n d er a D M C .

M ultiple The popu lation  cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

M ultiple H K R  should  release the ex isting  w ater, sew age an d  L P G  agreem ents

M ultiple
D B SM L , n o t H K R, is tiie so le  party  authorised u nder th e  D M C  to  
conc lude  agreem ents w ith  th e  governm ent and  o ther supp lie rs  o f  serv ices 
to  the lo t

M ultiple The T IA  has ignored the road  safety issues arising  from  the in terac tion  o f  
increasing  traffic and g o lf  carts



4 4 Z 9

Multiple V ehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple . The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.



ipbpd
寄件者： 

寄件曰期 :
收件者：

主旨：

附件：

Lingyi Zou Berthoi 
15曰07月20】6年宴 4 4 3 0
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
HKR's Applications to The Town Planning Board
LZ 16 07 11 To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application copy.dcx：x; 1-Z16 07 11 To Town Planning Board on 10b Application copy-docx

Dear S i r s ,

Please find enclosed my comments regarding caption Application numbers attached:

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/3: Area 10b. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part̂  in P.P. 352. Discovery Bay

and
T 7 .

Comments on Application N〇j Y/I-DB/2:|Area 6f. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D.D. 352. Discovery Bay

B

Mrs. u n g y i Zou  
Flat ow ner iH ^ n t

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


4430
To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 

(Via email: tpbpd@ pland .gov .h k、
Application No.: TPB/Y/卜DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352.
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to  the public comments 
to  the  Secretariat of the  Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 

letter, it  said:

We have also reviewed the public com m ents received during no tifica tion  o f the 

application. I t  is considered th a t m any o f the  concerns raised are also addressed in 

the response to  the departm ental com ments, and does n o t require separation  

response. However, we w ould like to  specifically address fe w  issues in Annex E in the  

enclosure.

The claim  tha t many o f  the  concerns raised in the  public consultation are addressed 

in the  departm ental comments and does no t require separation  response (sic) is 

disrespectful o f  those  who  subm itted  th e ir  comments during  the  public consultation  

and disrespectful o f the  tow n  planning  process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have 

been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention that was 

given to  the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 

sufficient time  to  answer the comments, it only indicates that the original submission 

was Hl-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to  provide detailed responses to  the 

public comments for fu rther review and comment, the  applications for Area 6f and 

10b should be withdrawn.



Area Queries the rationale provided for Uie development

Area 6f #34 Inadequate infrastructure to support increase in population

Area 6f #204 Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number 

(,after#1892)

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission，including detailed analysis of 

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Multiple
Complete absence ❶f  information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



4 U 0

Multiple HKR is not the sole land owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple The population cap o f 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

The TIA  has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Vehicle parking has not been addressed

The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:____ Mrs Lingyi Zou

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple
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To: S e c re ta ry , Tow n P la n n in g  B o ard  4  4  3 1
(V ia e m a il: t p b p d @ p la n d .g o v .hk^
A pp lica tio n  N o .: TPB/Y /l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Com m ents on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: A rea  6f. Lot 385 RP &  Ext (Part) in D.D, 352.
D iscovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We hove also reviewed the public comments received during notification o f the 
application. I t  is considered tha t many o f the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to  the departm ental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specificolly address few  issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful o f those who submitted their comments during the public consultation 
and disrespectful of the town planning process.

The owners  and residents o f DB made many highly detailed  and weU-documented 

com m ents  on  the  orig inal HKR submission . M ost o f  these  im po rtan t com m ents  have 

been ignored .

All substantive public comments should have received the  same attention tha t was 

given to  the  comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did no t have 

sufficient tim e  to  answer the  comments, i t  only  indicates tha t the  original submission 

was ill-prepared  and unready fo r  review  under the  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and u n til HKR and  its consultant are able to  provide detailed  responses to  th e  

public  com m ents  fo r fu rth e r  review  and com m ent, the  applications fo r  Area 6f and 

10b should  be  w ithd raw n .



Area 6 f# l 104

Q ueries  the  rationale  prov ided  fo r  the  developm ent 

Inadequate  in fras truc tu re  to  support increase  in  po pu la tion  

S a fe ty  and  su s ta in a b ility  issues

Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions 

Unresolved issues o f  encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot 

Legal opinion on the status o f  the Passageway at A rea 6 f

Area 6 f U \ l Q 9  Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

A rea 6 f #1458 Comprehensive review o f  issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f ̂ 1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f N o  Number 

Rafter ^3 892)

Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission, including detailed analysis o f 

drought impact and road access

M u ltip le F a ilu re  to  consu lt w ith  th e  co -ow ners o f  the  lo t

M u Jtip le
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

M ultip le The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



Multiple
4 A * i \

l IKK Is nut tlic sole laml owner, us the lot Is held under a

Multiple The population Ccip of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple UKR  should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

M ultiple
DBSM L, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC  to conclude 

agreements w ith  the government and other suppliers o f services to the lot

M u ltip le
The T1A has ignored the road safety issues arising  from  the interaction o f 

increasing tra ffic  and g o lf carts

M u ltip le V ehicle  parking  has not been addressed

M u ltip le The bus depot should  be zoned GAC .

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Brian Bunker
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T o ： S e c r e t a r y , T o w n  P la n n in g  B o a rd  4  4  3 2

(V ia  e m a i l :  t p b p d d > p la n d .^ o v .h k ^

Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

C o m m e n ts  o n  A p p lica tio n  N o. Y/l-D B /2 : A re a  6f. Lot 385 RP & Ex t (Part^ in D.D. 352.
D isco very  Bay

HKR ŝ consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also review ed the public comments received during no tifica tion  o f the 
applica tion . I t  is considered th a t m any o f the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to  the departm enta l comments, and does no t require separation 
response. However, we w ou ld  like to  specifically address fe w  issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many o f the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the  departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful o f  those who  submitted their comments during the  public consultation 

and disrespectful of the  town  planning process.

The owners  and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 

com m ents on  the  original HKR submission. Most o f these im portant comments have 

been ignored .

All substantive  public  com m ents  should have received the  same attention  that was 

given  to  th e  com m ents  from  governm ent departments . If Masterplan did  not have 

su ffic ie n t t im e  to  answer the  comments, i t  only  indicates tha t th e  original submission 

was ill-p re p a re d  and unready  fo r  review  under th e  Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and  u n til HKR and  its  consu ltan t are able to  provide  detailed  responses to  the  

pu b lic  com m e n ts  fo r  fu r th e r  rev iew  and com m ent, the  applications  fo r  Area 6f and 

10b sh o u ld  be  w ith d ra w n .



AU\I 0( *!> Ih e  r a t io n a le  p ro v i< ic d  lo r  (h e  d e v c lu p in e n t

八 Inado ijua le  in fras tn ic tu re  to  supp<>ii increase in  popu la tion

A rtu  S afety  and sustainability issues

A rca,6i^3_52 Access issues. Concern over supply o f potable water in drought conditions

Area 6 f  #493 Unresolved issues o f encroachment on government lamd elsewhere on ihe lot

Area 104 Legal opinion on the status o f the f^assageway at Area 6 f

A r e a 6 f  #1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6 f #1458 Comprehensive review o f issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6 f No Number Comprehensive review o f Area 6 f submission，including detailed analysis o f 

(after #1892) drought impact and road access

M ultip le Failure to consult w ith  the co-owners o f the lo t

Multiple
Complete absence o f inform ation on the sewage treatment plant between 

Area 10b and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan eire not aligned



4  4 3 ?
M ultiple HKl^ is not the sole Ifind owner, as the lot is held under a DMC.

Multiple 1'he population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release the existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The T1A has ignored the road safety issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name of Discovery Bay Owner/Resident: Tham Moo Cheng
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To
:Secretary, Town Planning Board

from: 
Owner:

(two submissions on behalf of Hillgrove Village)

REF 6f near Parkvale Village Application No.: TPBA"/I-DB/2 

REF 10b in Peninsula Village Application No.: TPB/Y/I-DB/3

I am the Chairman of the Hillgrove Village Owners Committee. There are 378 apartments. We look 
over the proposed site for 6F, the ongoing devastation of the slope behind (ostensibly landslide 
mftigation measures), the proposed ( but possibly stalled) construction of a golf cart parking area on 
what was a pleasant green area the Recreation Club. We are enduring massive works going on to 
create a bigger bus station and commecial area (presumably to serve a population of at least 
29,000) with the site office at the foot of one of our three buildings. We are told to expect the 
existing bus terminus will be temporarily migrated to the Discovery Bay Road and Hillgrove will be 
directly affected. Owners are not happy.

Collectively the Hillgrove owners have 5600 undivided shares out of a total of 250,000 on Lot 385. 
We understand that shares may have been misallocated in other parts of Discovery Bay and this 
may well have the effect of diluting our shares. This needs to be attended to and should be borne in 
mind by the Town Planning Board and other Government departments during this process



SGcricm i
UNDIVI&rJD SliATlf^S

A . a b a .ll be  s u b - a l lo c a le a  Lo t h e  v i l l a y e  5 ,6 0 0 th  U n d iv id e d  S hares

v^uc-h  s h a l l  t>e a l lo c a te d  as f o l lo w s  ：-

l* u t .s  U n d iv id e d  S h a re s  o f  U n d iv id e d  Shares  o f  and
and  i n  L lic  I ^ t  i n  th e  b u i ld in g s  dnc

o th e r  s t r u c tu r e s  and  . 
a n c i l l a r y  w orks  e c e c to d  
on th e  V i 1 la c e

( a )  R e s id e n t ia l  U n it s  2 ,3 9 4 /2 5 0 ,0 0 0 ^  sh a re s  2 ,3 9 4 /5 ,6 0 0 th  s h a re s
<E lc< jdnce  C o a t t /
B r i l l i a n c e  O ourt ana  
G la e o u r  couct 
( p a r t i c u l a r s  o f  t h e  
n t r r b c r  c £  u n d iv id e d  
s h a re s  o f  and  i n  
( i )  the  L o t  and  〇£  and  
in  ( i i >  t l i e  b u i ld ln q s  
a n d  a n c i l l a r y  w o rk s  
e r e c te d  on  th e  V i l l a g e  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  e a ch  
R p s id e n t ia l  D n i t  a r e  
c o n ta in e d  i n  t h e  S econd  •
C o lum n  a n d  T h ir d  Colum n  
o f  t h e  S c h e d a lt： h e r e to )

( b ) C a r  P a r k in g  ^> a o e s 3 7 8 /2 5 0 ,0 0 0 th  s h a re s 3 7 6 /5 ,6 0 0 th  s h a re s

Cc) V i l l a g e  R e t a i le d  A re a s 2 ,2 6 2 /2 5 0 ,OOOLh s h a re s 2 f 2 6 2 /5 /6 0 0 to  s h a re s

( d ) V ll la « 3 e  a n d  B u i ld in g 5 6 6 /2 5 0 ,0 0 0 th  s h a re s 5 6 6 /5 ,6 0 0 tb  s h ^ x e s
C au iju n  A re a s  and
F a c i l i t i e s

My own modest ownership, shared with my wife, is 6 undivided shares and we live in Peninsula I 
Village i

6 /2 5 0 ,0 0 0 th  s h a re s  6 / 5 , 6 0 0 ^  s h a re s  6 manageirjent u n i t s  
f o r  each  f l a t  f 〇f  each  f l a t  f o r  each  f l a t  j

•

I believe I can speak for all the owners, and, as co-owners with HKR and other villages of undivided 1 
shares of lot 385, we have not been properly respected about this development, either by the 
developer HKR, or bythe Management Company DBMSL, a subsidiary of HKR. We are not 
convinced that our concerns were sufficiently considered in the first consultation, or addressed in 
this second application, and that a single presentation to the VOC, on behalf of HKR, through 
DBMSL has been adequate for the owners to understand the implications of the development.

With reasonable certainty, I can say that DBMSL will have ensured that all owners received the 
'marketing' leaflet from HKR: "A Sound Development for a Better Community". As we see from the 
submissions for the first round, based on research by a few owners, there was much that we were 
unaware of.

The management company DBMSL have never seen fit to allow a Chairman, or any owner to have 
access to all the owners on grounds of data protection. This needs to be challenged, but for now I 
am personally limited lo emails for around 25% of the Hillgrove owners, who have asked to be on 
my list on the past. These owners are hopefully better informed on the important issues. The social 
media has also contribuled in this respect, although sometimes there are questions with no answer 
or the wrong answer



My fee ling  is  that all well informed Hillgrove Owners are solidly against both the above 
developments, on several levels.

4 4 3 3

•  Many have read the detailed and worrying submissions about limited sevyage and 
water supplies, LPG etc. from  well informed owners.

• They want to stay within the maximum population foreseen for Discovery Bay
(2 5 ,0 0 0 ) and cherish the ca r free and peaceful and green lifestyle. They do not 
believe that the announced projects are the the "vision" for HKR w ill preserve the 
lifestyle

•  They see disadvantages from  more commerce if adapted to visitors, more transport 
and more tourists.

•  H illgrove owners have lost confidence in the stated good intentions of HKR and 
DBMSL. For example HKR has a vision beyond 6 f and 10b, with even greater 
consequences (see 1st A pril 2016 letter from  HKR to Legco Secretariat from which 
Appendix 8 is shown below. (This connects the East Lantau M etropolis (also 
unpopular) with Discovery Bay Road, which passes in front o f H illg rove )



Tourism Hub Between Peng Chau and Lantau Island

The points above address the negative effects on Discovery Bay as a whole. I stress that I have 
only represented the feedback from  the owners on my mailing list

The development that most directly affects Hillgrove Village is 6F. The disadvantages and 
objections expressed by the Parkvale VOC are fully endorsed by me and several members of the 
VOC. Nobody that I have met, anywhere welcomes this development. Hillgrove owners profoundly 
disagree that building these two monsters on our green hillside are contributing to alleviating a 
housing shortage in Hong Kong. There is no affordable housing in the scheme. This is simply a 
developer trying to take advantage of other owners to exploit a piece of land for his own gain.



?LA2A VJfW

■ ■ v :”麵  r : !.

BEFORE
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OBJECT TO PARKVALE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT AND 
MEGATOWERS (now  with handy  ready-m ade objection te tters)
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Interestingly one Hillgrove owner wrote to me to say he objected to 6F but liked 10B (not on his 
doorstep perhaps) because that area was always untidy (we can understand why) and felt its 
beautification would be beneficial for DB. I happen to live in Peninsula and have looked more 
closely. The cosmetic improvement of the 10B could, and should, have been done years ago and, 
yes, it would be positive to beautify the facilities (left on the picture from the HKR pamphlet - the 
bus was added later by a resident)

t 4 4 3 3



LAND
B U S  DEPOT AND  REPAIR SHOP , BOUNTY  THEME  AREA, PICNICS

GOLF CART REPAIR AREA, REFUSE

BUS LEAVING THE VISITORS CENTRE TO PICK UP GROUP



(This concept of a multipurpose land optimisation on 10B is a horrendous idea for Peninsula ancJ 
this will be expressed in other detailed submissions lhat I fully endorse)

For Hillgrove Village 10B will create an extra burden of traffic from the four proposed tov^ers plus 
low rises, plus villas, plus the tourist hub added to the two mega towers at 6F and 
{he developments occurring up the hill with no fanfare.

Hillgrove will suffer very badly since it will be at the confluence of so much extra public transport, 
(mote HKR have lost control of the delivery vehicles coming into Discovery Bay and this has not 
gone unnoticed by the Hillgrove VOC - it is becoming dangerous for the golf carts already - for Unis 
reason the final development in DB, not exceeding 25,000 population, must be confined to the north 
end).

At a City Owners Committee Meeting, the Chairman stated th a t”D8 /s go/ng to change and we 
m ust change with it". Hillgrove Village, to the best of my knowledge, does not wish me to agree.

ED RAINBOW  
Chairman Hillgrove VOC 
M ember Peninsula VOC 4 4 3 3
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l*1 April, 2016

Our R e f ; H K R /P D /0 127/2016

Clerk lo fhe Panel oil Development 

Legislative Council Secretariat 

Legislative Coundi Complex 

J Legislative Council Road

m Central, H ong Kong

Dear Sirs,

Re.: fnvitation  for Subm issions on "Proposed D evelopm ent Strategy fo r  L antau”

We refer to tJie captioned invitation by the Panel on Development and would like to 
offer our opinions as follows.

Recommendations of Lantau Development Advisory Committee First Report (tlThc 
R eport^ ) are generally supported by us, however there are shortcomings.,

S h o r t c o m i n g s  of The Report Recommendations

I t  is  disappointed that DB residents* needs are totally neglected by The Report, 
although D B  is  one o f the most populous areas in Lantau second only to Tung Chung. It is 
clear from Appendix 1 and 2 Plan that DB is at the most strategic central location among 
tiie three recommended development areas - (1) North Lantau Corridor recommended for 
economic a n d  housing developments; (2) North-East Lantau recommended for tourism, 
recreation and leisure activities; and (3) East Lantau Metropolis recommended for 
comprehensive development providing housing and job opportunities. Yet how DB can 
complement Lantau land use and transportation network planning have not been considered 
b y The R e p o r t .

While proposed n e w  railway and road networks are close to DB, they avoid DB  
which w e  h o p e  is unintentional. DB is connected to public road system via DB tunnel since 
year 2000, but DB residents* public transportation need have all along been neglected "by 
government.

香 港 興 業 有 限 公 司  
Hong Kong Resort Com pany  Limited
香港干諾道中彳6 8 號信锘中心招商局大 ® 2 3 樓 

23 /f. China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre 
163 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong 
f i  话 Te丨: (S52) 2238 1788 溥真  Fax: (852) 2868 4998

香港M m t a 隐鬼细有联公司成？v i  
A Member ol HKR ImernatAonal Limited W  

www.hlyi.com

http://www.hlyi.com


(i> rulHic Bus ;m<i l :t\i Servitm
ilie  Kcport proposed some short term  traffic im provem ent m easures, none of 

t>icni Uikc l>H into considerations. T here arc 17 ■A** and 23 bus lines from 
ali o v er H ong K ong to airport and Tting C hung respectively, none o f  them  
(>cr*cfit.s DO residen ts because tlicy run along  N o rth  Laniau H ighw ay 
instead o f  C heung  lu n g  Road, though C heung  T u n g  Road ru n s side b y  side w'uh 
N orth  H ighw ay (A p p e n d ix  3  P la n  re fers). Som e o f  these public  bus
se rv ices  to  T u n g  C hung  and a irpo rt sh o u ld  b e  ch an g ed  as soon  as p o ssib le  to  
se rv e  D B  res id en ts  by runn ing  aJong C h eu n g  T u n g  R oad. B us s to p s shall be 
p ro v id e d  n ea r D B  tunnel to ll p laza  so  th a t D B  res id en ts  can  sw itch  from  DB 
b u ses  c o m in g  fro m  D B  to th e se  an d  b u se s  or v ice v ersa , g iv in g  th em  
th e  s a m e  r ig h t a s  T u n g  C liung  re s id en ts  to  en jo y  p u b lic  bus serv ices.

We support The R ep o rts  proposed short teiTn m easure to increase blue Vaxics, 
but green  taxies should not be neglected. The current permiUed openration areas 
ol green taxies in Lantau are too restrictive, confined only to airport and Disney 
Them e Park. P ennitted  areas should be expanded lo ii^c\ude DB im m ediately, 
and to o ther proposed developm ent areas in \ ,antau in ihc tuture. It is unfair \hal
peop ie  go ing  to  airport and 】） isncy once a w hile c a n  lake green tax ies w h ile  DB
resid en ts  w ho have  lo  com m ulc betw een D B hom es and ih e ir N ew  T errito ries  
w ork p la ces  regu larly  can ’t.

(ii)  C o n n ectin g  N orth  l^antaii H ighw ay  and C h eu n g  T un« R oatl

We support the idea of having reclamation in Siu Ho Wan, re locateCj\C 
faciiilies aJong Cheung Tung Road into rock cavern and vacant \he lands for 
better uses. The reclaimed and vacated lands shall be planned together wilh S\u 
Ho Wan MTR depot development. However corresponding improvements in 
road networks must be considered to support these new developments. Having a 
new MTR station in Siu Ho Wan is very important but not enough.

了’he vacated GJC lands are accessible only by Cheung Tung Road， Appendix 4 
Plan shows cunent access to which from NLH is very inconvemeul. Moxe 
convenient connections to NLH shall be provided at Tai Ho and Siu Ho 
roundabouts already designed by Highways Department, Appendix 5 V h \x \ 
refers* These benefit future developments there.

m

Access by D B  residents to future Siu H o  W a n  M T R  station should also be 

considered. It is a waste of time cind energy if D B  residents have to take D B  

buses to Sunny B a y  in order to get on  M T R  trains to urban areas, while a m u c h  

shorter and direct access to future Siu H o  W a n  M T R  station is possible, k  

vehicular flyover connecting Siu H o  W a n  depot and D B  Tunnel L m k  R o a d  

iJJustrated in Appendix  6 Plan provides a m o r e  environmental fxiend\y 

transportation.

i k j n n  K o n y  C ovn p t !nM



SuiTicicnt ca r pai ks ‘shiil I also be planned in the depot developm ent Ibi* park-and- 
iidc. Ai tlic mom ent Uicrc are  more lhaa one hundred such dem and Trom DB 
ixrsicicnis. Som e residents have to park their cars in "l'ung C hung and lake DB 
buses back home.

(B) New l^aatau Nortli - South l.Jnk Road Should be Short T erm  M easure

'Hie proposed new  road and railway from HK Island, via East Lantau Metropolis and 
iVlui Wo to aiiport and Tuen Mmi is a good idea. However the North-South link road 
between Mui Wo and North I^n tau  Highway highlighted in A ppendix 7 Plan should 
be impicjncnled as soon as possible rather than a long term measure. W ith increasing 
housing supply and more tourist activities in south Lantau, there is pressing need to 
provide alternative N orth-South Lantau link other than T ung  Chung Road. T ung  
Chung Road though have been partly  widened and straightened years ago is still loo 
steep and  sub-standard to handle existing and near future traffic  dem and. W orst o f  all 
any traffic  accidents blocking the dual lanes at any point o f  the road w ill totally cut 
o lT Lantau north-soutJi traffic flow.

(C )  H K  N e e d s  N e w  R e c r e a t io n a l  a n d  T o u r i s t  S p o ts

Although HK is small, its coastline is more than 700km long, probably one of 
the longest among international cities propoilional to their sizes. However there is no 
we]I-plarmed marine tourist spot making use of this valuable natural resource aparl 
from natural beaches. HK is suffering from substantial reduction in tourists. There 
have been voices to find new tourist spots to attractive more tourists and luxe them 
stay longer for years. The Report also touches on the need of more marina, but tvo 
solid suggestions are offered.

W e  like to suggest a world class marine tourism hub between Peng Chau and 

Lantau Island, Its conceptual layout is annexed as Appendix 8 Plan. It can be south 

of France Port Grimaud style architecture and planning, i.e. resort development with 

hotels, marinas> water sports and recreational activities centre, etc. Annual 

international yacht competitions can be organised to attractive tourists from all over 

the world. Peng C h a u ^  fishing village history matches the maritime theme. The hub 

in return revitalises Peng Chau's tourist attractions. Developments inside the hub can 
be partly by government and partly by private sector. This hub and Bast Lantau 

Metropolis, being close to each other, can turn east Lantau into a ne w  unique district 

suitable for living, working and entertaining. T o  achieve tliis, a road link between it 

and East Lantau Metropolis shall be provided. Please refer to Appendix 9 Plan. T h e  

road continues to North Lantau Higliway and the N e w  Territories via existing roads 

in D B  and Disney T h e m e  Park, This reduces construction cost and eiwironmental 

impact of constructing the n e w  road proposed by government along Lantau east coast. 

This n e w  road unavoidably requires substantial site fomiation.

香 n  m  笮 f - 公 . 1
Hon.g Kong Resovt Compaav Umite



(O) S liortfa ll in H ousing Supply (o M atch Pr〇|»«se«l Jol) Oppot hmitivs
1'hc Rej>oit p ro p o sed  118,000 and  in in im u in  770 ,000  jo b  〇 v>pt>rtim\l\e.s wivh 

to tal h o u sin g  su p p ly  t\n 160,000  mul m iiu tn u m  13 8 ,0 0 0  p o p u la tio n  in ih e  mcdivim an d  
K>ng tc n n  rrsp c i liv e ly . Noting, lluit ea ch  jo b  o p p o rlu n ity  is  assoc ia ted  w u h  a  Tannly 
o t \ 'n  av e ra g e  m ore th an  tw o persons, th e re  a rc  insulT icient hoxisin^ su p p lies  to  m atch  
th e  〇 |、p〇 rU m ities. D li w ith an e x tre m e ly  lo w  p lo t ra tio  o f  0.17 p e rm itted  b y  
O u tlin e  Z o n in g  P lan  (v,O Z lv ，) and su b stu n tia l lan d  s ize  o f  6 5 0  h ec ta res  c a n  be  p ro p e rly  
p la n n e d  to  m eet th is  h o u s in g  su p p ly  s h o r tfa ll .  T h is  to g e th e r w \lh  the fa c t th a t  DT3 is 
v e ry  c lo s e  to  S h i l ! o  W a n  m akes it im p o r ta n t  to  in c lu d e  D B  in to  L an tau  d e v e lo p m e n t 
s tm te ^ y  Ktudy.

It is appreciated i f  Legislative  Council members can help m onitoring  governmcnl n o t 
to  neglect D isc〇vei*y Bay residenls, right o f  pub lic  transportations as w e ll as the potentials 
o f  D iscovery  Bay in  com】)lem cntiug  LarUau developm ent planning.

l lia n k  you  very much  fo r your kind  attention . 

V ours  fa ith ft illy，

W iison  Cheung  

GenernI M anager — Projects

E n e l
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Appendix 2 Plan
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Legends:

North Lantau H i g h w a y  

—— Cheung Tung RoacI

Future AA's OevBlopmeni for — 
Aw Cargo Handling Taci/ities

- SkyCity

Some Public Buses Should Run Along Cheung Tung Road

1 Appendix 3 P lan



Appendix 4 Plan



Appendix 5 Plan

Connecting  Cheung Tung Road, Tuen Miun Chek Lap Kok Link & North Lantau Highway 
at Tai Ho and Siu Ho Interchanges Designed by Highways Department



Appendix. 6 Plan
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■!V»: Seavtai.v, Town Hamiiiig Board

I 〇jn the owner aj)d resident at | and share ownership with my husband ED RAINBOW of

To
: Secretaiy, Town Planning Board

from: ED RAINBOW,
Owner: 10D Brilliance Court

1 f u l l y  suppc^it my husbands views with respect lo the 6F project, expressed on behalf of liillgrove Village and VOC 
(BELOW)

Furthermore I would add that Discovery Bay has a North and a South Plaza.

T h e  K o iih  Plaza is not jfu]ly exploited. It makes sense to complete the developments foreseen for the nor\h end of DB to 
i；ike j ,^  popuiadon to 25,000. This does not put any pressure on the length of Discovery Bay Road

Funher development near the Ferry Plaza (South) will overwhelm this Plaza - it will spoil something very unique.

P e o p le  n o t l i v i n g  in  D is c o v e r y  Bay will not easily understand. I appeal to the Town Planning Board to try to understand 
D is c o v e r y  B ay  must not grow if  it is to retain its special place to Hong Kong

Iza M .M .RAINB〇W

(two-submissions on behalf o f Hillgrove Village)

REF 6f near Parkvale Village Application No.: TPB/Y/I-DB/2

REF 10b in Peninsula ViUage Application No.: TPB/Y/I-DB/3

I am the Chairman of the HI丨jgrove Village Owners Committee. There are 378 apartments. We look 
over the proposed site fo r 6F, the ongoing devastation of the slope behind (ostensiblv landslide 
m itigation measures), the proposed ( but possibly stalled) construction of a gol( carl parking area on 
what was a pleasant green area the Recreation Club. We are enduring massive works going on to 
create a bigger bus station and commecial area (presumably to serve a population of at least 
29,000) with the site office at the foot of one of our three buildings. We are told to expect the



11 niiyfaU;cJ to the I Jit>cuvuiy Hjy Rix*l ***̂  Hill<j»<iv*> #rA i>̂  
Jifuctly affucUHl Owners aru nol happy

Colltjctively (he Hill^rove owners have 5600 undiviO^j st»ar«s oul ol a  mAa\ ol /bO.OOO w  lo t ^ * 5  

We understand that sh«jres may (iave t>een mrjalkx:ated in other pails 〇( l>tscx>vtwY Bay and 
rnay well fiave tfic ettecl of diluting our shares. This needs to  t>c attended to and should tiorTvs «i 
mind by fhe Town Planning Board and o th e r  Government departm ents during Ih is  peeress

sacno
MVIPEP

A, l } ) « r e  »h 4 l l  be su b -«I lo ca tes ) to  th e  V l l l^ s v  ^-600ch U n d lvU M  Sti*c<：s

uhicU s h a l l  iye aU o ca ted  as fo l lo w s  ； —

UdiLs !>*divi<ied Shac费s O f 
and in  th e  Lot

Ondividec ShAr«s oT and 
in  th e b u il^ in 9 « and 
oth«c stc u c tu r « s  and anckllacy vorks «rect.«d 
on th e

1 ^ c s id e n t ic i l  U n its  
(E le g a n ce  c o u r t r 

B r i l l i a n c e  O ourt ana  
G ls n o u r  c o u r t  
( p a r t i c u la r s  o f  th e  
n u irb e r  o f  u n d iv id e d  
s h a re s  o f  and  in  
( i )  th e  L o t  and  o f  and  
i n  ( i i )  t lw  b u t ld lrK is  
and  a n c i l l a r y  w orks  
e r e c te d  can th e  V i l la g e  
a l lo c a t e d  t o  e 汽 ch  
R e s id e n t ia l  D n it  
o o n ta in o d  i n  th e  
Colum a  a n d  O h ird

2. 394/250, OOOUi Sihdtes 2#39</5v6〇0th aiuxz%t^

m

a r e
Second
Column

o f thu Schtedule hereto)

(b) Car JParking Spaces 378/250,000th shaces 378/5,600th shares

(c> v il la g e  Retained Areas 2,262/250,OOOrh shares 2,262/5,600th shares

(<3) V illa ge  and Building S6$/250#000th shares 5&6/5,600tb ^ a ces
Common Areas and 
F a c i l i t ie s

My own modest ownership, shared with my wife, is 6 undivided shares and we live in Peninsula 
Village

6 /2 5 0 ,000th shares 
for each f l a t

6 /5 ,600th shares  
for each f l a t

6 m ar-agen ien t u n i t s  
f o r  e a c h  f l a t

I believe I can speak for all the owners, and, as co-owne「s with HKR and other villages of und’w’Kied 
shares of lot 385, we have not been properly respected about this development, either by the 
developer HKR, or bythe Management Company DBMSL, a subsidiary of HKR_ \Ne are not 
convinced that our concerns were sufficiently considered in the firs t consultation, or acWressed .m 
this second application, and that a single presentation to the V 0C , on behalf of HKR, through 
DBMSL has been adequate for the owners to understand the im plications of the development.

With reasonable certainty, I can say that DBMSL will have .ensured tha t all owners received Ihe 
'marketing' leafle t from HKR: "A Sound Development for a Better Com m unity". As we see trom the



submissions for the first round, based on ressarch by a lew ov/ners, there was iriuch that v;e were 
unaware 〇(.

The management company DBMSL have never seen lit to allow a Chairman, or any owner to have 
access to all the owners on grounds of data protection. This needs to be challenged, but for now l 
am personally limited to emails for around 25% of the Hillgrove owners, who have asked to be on 
my list on the past. These owners are hopefully better informed on the important issues. The social 
media has also contributed in this respect, although sometimes there are questions with no answer 
or the wrong answer

My feeling is that all well informed Hillgrove Owners are solidly against both Ihe above 
developments, on several levels.

•  Many have read the detailed and worrying submissions about limited sewage and 
water supplies, LPG etc. from well informed owners.

•  They want to stay within the maximum  population foreseen for Discovery Bay
(2 5 ,0 0 0 )  and cherish the car free and peaceful and green lifestyle. They do not 
believe that the announced projects are the the "vision" for HKR will preserve the 
lifestyle

•  They see  disadvantages from more commerce if adapted to visitors, more transport 
and more tourists.

•  Hillgrove owners have lost confidence in the stated good  intentions of HKR and 
DBMSL. For example HKR has  a vision beyond 6f and 10b, with even greater 
consequences (see 1st April 2016  letter from  HKR to  Legco  Secretariat from  which  
Appendix 8 is shown below. (This connects the East Lantau  Metropolis (also 
unpopular) with Discovery Bay Road, which  passes in  fron t of H illgrove)

4 4 3 4

mm



"Totoism Hub Between Peng Chau and Lantau Island

The points above address the negative effects on Discovery Bay as a whole. 1 stress tha t 1 have 
only represented the feedback from  the owners on my m ailing lis t

The development that most directly affects Hillgrove Village is 6F. The disadvantages and 
objections expressed by the Parkvale VOC are fully endorsed by me and several members of the 
VOC. Nobody that I have met, anywhere welcomes this development. Hillgrove owners profoundly 
disagree that building these two monsters on our green hillside are contributing to alleviating a 
housing shortage in Hong Kong. There is no affordable housing in the scheme. This is simply a 
developer trying to take advantage of other owners to exploit a piece of land for his own gain.



o
BEFORE

and it needs a sewage works

ArrtR

OBJECT TO PARKVALE SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT AND 
MEGATOWERS (now  with  handy ready-made  ob jection  le tlers)

AREA 6f
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ■

Interestingly one Hillgrove owner wrote to me to say he objected to 6F but liked 10B (not on his 
doorstep perhaps) because that area was always untidy (we can understand why) and felt its 
beautification would be beneficial for DB. I happen to live in Peninsula and have looked more 
closely. The cosmetic improvement o f the 10B could, and should, have been done years ago and, 
yes, it would be positive to beautify the facilities (left on the picture from the HKR pamphlet - the 
bus was added later by a resident)



LAND
BUS DEPOT AND  REPAIR SHOP , BOUNTY THEME AREA, PICNIC ,

GOLF CART REPAIR AREA, REFUSE

BUS LEAVING THE VISITORS CENTRE TO PICK UP GROUP



(Th is  c o n c e p t o f a m u ltipurpose land op tim isa tion  on 10B is a horrendous id e a  for Pen'\nsu\a and 
this vv⑴ be  exp ressed  in o ther de ta i丨ed subm iss ions  t h a "  fully endorse)

F o r H illg ro v e  V illage  10B w ill c re a te  an ex tra  burden o f tra ffic  from  the fo u r p roposed tow ers p\us 
low  r is e s , p lus  v illas, p lus  the tou ris t hub added to th e  tw o mega tow ers  a t 6 F  and 
the  d e v e lo p m e n ts  o ccu rring  up  the  hill w ith  no fan fa re .

Hillgrove will suffer very badly since it will be at the confluence of so much extra public transport, 
(mote HKR have lost control of the delivery vehicles coming into Discovery Bay and this has not 
gone unnoticed by the Hillgrove VOC - it is becoming dangerous for the golf carls already - ior this 
reason the final development in DB, not exceeding 25,000 population, must be confined to the north 
end).

At a City Owners Committee Meeting, the Chairman statedthat" DB is going fo change and we 
must change with it". Hillgrove Village, to the best of my knowledge, does not wish me to agree.

ED RAINBOW 
Chairman Hillgrove VOC 
Member Peninsula VOC
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C lerk  to  the  Panel on  D e ve lo p m e n t 

Leg isJative  C o u n c il Secretaria t 

L e g is la tiv e  C ounciJ  C o m p le x  

1 L e g isJa tive  C o u n c il R oad  

C entra l, H o n g  K o n g

D ea r S irs ,

Re.: In v ita tio n  for Subm issions on ’’Proposed D evelom nent Sti a t e n  fo r L ai“ au ”

We refer to the captioned invitation by the Panel on Development and would like to 
offer our opinions as follows.

Recommendations of Lantau Development Advisory Committee First Report (tlThe 
ReportJ,) are generally supported by us, however there are shortcomings.
Shortcomings of The Report Recommendations

It is disappointed that DB residents5 needs are totally neglected by The Report, 
although DB is one of tlie most populous areas in Lantau second only to Tung Chung. It is 
clear from Appendix 1 and 2 Plan that DB is at the most strategic central location among 
the three recommended development areas - (1) North Lantau Corridor recommended for 
economic and housing developments; (2) North-East Lantau recommended for tourism, 
recreation and leisure activities; and (3) East Lantau Metropolis recommended for 
comprehensive development providing housing and job opportunities. Yet how DB can 
complement Lantau laiid use and transportation network planning have not been considered 
by T h e  Report.

While proposed new railway and road networks are close to DB, they avoid DB 
which we hope is unintentional. DB is connected to public road system via DB tunnel since 
year 2000, but DB r e s id e n t s 0 public transportation need have all along been neglected by 
government.

香 港 興 業 有 限 公 司
Hong Kong Resort Company Limited
香港干Jg道中168號信栖中心招商局大® 2 3樓 
23/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre 
)68 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong 
鼉话了d: (852) 2238 1188 漭 S  Fax: (8W) 2868 4998

香港與策E 羝 有 陔 公 司 成 矜 1  
A Member ol HKR Intor national LimUcd

www.hkri.com <SL

http://www.hkri.com


\ )  l ) i<  U c s i tJ c n ts *  ' r r ^ n s i i o r t a t i o n  N e e d  
( i )  P u M i c  H u s  a m i  I 'a x i  S e rv ic e s

I'he Kcpori proposed some short term traffic improvement measures, none of 
ihom tukc I>B into considerations. There are 17 and 23 bus lines from 
all over Ilong Kong lo airport and Tung Chung respectively, none of them 
benefits DB residents because they run along North Lantau Highway C'NLH'1) 
instead ofC hcung Tung Road, Uiough Cheung Tung Road runs side by side w'nb 
North Lantau Highway (Appendix 3 Plan refers). Some of these public bus 
services to Tung Chung and airport should be cheinged as soon sis possible to 
serve DB residents by running along Cheung Tung Road. Bus stops shall be 
provided near DB lunnel toll piaza so that DB residents ezin switch from DB 
buses com ing from DB to these “A” and “E” buses or vice versa, giving them 
the same right as Tung Chung residents to enjoy public bus services.

We support The R ep orts proposed short term measure to increase blue taxies, 
but green taxies should not be neglected. The cuiTent permitted operation areas 
o f  green tax ies in Lantau are too restrictive, confined only to airport and Disney 
Them e Park. Permilted areas should be expanded to include D B  im m ediately, 
and to other proposed developm ent areas in Lantau in the future. It is  unfair vhat 
p eop le  g o in g  to airport and D isney  once a w h ile  can lake green tax ies while D B  
residents w h o have to com m ute betw een D B  hom es and their N e w  Territories 
w o r k p la c e s  regularly can 5t,

(ii) C o n n e c t in g  N o r th  L a n ta u  H ig h w a y  a n d  C h e u n g  T u n g  R o a d

We support the idea of having reclamation in Siu Ho Wan, relocating G1C 
facilities along Cheung Tung Road .into rock, cavern and vaceLnt the lands for 
better uses. The reclaimed and vacated lands shall be plaiined together with Siu 
Ho Wan MTR depot development. However corresponding improvements in 
road networks must be considered to support these new developments. Having a 
new MTR station in Siu Ho Wan is very important but not enough.

The vacated GIC lands are accessible only by Cheung Tung Road, Appendix 4 
Plan shows current access to which from NLH is very inconvenient. Moire 
convenient connections to NLH shall be provided at Tai Ho and Siu Ho 
roundabouts already designed by Highways Department, Appendix 5 Plan 
refers. These benefit future developments there.

Access by DB residents to future Siu Ho Wan MTR station should also be 
considered. It is a waste of time and energy if DB residents have to take DB 
buses to Sunny Bay in order to get on MTR trains to urban areas, while a much 
shorter and direct access to future Siu Ho Wan MTR station is possible, k  

vehicular flyover connecting Siu Ho Wan depot and DB Tunnel Link Road 
illuslraled in Appendix 6 Plan provides a more environmental fvieadly 
transportation.



Sufficient car parks shall also be plajined in the depot development for park-and- 
ride. At the moment there arc more than one hundred such demand from DB 
residents. Some residents have lo park their cars in Tung Chung and take DB 
buses back home.

(li) New L an tau  N orth  - S outh  L in k  Road Should be S hort T e rm  M easure

The proposed new road and railway from HK Island, via East Lantau Metropolis and 
Mui Wo to airport and Tuen Mun is a good idea. However the North-South link road 
between iVIu 丨’ Wo and North Lantau Highway highlighted in 八 ppendix 7 Plan should 
be implemented as soon as possible rather than a longterm measure. With incieasing 
housing supply and more tourist activities in south Lantau, there is pressing need to 
provide aJternative North-South Lantau link other than T ung Chung Road. Tung  
Chung Road though have been partly widened and strsughtened years ago is still loo  
steep and sub-standard to handle existing and near future traffic demand. Worst o f all 
any traffic accidents blocking the dual lanes at any point o f  the road will totally cut 
o f f  Lantau north-south traffic flow.

(C) H K  N eeds N ew  R e c re a t io n a l  a n d  T o u r is t  S po ts

Although HK is small, its coastline is more than 700km long, probably one of 
the longest among international cities proportional to their sizes. However there is no 
well-pJanned marine tourist spot making use of this valuable natural resource apart 
from natural beaches. HK i s  suffering from substantial reduction in tourists. There 
have been voices to find new tourist spots to attractive more tourists and lure them 
stay longer for years. The Report also touches on the need of more marina, but no 
solid suggestions are offered.

We like to suggest a world class marine tourism hub between Peng Chau and 
Lantau Island. Its conceptual layout is annexed as Appendix 8 Plan. It can be south 
of France Port Grimaud style architecture and planning, i.e. resort development with 
hotels, maiinas, water sports and recreational activities centre, etc. Annual 
international yacht competitions can be organised to attractive tourists from all over 
the world. Peng Chau ŝ fishing village history matches the maritime theme. The hub 
in return revitalises Peng Chau's tourist attractions. Developments inside the hub can 
be partly by government and partly by private sector. Tliis hub and East Lantau 
Metropolis, being close to each other, can turn east Lantau into a new unique district 
suitable for living, working and entertaining. To achieve this, a road link between it 
and East Lantau Metropolis shall be provided. Please refer to Appendix 9 Plan. The 
road continues to North Lantau Highway and the New Territories via existing roads 
in DB and Disney Tlieme Park. This reduces construction cost and environmental 
impact of constructing the new road proposed by government along Lantau east coast. 
This new road unavoidably requires substantial site formation.

H or；g Kong Reson Company Um»te(



( P )  M io i  t f i iU  in  H o u s in g  vS upp ly  lo  M a t c h  P r o p o s c i l  J<»h O p p o r l i in i l ie s

Hie Kc'i>mt proposc'd 131̂ *000 and mininium ?,70,00() job opportunities v/ith 
IoIhI hoi^in^ supply for 160,000 mul minimum 338,000 population in the mc<Aium ;md 
long U*un irspcciivcly. Noting that each job opportunity is associated wilh a family 
〇t on avciagc more than two persons, tVierc arc insufficient housing supplies lo match 
the job  opportunities. OH with an extremely low plot ratio of 0.17 perrnitte<\ by 
C>utlino Zoning Plan (ktOZP'') and substantial land size of 650 hccteires can be properly 
pliuuicd to meet ttiis housing supply shortfall. This together with the fact that D ii \% 
very close to Siu Ho Wan makes it important to include DB into Lanlau development 
strategy study.

It is appreciated if  Legislative Council members can help monHoring governmenV not 
to neglect D iscovery Bay residents* right o f public transportations as well as the potentials 
o f  D iscovery  Bay in complementing Lantau developm ent planning.

Thank you very much for your kind atteiiUon.

Yours fa ith fuJly,

W ilson  ('heung

G e n e ra l  M a n a g e r  l^ io jcc ts

FjicI.
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Appendix 3 P lan

Some PubHc Buses Should Run Along Cheung Tung Road
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Appendix 4 Plan

Cheung Tung Road Isolated from N oi^ L an tau  Highway Limiting Future De^popment Potentials Along the Road
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Appendix 5 Plan

Connecting Cheung Tung Road, Tuen Mum Chelc Lap Kok Linlc & North Lantau Highway 
at Tai Ho and Siu Ho Interchanges Designed by Highways Department
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Replace this road by 
别界  the proposed roads

f in dotted lines

Appendix 9 Plan
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4435

To
: Secretary, Town Planning Board

from : 
Owner:

ED RAINBOW,

I WISH TO REGISTER MY OBJECTION TO THE ABOVE ON A PERSONAL LEVEL

SINCE TIME IS RUNNING OUT, PLEASE ACCEPT MY EARLIER SUBMISSION 
WHICH I DID ON BEHALF OF HTLLGROVE VOC AND OWNERS

REF 6f near Parkvale Village Application No.:

TPB/Y/I-DB/2

I am the Chairman of the Hlllgrove Village Owners Committee. There are 378 apartments. We look 
over the proposed site for 6F, the ongoing devastation of the slope behind (ostensibly landslide 
mitigation measures), the proposed ( but possibly stalled) construction of a golf cart parking area on 
what was a pleasant green area the Recreation Club. We are enduring massive works going on to 
create a bigger bus station and commecial area (presumably to serve a population of at least 
29,000) with the site office at the foot of one of our three buildings. We are told to expect the 
existing bus terminus will be temporarily migrated to the Discover Bay Road and Hillgrove will be 
directly affected. Owners are not happy.

Collectively the Hillgrove owners have 5600 undivided shares out of a total of 250,000 on Lot 385. 
We understand that shares may have been misallocated in other parts of Discovery Bay and this 
may well have the effect of diluting our shares. This needs to be attended to and should be borne in 
mind by the Town Planning Board and other Government departments during this process
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UNDIVIDED S〗认RES

A_ T l ie t c  i l i a l l  b e  s u b - a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  v i l l a s ®  5 / 0 0 0 t h  U n d iv id e d  S h a re s

w h ic h  s h a l l  b e  a l l o c a t e d  a s  f o l l o w s  ；-

U n i t s  U n d iv id e d  S h a re s  o f  U n d iv id e c  S h a re s  o f  a n d
a n d  i n  t h e  L o t  i n  t h «  b u i l d i n g s  a n d

o t h e r  s t r u c t u r e s  a m i  
a n c i l l a c y  w o r k s  e r e c t e d  
a n  t h e  V iA X a c e

( a )  R e s i d e n t i a l  U n i t s  2 , 3 9 4 / 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 t h  s h a r e s  2 , 3 9 4 / 5 , 6 0 0 t h  s h a r e s
( E le g a n c e  C C U r t ,
B c i l l i a n c e  C b u r t  a n a  
C la o o u r  C o u r t  
( p a r t i c u l a r s  o f  t h e  

n u m b e r  o f  u n d i v i d e d  
s h a r e s  o f  a n d  i n  
( i )  t h e  L o t  an<3 〇 £  a n d  
i n  ( i i )  t h e  b u i l d i n g s  
a n d  a n c i l l a r y  w o r k s  
e r e c t e d  o n  t h e  V i l l a g e  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  e a c h  
H e s i d e n t i a l  Q i i t  a r e  
c o n t a in e d  i n  t h e  S e c o n d  *
C o lu n n  a n d  T h i r d  C D ^ u n n  
o f  t h e  S c h e d u le  h e r e t o )

i b ) C a r  P a r k in g  S p a c e s 3 7 8 / 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 t h  s h a r e s 3 7 8 / 5 ,  6 O 0 th  s h a r e s

i c ) v i l l a g e  R e t a in e d  A r e a s 2 ,2 6 2 /2 5 D ,O O D th  s h a r e s 2 , 2 6 2 / 5 , 6 0 0 t h  s h a r e s

( d ) V i l l a g e  a n d  B u i l d i n g  
g c c t x iq  A r e a s  a n d

5 6 S / 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 t h  s h a r e s 5 6 6 / 5 r 6 D 0 t h  s h a x e s

F a c i l i t i e s

My own modest ownership, shared with my wife, is 6 undivided shares and we live in Peninsula 
Village

6 / 2 5 0 , 0 0 〇t h  s h a r e s  6 / 5 , 6 0 0 ^ 1  s h a r e s  6  to a r a g e ir ie n t  u n i t s  
f o r  e a c h  f l a t  f o r  e a c h  f l a t  f o r  e a c h  f l a t

I believe I can speak for all the owners, and, as co-owners with HKR and other villages of undivided 
shares of lot 385, we have not been properly respected about this development, either by the 
developer HKR, or bythe Management Company DBMSL, a subsidiary of HKR. We are not 
convinced that our concerns were sufficiently considered in the first consultation, or addressed in 
this second application, and that a single presentation to the VOC, on behalf of HKR, through 
DBMSL has been adequate for the owners to understand the implications of the development.

With reasonable certainty, I can say that DBMSL will have ensured that all owners received the 
'marketing' leaflet from HKR: "A Sound Development for a Better Community*. As we see from the 
submissions for the first round, based on research by a few owners, there was much that we v»»ere 
unaware of.

The management company DBMSL have never seen fit to allow a Chairman, or any owner to have 
access to all the owners on grounds of data protection. This needs to be challenged, but for now I 
am personally limited to emails for around 25% of the Hillgrove owners, who have asked to be on 
my list on the past. These owners are hopefully better informed on the important issues. The social 
media has also contributed in this respect, although sometimes there are questions with no answer 
or the wrong answer



My feeling  is thal all well inlormed Hillgrove Owners are solidly against both the above 
developments, on several levels.

• Many have read the delailed and worrying submissions about limited ssvyage and 
water supplies, LPG etc. from well informed owners.

• They want to stay within the maximum population foreseen for Discovery Bay
(25,000 ) and cherish the car free and peaceful and green lifestyle. They do not 
believe that the announced projects are the the "vision" for HKR will preserve the 
lifestyle

• They see disadvantages from more commerce if adapted to visitors, more transport 
and more tourists.

•  Hillgrove owners have lost confidence in the stated good intentions of HKR and 
DBMSL. For example HKR has a vision beyond 6f and 10b, with even greater 
consequences (see 1st April 2016 letter from HKR to Legco Secretariat from which 
Appendix 8 is shown below. (This connects the East Lantau Metropolis (also 
unpopular) with Discovery Bay Road, which passes in front of Hillgrove)
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P1A/A  VIEW

BEFORE AFTER

and it needs a sewage works

O B J E C T  T O  P A R K V A L E  S E W A G E  T R E A T M E N T  P L A N T  A N D

M E G A T O W E R S  (now with handy ready-made objection letters)

Interestingly one Hillgrove owner wrote to me to say he objected to 6F but liked 10B (not on his 
doorstep perhaps) because that area was always untidy (we can understand why) and felt its 
beautification would be beneficial for DB. I happen to live in Peninsula and have looked more 
closely. The cosmetic improvement of the 10B could, and should, have been done years ago and, 
yes, it would be positive to beautify the facilities (left on the picture from the HKR pamphlet - the 
bus was added later by a resident)
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BUS DEPOT AND REPAIR SHOP, BOUNTY THEME AREA, PICNIC >

GOLF CART REPAIR AREA, REFUSE
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BUS LEAVING TH E V ISITO RS CEN TRE T O  PICK UP GROUP



(This concept o f a multipurpose Isnd optimisation on 10B is a horrendous idea for Peninsula and 
this will be expressed in other detailed submissions tha t I fuliy endorse)

For HilJgrove Viilage 10B will create  an extra burden o f tra ffic from the four proposed towers plus 
low rises, plus villas, plus the touris t hub added to the tw o mega tow ers at 6F and 
the developm ents occurring up the hill with no fanfare.

Hillgrove will suffer very badly s ince it will be at the con fluence of so m uch ex tra  public transport, 
(mote HKR have lost control o f the de livery vehicles com ing into D iscovery B ay and this has not 
gone unnoticed by the H illgrove VO C  - it is becoming dangerous fo r the  go lf carts  already - fo r this 
reason the fina l developm ent in DB, no t exceeding 25 ,000 population, m ust be  confined to the north  
end).

A t a C ity O w ners Com m ittee M eeting , the Chairman sta ted  tha t "DB is  g o in g  to  change and we 
m u st change w ith  it". H illgrove V illage, to the best o f m y know ledge, does n o t w ish me to agree.

ED R A IN B O W  _
Chairm an H illg rove  VOC  
M em ber P en insu la  VOC
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Our Ref :  H K I^/PD /0127/2016

Clerk to the Panel on Development 
Legislative Council Secretariat 
Legislative Council Complex 

1 Legislative Council Road 

Central, Hong Kong

Dear Sirs,

Re,: Invitation for Submissions on ^Proposed Development Strategy for Lantauw

We refer to the captioned invitation by the Panel on Development and would like to 
offer our opinions as follows.

Recommendations of Lantau Development Advisory Committee First Report (^The 
Report57) are generally supported by us, however there are shortcomings.

Shortcomings of The Report Recommendations

It is disappointed that DB residents5 needs are totally neglected by The Report, 
although DB is one of the most populous areas ia Lantau second only to Tung Chung. It is 
clear fronr Appendix 1 and 2 Plan that DB is at the most strategic central location among 
the three recommended development areas - (1) North Lantau Corridor recommended for 
economic and housing developments; (2) North-East Lantau recommended for tourism, 
recreation and leisure activities; and (3) Hast Lantau Metropolis recommended for 
comprehensive development providing housing and job opportunities. Yet how DB can 
complement Lantau land use and transportation network planning have not been considered 
by The Report.

While proposed new railway and road networks are close to DB, they avoid DB 
which we hope is imintemional. DB is connected to public road system via DB tunnel since 
year 2000, but DB residents* public transportation need have all along been neglected by 
government."

香 港 興 業 有 限 公 司  

H ong  Kong R esort Com pany Lim ited

S 港 干 绝 ® 中 1 6 8 號 信 钸 中 心 招 商 局 大 * 2 3 按  
23/F., China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre 
168 Connaught Road Cen1ial# Horig Kong 
*  IS Tel. (8S?) 2238 1188 W H Fax; (85?) 2868 4998

香涫w « i a 晬 來 孖 a 公司成 s  
A Member of HKR Imernational Limited 

wvvw.hkri.com



1>H UcNiilonts* rransportafion Need 
(i) Public Hus and Taxi Services

1'he Report proposc<l some short term traffic improvement measures, none of 
them take 1)H into considerations. I'hcrc arc 17 4tA5* and 23 bus lines from 
all over Hong Kong to airport and Tung Chung respectively, none of them 
benefits DB residents because they run along North Lantau Highway (ltNLH,5) 
instead o f Cheung Tung Road, though Cheung Tung Road runs side by side with 
Noiih Lantau Highway (Appendix 3 Plan refers). Some o f these public bus 
services to Tung Chung and airport should be changed as soon as possible to 
serve DB residents by running along Cheung Tung Road. Bus stops shall be 
provided near DB tunnel toll plaza so that DB residents can switch from DB 
buses coming from DB to these and tcÊ  buses or vice versa, giving them 
tlie  same right as Tung Chung residents to enjoy public bus services.

We support The Reports proposed short term measure to increase blue taxies, 
but green taxies should not be neglected. The current permitted operation areas 
of green taxies in Lantau arc too restrictive, confined only to airport and Disney 
Theme Park. Pcnnilled areas should be expanded to include DB immediately, 
and to other proposed development areas in Lantau in the future. It is unfair lhat 
people going to airport and Disney once a while can take green taxies while DB 
residents who have to commute between DB homes and Iheir New Territories 
work places regularly can’t.

(ii) Connecting North Lantau Highway and Cheung Tung Road

We support the idea o f having reclamation in Siu Ho Wan, relocating GIC 
facilities along Cheung Tung Road into rock cavern and vacant the lands for 
better uses. The reclaimed and vacated lands shall be planned together with Siu 
Ho Wan M*PR depot development. However corresponding improvements in 
road networks must be considered to support these new developments. Having a 
new MTR  station in Siu Ho Wan is very important but not enough.

The vacated GIC lands are accessible only by Cheung Tung Road, Appendix 4 
Plan shows current access to which from NLH  is very inconvenient. More 
convenient connections to NLH  shall be provided at Tai Ho and Siu Ho 
roundabouts already designed by Highways Department, Appendix 5 Plan 
refers. These benefit future developments there.

Access by DB residents to future Siu Ho Wan M TR  station should also be 
considered. It is a waste o f time and energy i f  DB residents have to take DB 
buses to Sunny Bay in order to gel on MTR trains to urban areas, while a much 
shorter and direct access to future Siu Ho Wan M TR  station is possible. A  
vehicular flyover connecting Siu Ho Wan depot and DB Tunnel Link Road 
illustrated in Appendix 6 Plan provides a more environmental friendly 
transportation.



m  V 明 > i IN

4 4 3 5

SuHicicnl carparks shall also be planned in the depot development for park-and- 
ride. Al the moment there arc more than one hundred such demand from DB 
residents. Some residents have to park their cars in Tung Chung and lake DB 
b u s e s  back home.

⑼ New Lantau North - South Link Road Should be Short T erm  M easure

The proposed new road and railway from HK  Island, via  East Lanlau Metropolis and 
Mui Wo to airport and Tuen Mun is a good idea. However the Norlh-South link  road 
between M ui Wo and North Lantau Highway highlighted in Appendix 7 Plan should 
be implemented as soon as possible rather than a 】ong term  measure- W ith  increasing 
housing supply and more tourist activities in  south Lantau, there is pressing need to 
provide alternative North-South Lantau lin k  other than Tung Chung Road. Tung 
Chung Road though have been partly widened and straightened years ago is s till too 
sleep and sub-standard to handle existing and near future tra ffic  demand. W orst o f a ll 
any tra ffic  accidents blocking  the dual lanes at any point o f the road Will to ta lly  cut 
o ff  Lantau north-south tra ffic  flow .

(C) HK Needs New Recreational and Tourist Spots
Although HK is small, its coastline is more than 700km long, probably one of 

the longest among international cities proportional to their sizes. However there is no 
well-planned marine tourist spot making use of this valuable natural resource apart 
from natural beaches. HK is suffering from substantial reduction in tourists. There 
have been voices to find new tourist spots to attractive more tourists and lure them 
stay longer for years. The Report also touches on the need of more marina, but no 
solid suggestions are offered.

We like to suggest a world class marine tourism hub between Peng Chau and 
Lantau Island. Its conceptual layout is annexed as Appendix 8 Plan. It can be south 
of France Port Grimaud style architecture and planning, i.e. resort development with 
hotels  ̂ marinas, water sports and recreational activities centre, etc. Annual 
international yacht competitions can be organised to attractive tourists from all over 
the world. Peng Chau^s fishing village history matches the maritime theme. The hub
in return revitalises Peng Chau's tourist attractions. Developments inside the hub can 

be partly by government and partly by private sector. This hub and East Lantau 

Metropolis, being close to each other, can turn east Lantau into a new unique district 

suitable for Jiving, working and entertaining. To achieve this, a road link between it 

and East Lantau Metropolis shall be provided. Please refer to Appendix 9 Plan. The 

road continues to North Lantau Highway and the N e w  Territories via existing roads 

in D B  and Disney T h e m e  Park. This reduces construction cost and environmental 

impact of constructing the n e w  road proposed by government along Lantau east coast. 

This n e w  road unavoidably requires substantial site formation.

杳 港  p  笼 笮  R 公 司  
Hong Kono R*?scit Coi^paay LiraVteci



(D )  S h o r l fa l l  in  tlou.sin<> S u p p ly  io  IV l i i ic l i  P ro p o se d  J o b  O p p o r tu n it ie s

rI'he Rcpori proposed 138,000 and minimum 270,000 job opportunities with 
total liousing supply for 160,000 and minimum 338,000 population in the medium and 
k>ng term respectively. Noting that each job opporlunity is associated with a family 
o f on average niore than Iwo persons, there are insufficient housing supplies to match 
the job  opportunities. DB with an extremely low plot ratio of 0.17 perx-niUed by 
Outline Zoning Plan (4tOZPM) and substantial land size o f650 hectares can be properly 
planned to meet this housing supply shortfall. This togellier with the fact that DB is 
very close lo Siu Ho Wan makes it important to include DB into Lantau development 
strategy study.

It is appreciated i f  Legislative Council members can help m onitoiing goverm-nenv not 
to neglect Discovery Bay residents* right o f public transportations as w ell as the potentials 
o f Discovery Bay in  complementing Lantau development planning.

Thank you very much fo r your kind attention. 

Yours fa ith fu lly ,

Wilson Cheung

General Manager -  Projects

End.
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Appendix 1 Plan
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A ppendix 3 P lan

Legends:
Non]) Lantau Higiiway 

Cheung Tung Road SkyCity

Some Public Buses Should Run Along Cheung Tung Road
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Appendix 5 P lan

Connecting Cheung Tung Road, Tuen Mura Chek Lap Kok Linlc & North Lantau Highway 
at Tai Ho and Siu Ho Interchanges Designed by Highways Department
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tpbpd
哥件者： 
寄件日期: 
收件者： 
主旨： 

附件：

charlie estcourl 
14日07月201碎星期四 17:28 
tpbpd@pland.gov Jik
Discovery bay development
16 07 11 To Town Planning Board on Area 6f Application.docx; ] 6 07 11 To Town Planning Board on 10b Applicalion.docx; Doc 14 jul 2016.
1020.pdf; Doc 14 Jul 2016,1019.pdf

Please find attached 2 letters opposing the development plans in discovery bay. I have added another two 
documents that have my signature to these letters on. Pis do the right tiling. Charlie Ko

4436
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
(Via email： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 4 4 36
Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2

Dear Sirs,

Comments on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.P. 352,
Discovery Bay

HKR's consultant, Masterplan Limited, submitted HKR's reply to the public comments 
to the Secretariat of the Town Planning Board on 6th June, 2016. In the covering 
letter, it said:

We have also reviewed the public comments received during notification of the 
application. It is considered that many of the concerns raised are also addressed in 
the response to the departmental comments, and does not require separation 
response. However, we would like to specifically address few issues in Annex E in the 
enclosure.

The claim that many of the concerns raised in the public consultation are addressed 
in the departmental comments and does not require separation response (sic) is 
disrespectful of those who submitted their comments during the public consultation 
and disrespectful of the town planning process.

The owners and residents o f DB made many highly detailed and well-documented 
comments on the original HKR submission. Most of these important comments have 
been ignored.

All substantive public comments should have received the same attention that was 
given to the comments from  government departments. If Masterplan did not have 
sufficient time to answer the  comments, it only indicates that the original submission 
was ill-prepared and unready for review under the Town Planning Ordinance.

Unless and until HKR and its consultant are able to provide detailed responses to  the 
public comments for further review and comment, the applications for Area 6f and 

10b should be withdrawn.

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


Area Ot'#l ^ (Queries the rationale pmvided (or (lie (fevelopmcnt

Ar^a_^[#14 Inadequate infraslmcturc lo support increase in populalion

Safety and sustainability issues

Area 6f #352 Access issues. Concern over supply of potable water in drought conditions

Area 6f #493 Unresolved issues of encroachment on government land elsewhere on the lot

Area 6f #1104 Legal opinion on the status of the Passageway at Area 6f

Area 6f #1109 Detailed review of the TIA and the Passageway

Area 6f #1458 Comprehensive review of issues affecting Area 6f from a senior engineer

Area 6f#1512 Significant submission by the Parkvale VOC

Area 6f No Number 

("after #1892'!

Comprehensive review of Area 6f submission, including detailed analysis of 

drought impact and road access

Multiple Failure to consult with the co-owners of the lot

Multiple
Complete absence of information on the sewage treatment plant between

Area 1 Ob and La Costa

Multiple The Outline Zoning Plan and the Master Plan are not aligned



以 3G

Multiple HKR is no t llie sole land owner, as the lot is held  under a DM C.

Multiple The population cap of 25,000 should be preserved.

Multiple HKR should release tlie existing water, sewage and LPG agreements

Multiple
DBSML, not HKR, is the sole party authorised under the DMC to conclude 

agreements with the government and other suppliers of services to the lot

Multiple
The TIA has ignored the road safely issues arising from the interaction of 

increasing traffic and golf carts

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple The bus depot should be zoned G/IC.

Name o f Discovery Bay Owner/Resident:

Address:



MtjIlipJc I ti€ (juliinc Zortin^ Plan wid the MiiMcr Plan urc ruA aligned

M u lllp lc i IKK ti mA the sole land owner, m itie lot i» held under a DMC.

Multiple Ihc populttum cap of 25,000 should be prcicrvcd.

Multiple I0CR »hould release the existing water, »cwagc and LPG agreement*

Multiple

DBSML, not 1IKR, U the %o\t parly authorised under the DMC to 
conclude ayccmcnU with the government and other suppliers of services 

to the lot

Multiple
The 丁1八 hwi ignored the road safety iwuca axlaing from the intcraaion of 
incrcaftinK lraf!lc and t〇lf carh

Multiple Vehicle parking has not been addressed

Multiple Tho bu* depot »hould bo zoned GAC,

Name of Dlscovcrv Bay 〇wncr/R〇$ldent: G W x r l J t  L o

Addreitt
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寄 件 者 ： 
寄件曰 期 , 
收 件 者 ： 
主 旨 ： 
附 件 ：

Andrew  Bums 

]4 曰07月2016年星期四 22:54 "
tpbpd @pland.gov.hk
Re: Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay, Public Open Space 
Application Y-I-DB-2 Area 6f Public Open Space 14JL16.pdf

To: S ecre ta ry, Tow n  P lann ing  Board

D a te : 14 Ju ly , 2016

D ear Sirs,

Re: A p p lic a tio n  No. Y/l-PB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay. Public Open Space

I ta ke  p leasure  in subm itting  th e  attached  com m ent to  the  Town  Planning 
B oard  in resp ec t o f  the  sub je c t Applica tion .

Y ours  s incere ly , 
A n d re w  B urns



T o : S e cre ta ry , To w n  Planning Board

Date:  14  Ju ly , 2016

4 4 3 7

D e a r  S irs ,

R e :  A p p lic a t io n  No. Y /l-D B /2 . A re a  6f. D is c o v e r y  B a y  — P u b lic  O p e n  S p a c e

The Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (HKR), proposes that members 
of the public shall have full access to the open spaces at Areas 6f and 10b. The 
Town P lann ing  Board (TPB) should pay due attention to the relevant provisions 
u n d e r th e  Land Grant (Memorial No. IS6122 in the Land Registry) the Discovery Bay 
Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC〉 and the Undertaking dated 18 September, 2012 
(Memorial No. 12101701500012 in the Land Registry) when considering these

A s  described  in Director o f Audit Report #43  Chapter 6 from  2004, HKR  has an 
ob liga tion  to provide public  recreational facilities (PRF) at Discovery Bay, and to  th\s 
end  has provided the  Beach, Plaza, Central Park, hiking trails and cycle paths.

U ntil 2012, HKR  unjustly  forced  the  owners  and residents of Discovery Bay to pay for 
th e  upkeep  o f the PRF  through  the ir m anagem ent fees. This  in justice  was  fmaUy 
lig h te d  in t 〇12, with the  signing  o f an Undertaking  between. and  the  SAR  
G ove rnm en t a t the behest o f Lands Departm ent. This Undertaking, w hich  is attached  
to  th is  subm ission, m anda tes  that HKR  shall be solely responsib le  fo r  the  
m a n a g e m e n t and  m ain tenance  o f the  PR F  throughout the  te rm  o f the  Land  Grant.

HKR has no authority whatsoever under the Land Grant or the DMC to force the 
owners o f residential units in Discovery Bay and their tenants to maintain any open 
space o r facilities for the benefit of the general public. Furthermore, HKR  has no 
authority  whatsoever under the DMC to include terms that would impose such 
requirem ents in any Sub-DM C . The  Common Areas defined in the DMC  are fo r use 
b y  the ow ners  and the ir agents  — not fo r use by the  general public.

In response to com m ents  on  this point during  the  first round of public  consultation  on 
th e  p roposed  deve lopm ents  at Area  6 f and  Area  10b, HKR  gave  vague  and 
con flic tin g  replies.

The revised aBroad Development Parameters of the Indicative Development 
Proposal in Respect of Application No. Y/l-DB/2", submitted to the TPB on 13 June, 
2016, still maintains that there is no public open space within the development, vet 
the application clearly states at Page 3 of Appendix E of the Area 6f resubmission 
that the open space will be open to all visitors to Discovery Bay.

If approval is given for creation of public open space at Areas 6f and 10b, the TPB 
m ust ensure that the public open space is properly recorded in the Broad 
Developm ent Parameters. Further, the TPB must ensure that the principles 
established by the Undertaking are upheld.
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S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  TPB is requested to stipulate that any area that \n'\W be open to the 
p u b l i c  b e  classified as PRF, and that ail the terms and conditions contained \n the 
U n d e r t a k i n g  b e  applied, if it approves the applications for redevelopment Areas 61 
and 1 0 b .  、

Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns
D/scovery Bay Owner and Resident
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I jn d c r ta k im i

T o  T h e  O u v c rn m c n l o f  the H o n g  K o n g  S pecia l A d m in is tra t iv e  R eg ion  ( ' ih c
O o v c i iu n c n r ,)  
and
H e  D ire c to r  o f  L a n d s  (“ th e  D ire c to r”）

R e  : Fhc  R e m a in in g  P o rt io n  o f  L o t  N o .385  in  D e m a rc a tio n  D is t r ic t  N o .352  and  th e
E x te n s io n s  th e re to  ( 6Uhc L o t^ ) ,  A m a lf i ,  A re a  N ld ,  Phase  14, D is c o v e ry  B ay . 
L a n la u  Is la n d ,  H o n g  K o n g  ( iCth e  D e v e lo p m e n t,?)

IN  CONSIDERATION  o f  the Director o f  Lands agreeing to issue the consent under 
Special Condition No.8 o f  New Grant No.6122 as extended by three Extension Letters 
dated l sl August 1979，19lh August 1980 and 16th July 1981 and registered in the Land 
Registry as New Grant Nos. 6620, 6788 and 6947 respectively and as varied and/or 
m odified  by  a letter issued by  the Director dated 28th February 2000 and registered \n the 
Land Registry  by Memorial N〇.IS280736 (as further varied or modified by  the letter dated 
9th N ovem ber 2005 and registered in the Land Registry by Memorial N〇.051 \2500 \400 \2  
and the le tte r dated 31st August 2006 and registered in  the Land Registry by  Memorial >?〇• 

06090400770015 (ctthe  Grant5') under which  the Lx>t is held from  the Government to us, 
H O N G  K O N G  RESORT  C O M P A N Y  L IM IT E D , to enter into  Assignments o f undivided

\

«*. v
.* <■

shares o f  and in the Lot, together with the right to the exclusive use and occupation of units 
in the Development erected or to be erected on the Lot (“the Assignments”)， prior to fuU 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the Grant, WE, HONG KONG RESORT 
COMPANY LIMITED, whose registered office is situate at 23rd Floor, China Merchants 
Tower, Shun Tak Centre, No. 168 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong HEREBY 
UNDERTAKE COVENANT AND CONFIRM as follows :

⑴ With effect from the date of termination of the licences mentioned in paragraph 

( 2 ) hereof, the management costs and maintenance costs of the existing public

recreational facilities in the Lot as laid d o w n  in the table title "Summary of 

Existing Public Recreation Facilities in Discovery B ay” in the proposed Master 

Plan 6.0E7h(a), namely, Multi-purpose Hall, Recreation Deck, Seafront Plaza, 

S o u t h  Promenade, North Promenade, Piazza, Central Park Toilet, Central Park,

Bicycle Lanes, Hiking Trails and the Beach (collectively uthe Existing Public
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Recreational Facilities”） shall be solely borne by us (excluding our assigns) fur 
the residue o f  the lease term of the Lot.

(2) Should any o f  (he Existing Public Recreational Facilities have been previously 
licensed to Jhe'Manager (as defined in the Deed o f  Mutual Covenant dated 30* 
September 1982 registered in the Land Registry by Memorial No .lSU20 l8  
(i4thc DM C^)) (l<the Manager") pursuant to sub-clause 8(i) o f Section 1 of ihe 
DM C, one m onths  written notice(s) o f  termination w ill be served by us on the 
Manager on the date o f  this Undertaking to  terminate all such licences o f the 
Existing  Public Recreational Facilities pursuant to sub-clause 8(i) o f Section \ 
o f  the D M C .

(3 )  U p o n  th e  te rm in a tio n  o f  the  lic en ces  o f  th e  E x is tin g  P u b lic  R ecreational 

F a c il i t ie s , w e  s h a ll  o p en  th e  E x is tin g  P u b lic  R e c rea tio n a l F a c ilit ie s  fo r use  b y  

th e  p u b l ic  fo r th e  re s id u e  o f  the  lea se  te rm  o f  th e  Lot and  w e  sh a ll o p en  the 

E x is t in g  P u b lic  R e c re a tio n a l F a c ilit ie s  (e x c lu d in g  th e  M u lti-p u rp o se  H a ll) for 

u s e  b y  th e  p u b lic  f re e  o f  a d m is s io n  fe e s  o r  c h a rg e s ,

l )  We shall indemnify and keep indemnified the Government and the Director 
from and against all liabilities, actions, claims, cost, damage and demands of 
whatsoever nature arising out o f or in connection with our failure to perform 
our obligations under paragraphs ( 1), (2) and (3) above.

This Undertaking and all our obligations hereunder shall be valid and remam \w 

full force and effect and shall be binding on us notwithstanding that any of the 

undivided shares of and in the Lot m a y  have been assigned or otherwise 

disposed of.

This Undertaking shall be registered by Memorial in the Land Registry within 

thirty days from the date hereof.



IN W MN'b'SS ^hoxx>»-nv,% Hon^ Kon» Resort ComjMvny l im i t s  hnvc cause!
^\\mnK>ii Sc^it tv' be hoicunto nftixcvi (his 18t.lviay of

SF -VL H n  w ith  the ComnK>n Seal o f  Hong
Rcs\>rt Con>panv Limitcxl ami SIGNED  

b\ C hi M ing , i t s  O ii^s c to r  and
M \k  S^ u  C h in g ,  i t s  O cn^ xiny S e c r e t a r y

w hv>^c signatui*c<s：) is/are 
verified  by  :-

our

ERIC JOHNJDAVISON 
Solicitor 

Hong Kong SAR

鲁



r t m m m m m r w m ^ w a r n 丨''1，， • 贺1 戰 *、馨..，.:n VV纽■ ■ 、丨 ' 奶

/， L i Wing Y in Amy , hereby confirm  that the above Undertaking has been duly 
executed in  accordance w ith the M emorandum and A rticles and A ssoc ia tion  o f  H ong K ong  

Resort Com pany Lim ited and duly authorized by a properly con ven ed  m eeting and 

r e s o lu t io n  o f  H ong K ong Resort C om pany Lim ited.

Hong Kong SAR



j 註冊摘耍S W  Memorla丨 No.: I
! 1 2 1 0 1 7 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 2 / /  j
| 本文S 於 2QP年10月17日在土，
，以上述註* 要撝號註冊• ,  I
| Th is instrument w a s  registered in the ! 
j Land Registry by the above Memorial ： 

* No. on 17 October 2012 . '
i /

Land Registrar j

8 of 8



9



i p b p d

奇 件 者 : 
芬 件 曰 期 : 
收 件 者 ：
主 S: 
附 件 ：

------------h h h h h m i-----------Bums
i s B o i m o i e ^ m ^ A ^
tpbpd@p]and.g〇v.hk
Re. Application No. Y/I-DB/Z Area 6f, Discovery Bay, Sewage Treatment 
Application Y-I-DB-2 Area 6f Sewage Treatment 15JL16.pdf

To: S ec re ta ry , Town Planning Board

D ate :  15  J u l y ,  2016

D e a r  Sirs,

R e :  A p p l i c a t i o n  N o .  Y /l-P B /2 . A rea  6f. D iscovery Bay. Sew age Treatm ent

/ take p le a su re  in submitting the attached comment to the Town Planning 
Board in re sp e ct of the subject Application. ■

4 4 狀

Yours s in c e re ly ,  
A n d re w  B u rn s
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丁〇: Sea.etaiy，Town Planning Board

Date: 15 July. 2016 

Dear Sirs,

R e :  Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f. Discoverv Bav — Sewage Treatment

In  its in itia l submission to the Town Planning Board, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort 
C om pany  Limited (HKR), gave three options for treatment of sewage produced by the 
new developments at Area 6f and 10b. In unusually blunt language, the Environmenta\ 
P ro tection  Department (EPD ) took HKR to task for suggesting in these options that 
sew age from the 6f and 10b developments could be treated at the Siu Ho W an Sewage 
Treatment W orks (SHWSTVV). Here is E P D ’s comment:

The D /'scovery Bay fu rthe r developm ent sha ll provide its  own sew age treatment 
fa c ilitie s  to  m eet the W PCO standards before discharge into the receiving waters. 
In th is  connection, the A pp lican t should de lete a ll the incorrect and m isleading  
sta tem ents, e.g. "SH W STW  requires upgrade w orks to ca te r fo r the  existing and 
co n cu rre n t developm ents, irrespective o f the proposed developm ents. The 
up g ra de  w orks cou ld  c a te r fo r the  sew erage increase as a resu lt o f the proposal, 
w hich accoun ts  a round 0.8%  o f the trea tm ent flow " and o ther s im ila r text in the 
su b m iss io n  as th e y  are fa c tu a lly  incorrect.

In its letter circulated to all DB residents on 23 April, 2016, titled "Further Elaborations 
on DB Latest Development Plans", HKR was still making the misleading claim  that 
sewage could  be treated at the SHWSTW . The idea that it could not was a 
“misconception" (see attached).

Worse, in its la test submission to the TPB HKR has merely acknowledged that the 
untreated sewage  cannot be routed  to the SHWSTW . It has not provided a proper 
update fo r its alternative  proposals. In the initial application, HKR  had assum ed  that 
EPD  would  a llow  treated  sewage  under Options 2  and 3 to be sent to the  SHWSTW  for 
d/sposal. N ote  above  that EPD  has  clearly stated that HKR  is responsible  fo r  treating 
sewage  to  W P C O  standards  fo r discharge  into the  receiving  waters.

丁hese alternative solutions are described at Paragraph 5.6.2 and Paragraph 5.6.3 oUhe 
Planning Statement dated January 2016:

• 6f sewage treated on-site; 10b sewage treated in a new sewage treatment works 
facing La Costa before pumping to SHWSTW.

• 6f sewage connected to the existing DB sewage system at the pumping station 
between Beach Village and the tennis courts; sewage volume equivalent to 6f 
and 10b treated in a new sewage treatment works facing La Costa. Treated 
effluent sent to SHWSTW.
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Now that discharge to the SI IWSl^W is not an option, HKR states (response to 
f^iiragiaph M on Page 5 in Response to Department Comments)

Tho applicant will undertake the design, construction and implementation 〇/ an 
on-s/to sewage treatment plant (STP) adequate for proper treatment of the 
sewago arising to meeting the permissible effluent standards for discharging into 
the receiving waters. ... Other detailed design parameter such as the treatment 
level, treatment technology, discharge location, effluent standards wilt be 
properly addressed at detail design stage subsequent to the approval of this 
rezoning application.

In o the r w ords, there  is no detail on how  the  sewage  wiH be treated, or where \t wiH be 
d ischarged  into  the  w aters  around  DB. The  locations  of the  sewage treatment plants 
and  marine outfa ll shown  in the  updated  Environm ental Im pact Assessment (Figure 6.1) 
a r e “ in d ic a tiv e o n ly ” .

E P D ’s co m m en ts  m ake  it clear tha t the sew erage  system s  for 6f and 1Qb m ust be kept 
se p a ra te  fro m  the  exis ting  sew age  in frastructure  in DB, so  tha t there is no possibility of 
discharge  o f  se w a g e  from  the  new  deve lopm ents  to SH W STW .

Further, w h ile  HKR  sta tes  tha t the  sewage  treatm ent plant(s) will be maintained at the 
co s t o f  the  ow ners  o f  the  6 f and  10b developm ents  (see  d 5 6 ’s comments, SIA  ⑼ )，it  
ignores  m a in ten ance  responsib ility  for the  connecting  pipeline  systems and the  marine 
outfall.

Provision o f  sewerage  infrastructure is a basic requirement. As a condition of granting 
approval fo r the proposed developments at Area 6f and 10b the TPB must first require 
HKR  to produce  a detailed proposal for public comment, showing that its sewage 
treatm ent options  are  viable. Furthermore, the TPB  should stipulate that all costs 
associated  with  operation  and maintaining the new  sewerage infrastructure must be 
borne  by the  owners  o f the undivided shares in the Area  6f ancMOti developments or 
the  A pp lican t, and  not by other residential owners.

The  TPB  shou ld  also  ensure  tha t HKR produces  a long-range  plan for treatm ent of 
sew age  from  all o th e r future  developm ent on the  lot, to  ensure  that the proposals and 
p ro p e rly  coo rd ina ted , safe  and  in line with  all required  environmentaUegislation .

Specifically, HKR should be required to produce for public comment the agreement with 
the government covering the treatment and disposal of sewage from the existing 
development at Discovery Bay, as well as the sewage treatment proposals for the 
developm ent planned under Master Plan 7.0E, now under review by the District Lands 
Office, Islands.

Yours sincerely,
A门drew Bums
Owner and Resident, Discovery Bay

2 of 8
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Dear Owners and Residents,

Fu rth er E la b o ra tio n s on D B  La te st D evelopm ent P lan s

Further to our recent updates of the DB development plans, there have been proactive discussions 
on social media and within the community. We appreciate the interests and concern of owners and 
residents and we would like to further explain the following topics with the enclosed summary:

1) The planned population of DB;
2) Hong Kong Resort Company Limited's rights and commitments to develop DB;
3) DB*s Master Plan vs. Outline Zoning Plan; and
4) Water and sewage treatment services provision etc.

The summary would clarify some of the discussions and help you better understand the 
background and justification relating to the concerned topics.

If you  have any enquiries or suggestions, please email us at info@honqkonqresorl.com.

fl
H o n g  K ong R e so r t  C o m p a n y  Lim ited

香 港 興 業 有 限 公 司  
Hong Kong Resort Company Limited

香 港 大 》 山 檐 羡 漘 廣 思 徑 二 號 偷 景 灣 商 務 中 心  

Discovery Bay Office Centre, No. 2, Plaza Lane 
Discovety Bay, Lantau Island, Hong Kong 
霉 坊  Tef. (8S2) 2238 3388 薄 萬  fax: 佴 S2) 2987  2880
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香港興窠面際集® 有風公司成R 
A Member of HKR Intemaiional Limited 
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Summary o f Further Elaborations on Discovery Bav Latest Development Plans

Overall Development /  Other Issues

1) W ater and sewage services agreements

■  The said ''Short Term Tenancy Agreementsw were sent to  City Owners* 

Committee  (^C O C ) fo r inform ation  a couple o f years ago.

CM always consults COC whenever the  Government revises the Short Term 

Tenancy fees.

2) Options for fu tu re  sewage tre a tm e n t

It is believed that the Government will have to upgrade the Siu Ho Wan 

sewage treatment plant capacity or to build a new sewage treatment plant in 
order to cater for new developments In North Lantau.

If th e  tim e schedu le  of these  upgrading works cannot match with th a t of 

Areas 6f and  10b developm ents, an on-site sewage trea tm en t plant has been 

p roposed  in th e  technical study repo rt as an alternative option.

3J A rrangem en t o f fre sh  w a te r  supp/fes

The reservo ir capac/ty  indicated In th e  1995 HKR's le tte r to  COC was for 

refe rence  at th a t  po in t In tim e w hen  the  reservoir was th e  only m eans of 

p o tab le  w a te r  supply to  DB.

Misconceptions

MThe existing water & sewage services agreement between the Government 
and Hong Kong Resort Company Limited are confidential to both
parties and were never made known for other partieŝ

Ênvironmental Protection Deportment commented in May 2Q1S thot the 
o/rrertt CGpodty 〇/ the 5/_u Ho W!〇d Sewoge Treatment 丨A/brks 广SHWSTWT) 

has been allocated for other existing and p/onnecf future developments, so 
SHW57W has no copac/tyto coter/or the addfttonaf sewage/rom the

potential developments in Discovery Bay (rfDBf/)/f

%s DB is required to be self-sufficient in water and sewage services under | 

Land Grant, o/id H/CR rtcrs s ta ted  fn a  tetter ro the D8 COC on 10 Aify 1395 Y 

that* rese/vo/’r vvos a  maximum population o f 25,000~ \

“ fs 1 April 2016



Potable water has been provided from  Government mains since the opening 

o f the Discovery Bay Tunnel in 2000. Thereafter, maximum  population of DB 

/5 contro/led  by water filtra tion  capacity of the Government water filtration  

p/ant at S/u Ho Wan, ra therthan  the  si2e of the DB reservoir.

It is believed that the Government will have to upgrade the said filtration  

plant capacity or build new  filtra tion  plant in order lo  cater for new 

developments in North  Lantau.

'I f the tim e  schedule o f these upgrading works cannot match w ith  that of 

Areas 6 f and 10b developments, the existing DB filtra tion  plant can be 

re-opened to  f ilte r  and supply potable  water to  Areas 6 f & 10b in a separate 

supply  netw ork .

I 4 )  A l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  future w ater treatment

•  Re-openlng the existing water treatment facilities Is Just one of the options.

/ It is also noted chat the Siu Ho Wan Water Treatment Facilities would have to

| be upgradedfn the future in order to cater for the Governments proposed

developments in North Lantau regardless whether the proposed 

developments in Areas 6f and 10b are approved or not.

■ 丨nitial costs of biiild/ng a new filtration plant, if any, will be borne by HKR,

■  This plant w …on丨y supp丨y potab丨e water to the new developments in Areas 6f

and 10b and its maintenance costs will be borne by the undivided 

shareholders o f these new developments. Existing developments under 

current OZP will continue to have potable water supplfed from the 

Government mains.



""The water treatment facilities have not been In use for over a decade and 
would need to be substantially overhauled while massive pumping stations 

would need to be in place in order to get the reservoir to supply drinking 

water. A// these costs need to be borne by HKR ond not D8 residents广

2 April 201S
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5) Unfair Government charges

鱅 As w ith  a" D日厂esidents, HKR also considers ft unfair that the Governmeni

charges D日 for the lease of Government land to run pipelines outsfde DB to 

connect to Siu Ho Wan and also for the maintenance of the pipelines and 

pump/ng systems. While at the same time  cancelled the IS% rates discount 

tha t OB owners  used to  en;oy. In fact, HKR jo ined  COC to  voice out this 

concern  o f  unfai’r treatm ent to  the  Legislative Council in April 2011. At the  

same tfm e, HKR has also employed land consultants to  try  to  prove such 

practices by the  Government had violated  the ir usual policies. So far, the  

study  resists  are not favourable, but the  study is still ongoing.

IVe urge all residents and our representative  in District Council to  jo in  In our 

figh t on  論  issue.

6) HKR 斥 the approDriate partv to negotiate with the Government
The Deed of Mutual Covenant f"DM〇 allows the Registered Owner, i.e, 

Hong Kong Resort Company Limited, to continue developing DB by modifying 

the Master Plan under the Lease w/fth〇cJt the need to obtain consent from 

the other undivided shareholders.

However, in the present political environment, any support from other 

stakeholders would be very helpful.

7)  M a ste r Pfan &  Otitfine Zoning Plan f"OZP"l alignm ent

Master Plan (MP6.0E1) was approved before the first draft 02P was gazetted, 

rhereafte/; reWsions to  the Master P丨an are 丨‘n a丨丨gnrnent with the OZP.

6 〇n



M isconceptions

^Although the Government agreed r〇 provide water and sewage services to 
Dfl w/ien fhe _ n e /  was bui’/t, D8 owners hove to bear the re/evant costs，

^Under DMC, CM is supposed to  represent owners ofDB In all m atters  and  

dealings with Government or any u tility  In any w ay  concerning the 

management o f OB, but HKR n ego tia tes  direct with  G overnm ent and 

utilities."

yThe current M aster Plan (6.0E1) and the current OZP are not aligned

© April 2016



8) Some Government lands are being maintained by HKR at HKB^s costs

9) Inclined llf^

層 丁he lnd/_ned "_ft system Is partl\M*n Area N2 and partly  in N1 North, The

Jnd/ned lift is designated as City Common Facility under Amalfi sub-DMC for 

all DB residents' use.

10) There  are  loca tions  In DB des igna ted  fo r  vehic le  p a rk ing  

■  U nder the  DMC, CM is e m p ow ered  to  designate  any p a rt o f  City Common  

Areas o r  Passageways fo r  the  parking  o f  vehicles.

11) New g o lf  ca rt p a rk ing  lo t

M The new  g o lf ca rt park ing  lo t  a t the  lawn  area ad jacen t to  DBRC w ill be 

p ro v id e d  as an  anc illa ry  fa c ility  to  th e  Club, w h ich  Is a llo w e d  u n d e r  the  OZP- 

Currently, golf cart p a rk in g  spaces  are  p ro v ide d  at a ll co m m e rc ia l, res iden tia l 

2〇nes and  dubs as a n c illa ry  facu lties  in c lu d in g  Club Siena, DBMC  and  DBGC# 

excep t DBRC.

H ow ever, a fte r  co n s id e rin g  th e  conce rns  o f  DBRC m e m b e rs , th e  size o f  the  

p a rk in g  f〇t  has  b e e n ，e duced  a n d  a p o r tio n  o f  th e  la w n  area  w 川 be  re ta ine d ,

Misconceptions
UHKR has encroached beyond the boundary of the Lot, including areas 
surrounding Discovery College and Community Centre etcfr

^Inclined lifts in DBN is within N2 (HKR area) therefore they should be 
maintained at HK^s costs/*

,rNo provisions have been made fo r vehicle parking in DB and vehicles are 

currently parked illegally at different locations/'

"No golf cart peeking lot will be allowed to be built In the oreo of DBRCM

4
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Area 10b •_.r:

12) HKR is the sole owner of Areas 6f and 10b

13} T h e  p r o p o s e d  re c la m a t io n  in  Area 10b has been approved under the 

j  F o r e s h o r e  a n d  S e a b e d  O r d in B n c e

If
j 14) Rationalisation of existing utilities
丨■ General planning Intention for Area 10b is to rationalise the existing utilities
t
I and to upgrade the overall environment of the subject area.
麗 Regardless of its relocation, petrol filling station and vehicular pier will stay In 

Area 10b.

：. . . .
tv

Misconceptions

^HKR is not the sole owner of the Lot/1

f/HKR has no right to reclaim the seabed area at Nim Shue Won/

Area Sf … 鑛 義 s i i
j 1 5 )  As d咨f th e  S iib -D M C o f Psrkvale \/i"age the $ufroundlng roads are

I NOT Village Common Areas

i a  Parkva/e owners are paying for the maintenance costs for their usage of
»
j these roads.

''Existing dangerous goods store and vehicular pier are removed:

■

uThe surrounding roads o/ParkvQle Village belong to PV residents (roads and 

passageways w ith in  a village are Village Common Area) and PV owners have 

been paying fo r  the upkeep o f these roads, so any usage o f these roads  

(including during construction) must obta in  consent o f p y  y 〇c "

8 of 85 A pril 2016
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April 6th 2016Town Planning  Board
15/F N o r th  Point G o ve rn m e n t Offices
333 Java  Road
N orth  P o in t
Hong Kang

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re; Application Y/l-DB/2 Section 12A Application to amend Discovery Bay (WDBM) Outline Zoning Plan 
Proposed Rezoning of Area 6f of Lot 385 RP & Ext in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay from “Other Specified Uses -  
Staff Quarters (5)" to Residential (Group C) 1 ("Application"}

This Application should be rejected.

> It purports support from an out of date Chief Executive's Policy Address, and is not so supported. 
(Section 1 attached)

>  It and the supporting assessments are based on inaccurate DB population data. (Section 2 attached)

>  There are major environmental issues that have been glossed over. (Section 3 attached)

Its significant visual impact on the immediate and other DB communities is damaging. (Section 3 
* attached)

> It contains no traffic impact assessment on the immediate neighbourhood (Section 4 attached)

Please find a more detailed explanation supporting these assertions in the following pages and attached DVD

Nigel JH R e id -O w n e r



Comriionts and u b j e c l i o n s  r a i s e d  o n  th is A p p l ic a t io n  are p resen ted  u n d e r  the fo l lo w in g  h e a d in g s :

1, No Chief Executive support^ as claimed

2 .  Inaccurate population data

3. Environm ental and Visual issu es glossed over

4. In adequ ate  Traffic Im pact A ssessm en t {#T IA M)

1.0 No Chief Executive support, as claimed

The su b m itte d  E x e c u tiv e  S u m m ary  — B ased  on o u td ated  an d  as ye t, u n defin ed  G o ve rn m en t Policy 
A sse rt io n s

Sect/on S3 o f  th e  A p p lic a tio n ^  executive  summary, partia lly  reproduced  in blue ita lics  below , would  pu rpo rt to  
bu ttress  a basis fo r  its approva l. H ow ever, it (a) contains  inaccuracies; and (b) has been  overtaken  by rr\ore 
recen t pronouncem en ts  w hich  still do  no t support the  A pp lica tion .:

^This Concept Plan is considered responsive to the Chief Executive^ Policy Address 2015 advocating 
fo r  additional housing supply, and developm ent a t Lantou Island where Discovery Bay is located/*

Even if this assertion were true, it is insufficient to justify the Application's approval at such an early stage 
after the Chief Executive^ (CE) broad 2015 policy statement (,/CEP2015/,). Indeed, the more detailed 
quotations from CEP2015 reproduced in Section 3.1 of the main Application submission are now overtaken 
and outdated by subsequent clarification by the CE in his 2016 Policy Address (CEP2016M).

It w ou ld  be highly inappropriate to consider and approve this Application without reference to CEP2016.
Further clarification of possible Government policy and its approach to delivering on such is more clearlv set 
out in CEP2016 partially reproduced in Box A below. A few comments have been added in green h■丨ghlightq

/t shou ld  be w e ll noted that CEP2016 makes no specific mention of either Discovery Bay, or private 
deve/opments in Lantau. Indeed, its specific emphasis and detail is on everywhere in Lantau but Discoverv Bav.

^ W ).5  A ddress Extracts  -  L a n ie r

114. The Lantau Development Advisory Committee has submitted  a report to  me,
I 〆 一 气

I proposing the  developm ent o f an economic and housing corridor at Northshore Lantau. [Hot 
I DiscoWry Bayfwhich is The popula tion  w ill be concentrated in Tung
j Chung and Siu Ho Wan. Developm ent fo r commercial, tou rism  and recreational purposes w ill 
 ̂ be located a t the  a irport, the  boundary  crossing facilities  island  o f Hong Kong-Zhuhai-Macao

.， • ••• W T .  W - V W * •，七 - 一

j Bridge, Tung Chung East and the Sunny Bay reclam ation  area. [Again  no  m e n tio n  o f D iscovery  B ay l



Northeast Lantau w ill be for leisure and enterta inm ent uses. Another proposal is to  examine 
the  possibility of fu rth e r  developing the East Lantau Metropolis by conslructing an artificial 
island near Kau Yi Chau. In the long run, the  Metropolis  will become the th ird  core business 
d is tric t and a com m unity  with  a population  of 400 000 to  700 000. It will link Hong Kong 
Islond, Lantau and the  New Territories W est. Priority w ill be given to  building transport 
in frastructure  and a low-carbon smart c ity  in developing the above.

115, Most places in Lantau are rich in natural and cultural resources, but lack 
facilities . Both the  Lantau Development and Development Advisory Committee and the  
Government consider tha t apart from  stepping  up conservation efforts, short and medium- 
term  improvement measures should be put in place to  facilitate  public enjoyment o f Lantau, 
especially central and south Lantau.

116. The Government will conduct public  consultation in the  first half of this year before 
prom ulgating  a b lueprin t fo r Lantau development, which  will set out the indicative 
im plem entation  tim e tab le  for related projects . The Government will set up a dedicated

| ^ n t a u  Development Office as soon as possible to  undertake these tasks._____________________

Put sim ply, at this po in t in time  the, TPB should  NOT be approving this Application in isolation on the basis of 
the  prelim inary  CEP2015 ambiguous statements. To do so would  be to rely on a prem ature  interpretation and 
developm ent thereof. The fu rthe r clarification  in CEP2106 address makes this  clear. Rather, approval should 
only  be given with in  the  context o f the overall findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Lantau 
Developm ent Office which  have yet to be determ ined .

Accordingly, approval based on any alleged CE Policy Address support, shouid be declined at this stage, but 
with an invitation to resubmit, once the HK Governments intentions have been clarified by the LDO and the 
Government, and an appropriate roadmap has been clearly defined. To do otherwise would be ^jumping 
the gun,/ and to anticipate an outcome from  a consultation exercise that has yet to begin.

2 . 0  Inaccurate population  data

Maximum population Outline Zoning Plan and existing Government Strategy



It should further be noted  that until the IDO  recommendations the CE calls lo r, have been finalized and 
approved, the Planning Deparlm cnt's  published 2001 strategy remains in force. It this confirm s  that the 
population  of Discovery should remain McappedM at 25#000. See extracts following  -  Box B:

，'，卜 5

' Werrt New Territories Development Strategy Review — Recommended Development
ci f 〇 i:cgy 2001 - Extracts

issued by the Planning Department Hcng Kong Government (^Government Strategy
^c〇ortr,)

2.5.3 Other Parts o f Lantau

2.53.1 Further development in Lantau, though constrained by the capacity of external links, should 
be considered in selected local centres as a means to satisfy development needs and pres
sures with due regard given to the environmental and infrastructure capacities. The recom
mended population levels for the respective areas are as follows:

...(b) Discovery Bay - The planning intention for Discovery Boy is to provide o resort-type development 
featuring o wide range o f recreational facilities in the area. The sub-urban character o f the 
area, its car-free environment, its tranquility and relatively low-density are the major at
tributes that sustain the attractiveness of Discovery Bay. it  provides a choice fo r people 
who prefer to live in a different type of environment not available in the urban area. 
Based on the approved Discovery Bay Master Plan, the population in the Discovery Bay de
velopment w ill increase from the current about 15,000 to about 25,000. Ferry services 
which have been the main mode of external transport for Discovery Bay would be expanded 
to commensurate with the increase in population. Although a tunnel road is connecting the 
area with Cheung Tung Road at Siu Ho Wan, this road tunnel is intended for emergency, 
residents shuttle buses and service vehicles only. The planned population o f25,000  ̂based 
on the^jsd n旮>nd planned infrastructural p/2Y每 自  the fimited ̂ ffJ c ^p a c ity t 
oqd 戶p每 j ；/D二M_rbon fommunfty c o々r/xrc(ei* of D,5C〇\/eryr 
Bay, is adopted in the Strategy.

4.4.4 Development Proposals 

〇) Residential Development

4.4.4.1 The overalf level o f residential development is proposed within the capacity of existing and 
planned infrastructure system. About 1,174 ho o f land have been designated for a total 
population o f about 476,700 by 2016 under the SWNT DSR (Appendix 6). Table 2.cont/ 
shows the proposed population levels o f respective areas o f the sub-region. [Discovery Bay 
is noted as go/ngfrom an existing population o f 15,000 to 25,COO by 2016]

1

Which recommendation is endorsed by the current approved Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) that limits the popula
tion to 25;000 abiding in 10,000 residential units (Appendix 2.1.1.2.)
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It is believed th a t the existing  population  possibly exceeds this Hmit and, tha t in any even t,the  Application's 
approval will see this num ber well exceeded when  the facilities  and in frastructure  cannot support such.

In estim ating  the  current DB population, the fo llow ing  errors  are noted  in the  Application;

A. The actual existing  num ber o f housing units is 8,326 not "a round"  8,300 (per 1.1.1). The difference 
o f  326  units is sign ificant -  see 3.2 E below . This error is conceded in para 4.3.1 o f  the Assessment 
w hich  acknowledges 8,326  housing units  as being  the correct num ber,

B. The num ber o f  residents  in the  Application  and  supporting  docum ents  is m isstated  at 15,000. The
G overnm ent Strategy  Report in 2001 states th a t  to  be the  then  popu la tion . The popu la tion  has
g row n  sign ificantly  since 2001 w ith  th e  com ple tion  and release o f  m any  new  developm ents .

Accord ing  to  Hong  Kong Resorts' ("HKR") ve ry  own  w ebsite, even  today, HKR states  the  existing
p o pu la tion  to  be  wabou t 18,000 people^. (Although it is believed it  started to make this claim as 
early as 2011) h ttp ://b it . lv / lS iU 5 3 x
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That said, however, even the 18,000 population HKR website currently states would probably be an 
understatement of current reality.

Throughout the Application HKR uses a ratio of 2.5 permanent residents per housing unit. 
Paragraph 1.1.1 of the Assessment yields a ratio of 1.8 persons/unit which makes no sense at all 
and therefore makes the Application flawed.

To restate the 8,326 units @ 2.5 persons/unit consistently, as per the rest of the Application, 
translates into a more realistic estimated starting point for the current population of some 20,815 
residents.

http://bit.lv/lSiU53x


It should be noted, however, that the 8,326 units does NOT include any allowance for the many 
additional DB residents who currently live on board boats moored at the Discovery Bay Marina 
(''Boat People'7). The Boat People comprise the complete spectrum of individuals, couples and 
families. Although no census has been taken of such, it is quite probable that between 400 -  600 
people enjoy such a lifestyle on the many live aboard boats.

C. There are a further 6 luxury villas and 185 units (total 191 units) currently under physical 
development which have not been mentioned in the population calculations. These will shortly add 
to the number of DB residents

D. There are at any given time a number of temporary DB residents living in the hotel in DB North.
This is a 3 2 5  room hotel (see HKRl 2014/15 annual report). Potentially that's up to another 650 residents, 
assuming double occupancy, plus the related 24/7 staff to serve such.

E. In determining a more reliable estimate of the current situation, is appropriate to have regard to 
relevant external reliable population estimation resources — such as the HK Government 2011 
census which reported a population of 12,362 living in the then 4,487 surveyed units. This suggests 
an average of 2.755 persons/unit as being more appropriate than the 2.5 number used througho*f\ 
the Assessment. And it seems all the more reliable an estimate given the significant family 
presence, many with domestic helpers, in Discovery Bay. (IE Mum + Dad + 1 Child + 1 Helper = 4 
persons in a unit. There are many families with 2 or 3 children.)

F. Adjusting for these errors and the additional populations from the proposed 6f and 10b
Applications and remainder of the 10,000 units to be built under the existing Master Plan and 
Outline Zoning Plan, BUT NOT including any adjustment for the hotel temporary residents or Boat 
People, yields the following, truer, fairer and more reliable population estimates:

N um ber and  ty p e  o f un its
@ 2.5
p e rs o n s /u n it  
G en era l ratio

@ 2.75 p e rs o n s /u n it  
2011  C ensus ra tio

Existing 8,326 20,815 22,896

U nder
C onstruction

191 477 .5 525.5

6f P roposed 476 1 ,190 1 ,309
10b P ro p o sed 1 ,125 2 ,812 .5 3093.75

O th er un its  to  be 
d e v e lo p ed  u n d e r  
ex is t in g  M a ste r  
Plan ( 1 0 ,0 0 0 -  
(8 ,326+191 )

1 ,483 3 ,707 4 ,078

Hotel R esiden ts 3 0 0 - 4 0 0 ? ++? ++?

Boat P eo p le 500? ++? + + ?

T otal 2 9 ,0 0 2  p e rso n s 31 ,902  p e rso n s

As can be seen both these preliminary population estimates exceed the Application’s amended OZP proposed . 
population limit of 29,000 and all the more so when hotel residents, Boat People day visitors etc., are 
considered:



Section 7.2 of the current Outline Zoning Plan states:

Jo.v C

V.2 Having regard to the character of the area, environmental considerations and the existing and planned 
infrastructure provision, in particular the limited capacity of external links, the plan provides for a planned 
tota/ population of about 25^000 persons for the Discovery Boy development Any further increase in popula- 
tion would have to be considered in the context of the general planning intention fo r the Area and subject to 
detailed feasibility investigations on infrastructure and environmental capacities. In particular, the unique 
sub-urban low-density and car-free character o f the development should be maintained in keeping with 
the surrounding natural setting.”

The general planning in tention  has yet to  be defined by the yet to  be established LDO:

❿ e detailed  feasibility studies have yet to  be done. The reports submitted in support of the  Application are 
inadequate  for th is  purposes o f satisfying this requirement.

Consequently, the OZP and Master Plans would require further appropriate study based on such. The 
Application Executive summary assertion that: HThe proposal is supported by technical studies quantifying 
the infrastructure requirement to accommodate the population increose// is wrong, because the population 
estimates it relies on are wrong

Accordingly, so as to obtain a reliable population count, such an appropriate study should include a proper 
Government census taken ot a time outside of School holidays and festivities which cause DB residents to go on 
holiday. In the meantime, neither the 6f nor 10b plans should be approved pending the outcome of such 
investigations.

3.0 Environment & Visual issues glossed over

The executive  summary  o f  the  Application  alleges:

^lt[the Application] has given due regard fo r the mountain backdrop and the relationship with the 
existing residents. In summary^ the proposal is considered satisfactory in addressing the general planning 
intention of the area/*

This is misleading and simply  isn 't true . It has given  no such appropria te  regard.



In the  first place whvU the AppUcalion refers to as ihe  "u/feody appmved  deve/op川 ⑼ 〆’ is low  r w  stdH 
quarter's  (no longer needed as stated by  the applicant). Such approved quarters comprise buildings three 
storeys, or 9 meters, high that would  have been proportionate  to  the immediate  existing development arui 
surroundings. In o ther words, the approved  staff quarters would  have fitte d  in w ithou t dominating and 
destroying  the outlook  and setting  o f neighbouring/nearby  buildings.

M oreover, had they  been developed  when  the site preparation  was completed  at the  time of the Woods 
construction, they  w ould  now  be a m ature  development set in m ature  natural surroundings and would have 
fitte d  in sym pathetically .

The rea lity  is th a t  the  6f area form s  p a rt o f a very green and tranqu il backdrop  behind  the Coral Court, Crystal 
Court, W oodview , W oodbury  and W oodlands  properties  of Parkvale village.

Not on ly  is the re  a w on d e rfu l view  fo r  all, but also these properties, particu larly  those  that face the mountain  
to  the  rear, all enjoy, to  a grea te r o r  lesser extent, a warm  sunny ou tlook  on the  m any  good weather day5 
w hich  makes liv ing  the re  all the  m ore  a ttrac tive  and enjoyable . This has been the  case for some 25 years now . 
Please see Video  C on  th e  DVD attached .

Section  7.4 o f  the  cu rre n t O utline  Zoning  Plan states:

Box D

if7A In the designation o f various zones in the Area, consideration has been given to the natural environ
ment^ physical landform, existing settlement, land status, ovoilability o f infrastructure, local development 
requirements and relevant strategic planning studies and master p lans/'

In its subsequent discussion of the staff quarters zoning it states:

Staff Quarters

"8.5.11 This zone is intended to designate land fo r  the provision of sta ff quarters to serve the Discovery Bay 
development The three existing s ta ff quarters, including one located to the west of the marina and the 
other two near the fire  station and the golf course in the south, are designated os "/OU,/ annotated ''Staff 
Quarters". This zone also covers two proposed sta ff quarters located to the east o f Bijou Hamlet and in 
Porkvale Village. The development o f individual s ta ff quarters is subject to the maximum GFA and height 
restrictions as specified in the Notes o f the Plan to reflect the existing scale o f development.”
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This is of course in response to the  guiding principles of Paragraph 7.4 highlighted above, because it would 
easily have been more efficient to  combine all the staff quarters in to  one high rise building, but to  do so would 
have disregarded the qualitative environmental aspects 7.4 addresses namely Mthe existing scale of develop- 
mentw which, as concerns Parkvale, Midvale and Hillgrove V illages-the  immediate landscape neighbouring 
environs - has NOT changed since their original construction back in the 1980s. This leads one to  ask what has 
changed that affects the existing scale o f development?

Video C, in the DVD attached, illustrates well the current view  enjoyed by Crystal and Coral Court residents on 
a typical sunny day. This view  was taken from  the 22nd floor Coral Court roo f top. While the  lower Crystal and 
Coral floors don't have such a panoramic view, they still enjoy the  fu ll radiance and warm th  of having a 
current uninterrupted sunny view  o f the greenery behind them . They also enjoy peace and quiet from  the lack 
o f any development to  the  rear. Such views -  a strong marketing point at their initial sale -  would  have been 
substantially the same today had the  minimalistic approved staff quarters been developed as they  were 

^^ended.

As can be seen from  the cross section diagram  Figure 6 "Section A — A”  accompanying the  Application and the 
HKR's own PowerPoint Presentation slide showing the view  from  the  Plaza, the proposed development will 
dwarf Crystal and Coral courts, permanently depriving the mountain facing residents rooms of sunlight and 
spectacular mountain, reservoir and green views.

The new  views would  become akin to those "enjoyed" in Central Hong Kong or the Mid  -levels high rise flats 
and are NOT what residents who bought in either o f the Crystal o r  Coral properties w ant or expected. Nor 
would they be either in keeping w ith  the desire to preserve the  surrounding natural setting  objective of 
Section 7.2 of the current Outline Zoning Plan -  see Box D above, or Section 2ection 2.5.3.1 (b) Discovery Bay - 
o f the Government Strategy Report -  reproduced in Box F below:

•XF
"The sub-urban character of the area, its car-free environment, its tranquility and relatively 
low-density are the major attributes that sustain the attractiveness of Discovery Bay. It 
provides a choice fo r people who prefer to live in a different type of environment not available 
in the urban area."

In this Government Strategy Report, the Planning Department concedes and confirms th a t Discovery Bay is 
different from  other environments and th a t it should provide an alternative  choice fo r those  w ho  would  prefer 
it. Accordingly, any visual and environmental assessment guideline  tests should be applied  and in terpreted  
sympathetically, in the unique Discovery Bay context and objectives noted in the Government Strategy Report. 
What would be the test in the Mid-Levels does not work fo r Discovery Bay.

Popular hiking tra il to  be removed



F ina lly , p leoso  a lso  n o te  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a w e ll u se d  h ik in g  ro u te  a n d  s te p s  to  a n d  f ro m  th e  to p  o f th e  
m o u n ta in  s lo p e  an d  sc e n ic  lo o k  o u t .  T fiese  s teps  a n d  th e  re c re a t io n a l fa c i l i tv  th e y  p ro v id e  to  D is c o v e ry  Bay 
re s id e n ts  a n d  v is ito rs  a lik e  w ill  be  lo s t. T h e re  is n o  m e n t io n  o f  th e ir  re p la c e m e n t .

It is  re g re t ta b le  to o  th a t  o n  o r  a ro u n d  th e  d a te  o f  th is  le t te r ,  HKR  has  s ta r te d  a  c a m p a ig n  t o  d is c o u ra g e  users  
o f  th e  h ik in g  t r a i l  th ro u g h  th e  e re c t io n  o f  th e  fo l lo w in g  s ig n :

H ik ing  Trail o f  the  P u b lic  R ecrea tion  F ac ilitie s

公 眾 康 樂 設 施 的 行 山 徑

This is the end point of the hiking trail of the Public Recreation Facilities.

The footpath beyond this end point within private land lot.

Continuation and safety of the footpath beyond this end point cannot be guaranteed. 

Any person who goes beyond the end point shall bear the liability for such conduct.

此處是公眾康樂設施的行^之終點。
在此終點以外的行人步道屬於私人土地。
此終點以外的行人步道的連續性及安全性皆不能確保。 
任何人越過終點需自行承擔所有責任。量

The 6 f environm ental and visual impacts on the im m ediately affected owners and the rest o f the Discovery 
Bay community are devastating. The Application should be rejected on such grounds together w ith  the  ^  
destruction o f a much enjoyed hiking fac ility .

4.0 Inadequate Traffic Impact Assessment (WTIAM)

4.1 The TIA is wholly  inadequate: It is flawed because it:

(a) relies and is based on inaccurate and omitted data (see 2.0, population above, and 4.2 below); and

(b) totally ignores the traffic and health & safety impact of the proposed development in and around the 
immediate vicinity of 6f and the neighbouring Parkvale and Midvale Villages during  and after its 
implementation (see 4.3); and



(c) to ta l丨y ignores emergency services access requirements (see 4.4); and

(d) totally ignores the Planning Department's strategic plan conclusions on the suitability/desirability of 
the existing infrastructure to  accommodate construction traffic (see 4.5); and.

(e) totally  ignores the fact tha t existing traffic law and regulations are not currently enforced which gives 
rise to dangerous driving already. This situation will only be made worse by additional construction 
vehicles during the lengthy construction period and extra vehicles thereafter (see 4.6).

4.2 Omissions from  the  TIA

The Application's TIA sets out in a very matter of fact way, background information  and numerous statistics 
about the  tunnel, road systems, tra ffic  and passenger volumes into, in and around Discovery Bay. It is totaliy 
quantitative and totally lacks any meaningful qualitative discussion in its content which would have 

^^n tifie d  traffic saturation and safety issues.

Put simply, it#s not just how  many vehicles per hour tha t there are here, there  or wherever; but how  they 
behave, especially in the "'low under policedw district o f  Discovery Bay.

The observational data -  passengers, vehicles etc., set out in the TIA are not disputed because there was no 
opportun ity  to  observe and disagree therewith. Nor are they accepted for the  same reason. However, the 
overall TIA conclusion that there is current capacity fo r the 6fand lO f developments is refuted.

This is because the TIA fails to observe and consider any meaningful qualitative  factors about Discovery Bay 
traffic  in general and, vitally, in the  immediate 6f/Parkvale vicinity. Both aspects are critical in interpreting  the 
numeric data and concluding thereon:
These ignored considerations also impact the entire Midvale Village as regards (a) the disruption o f their bus 
service and (b) the potential adverse impact on emergency services.

4 ^ a t 7s missing and how  does DB tra ffic  actually behave?
foliclowing explains and demonstrates how the internal DB road systems are currently stretched to  

operating capacity. It shows why the  introduction of the  additional development construction tra ffic  cannot 
be seamlessly and safely accommodated by the reported alleged “ capacity". Significant inform ation  omitted  
by the TIA is also highlighted:

(1) The TIA makes no mention of, and fails to  take in to  account the  fact that the many golf carts are 
mechanically speed restricted, often as low as 28 KPH. Even i f  not speed restricted, golf carts are 
significantly slower and have less torque to deal with  the  many uphill roads in Discovery Bay. There are 
almost 500 golf carts in Discovery Bay.

The consequences of this are that the golf carts create bottlenecks behind the golf carts. Dangerous 
driving by the frustrated drivers of faster vehicles to overtake the go lf carts results; This problem  is 
exacerbated when the golf carts have to  go uphill and slow down even further, as is the  case in



Discovery Valley  Road and  Parkvale Drive the  tw o  roads lh a t are proposed  to  be  used fo r  the  
constructing  and servicing  the  6f developm ent.

(2) The TIA does not com m en t on  the  fact tha t th ro u g h o u t DB all DB buses make fre q u e n t stops on  the ir  
routes . Not all o f these  stops are  in convenient o f f  to  the  side o f the  road  bus bays w hich  theo re tica lly  
can free  up th e  roads fo r  o th e r  fo llow ing  tra ffic . The roads are o ften  blocked  by  several vehicles  having 
to  w a it fo r  DB buses to  re s ta rt th e ir  routes a fte r  stopp ing  to  pick up and drop  o ff  passengers, 
particu la rly  on Discovery Bay Road opposite  No. 21 and the  school d rop  o ff fu r th e r  up the  same road-

It is also particularly the case when accessing the Woods units in Parkvale Village, where the No.2/3 
and No.3 bus can be required by passengers to stop blocking the main road outside Hillgrove Village 
and at two stops on the way up and at one stop on the way down Parkvale Drive. These bottlenecks 
are compounded by the large amount of double white lines on Parkvale Drive and 30 KPH restriction 
on much of the drive where there are no double white lines.

(3) The Assessment does not deal with the traffic impact of the 6f development during construction, 
particularly on the driveway outside the three Woods high rise buildings off which the service road to 
the 6f development is proposed.

(4) Paragraph 5.3.3 of the Assessment incorrectly states that the "existing Parkvale Drive" to the north will 
be '"extended to serve area This is incorrect. Parkvale Drive terminates at the Woods' lower private 
village passageway which in turn leads to and finishes at an open pedestrian pavement area in front of 
the 3 Woods blocks. Both the lower slope and the pedestrian pavement are very different and distinct 
from Parkvale Drive. Please see 4.3 following.

4,3 The Woods immediate vicinity, and general Parkvale Traffic Health & Safety aspects during and after 
construction

Please see 'Video A;, on the DVD to view a typical weekday afternoon bus arrival and departure immediately 
outside the three Woods buildings on the pedestrian pavement in front thereof ('Top Pedestrian Areaw).

Please see "Video B” on the DVD to see how the Woods village private passageway ("Lower Passageway") 
connects to Parkvale Drive.

Please see "Videos K and L" on the DVD to see how the DB busses have to cut corners or take a wide berth 
when entering, exiting Parkvale Drive.

Please note the following points illustrated by Videos A and B:

• In the Top Pedestrian Area, the bus has to proceed very slowly, with absolute caution, because the Top 
Pedestrian Area is not a proper road in the normal sense. The Top Pedestrian Area comprises greyish 
interlocking bricks that have the appearance of a road and tend to be regarded and used as such by 
vehicles, but otherwise are equally regarded as a pedestrian area when vehicles are absent or 
stationary. It also has golf cart parking bays, a dead end turning area, block forecourts composed of 
reddish tiles/bricks, a bus stop and a very small passenger waiting area. It was not constructed as a 
road or to bear the load of a normal road.

O



•  Unlike the Lower Passageway connecting  to  Parkvale Drive, there  are no road markings on the Top 
Pedestrian Area; the re  is no pedestrian pavement; it has no safety  barrier and the  principal vehicular 
throughput area is vei*y narrow  measuring between just 5.95 m eters  and 6.04 m eters  on the bricked 
area that is regarded as the road.

•  The bus has to  perfo rm  a three  po in t tu rn  at the very end of its route  in o rd e rto  tu rn  around for its 
return  journey  to  the  plaza. It requires the  entire tu rn ing  area to  be clear in order to  turn  safely. The 
same can be observed  fo r the  yellow  school bus. The same is tru e  fo r  any other sizeable vehicle such as 
a moving truck o r  emergency vehicle.

•  Bus service to the  Woods during  the  w orking  week is every qua rte r  o f an hour.

•  There are, as is o fte n  the  case, o the r sizeable vehicles using the  same area. In Video  A please note  the
yellow  school bus and w hite  goods vehicle . There is also a sm aller black, light goods vehicle parked up.

•  There is barely enough  room  fo r  the  bus and the yellow  light bus to  pass each o th e r  on the  main 
thoroughfare, w ith o u t  one vehicle  having to  use the  o ff road area.

•  G olf carts and sm alle r delivery  vehicles also use the  Top Pedestrian Area and parking  is provided  fo r  
them  in the  w h ite  bays seen in the  video .

•  There are res idents/pedestrians  using the  area. These include  young  children  some  o f which, the  
videos show, are  understandably  inclined  to  trea t the  area as a play  area. The o the rs  walk  freely  
anywhere  in th is  area . There are  many  dog  owners living  in these  W oods  blocks.

•  Neither the  Lower Passageway, nor the  Top  Pedestrian Area w e re  b u ilt s truc tu ra lly  to  accom m odate  
th e  heavy veh icu lar tra ffic  a large construction  pro ject such as th e  one  subject to  th e  Application^ 
would  generate . N ote  the  surface  destruction  in the  tu rn ing  area  flooded  by  ra inw a te r .

•  A ll in all, as Video  A  dem onstrates, it 's  cu rren tly  a fine  balancing  act to  keep eve ry th ing  moving  safely . 
The existing in fras truc tu re  system  ju s t a b o u t copes w ith  the  existing  volum e  and  na tu re  o f  tra ffic .

in troduc tion  o f  m any  construc tion  and construction  m ateria l de live ry  and debris  rem ova l vehicles, m o st o f  
w hich  w ill be making  num erous  trips  betw een  8am  and the  end  o f  th e  w ork ing  day# w ill like ly  prove  to o  much  
fro m  a safe  capacity perspective  and th e  tra ff ic  and  transport im pact on  th e  im m ed ia te  th re e  W oods  blocks 
access. This will alm ost ce rta in ly  resu lt in:

1. Greater danger to  pedestrians, p a rticu la rly  younger ch ild ren  w h o  use the  area as a playground;

2. Additiona l congestion  in th e  genera l Top  Pedestrian Area  and pa rticu la rly  in  th e  bus  tu rn in g  area, 
which  w ill make i t  harde r fo r  th e  buses to  run  on schedule  and  to  connect w ith  th e  fe rries  th a t th e ir  
current tim e  ta b le  is synchronized  w ith ;

The increased p o te n tia l fo r  accidents  as bus  services, res iden ts  and  6 f cons truc tion  re la ted  tra ff ic  take  
greater risks as th e y  com pete  to  run  to  schedule .



4.4 Emergency ve h ic le  access

It is universally  w e ll unders tood  and accepted  tha t w hen  it  com es  to  saving  lives "se co n d s "  can  make the  
d iffe rence  be tw een  life  and  death  w hen  ge tting  em ergency  services  to  th e  scene o f  an  in c id e n t.

The Top  Pedestrian  Area
Video  A clearly  de m o n s tra te s  th a t  if  em ergency  veh ic les  (^EV^) have  to  use  the  Top  P e d e s tr ia n  Area  to  service  
an em ergency  e ith e r  at th e  6 f  co n s tru c tio n  site, o r  in  any  o f  th e  ex is ting  th re e  W o o d s  b u ild in g s , th e re  is every  
chance  tha t th e  EV response  t im e  m ay  be  adversely  a ffe c te d  by  n o t o n ly  th e  e x is tin g  t ra f f ic  using  the  Top  
Pedestrian  Area, b u t  also any  a d d itio n a l cons truc tion  t ra ff ic  using  th e  T op  P edestrian  A rea  as an  access ro u te  
to  6f. M oreover, th e re  w o u ld  be inadeq ua te  w id th  in  th is  sam e  area  fo r  buses, la rge  c o n s tru c tio n  veh ic les  and 
EVs to  pass each o th e r . The need  fo r  th e  DB bus and  o th e r  n o n -c o n s tru c tio n  veh ic les  t o  do  th re e  p o in t tu rn s  to  
ex it the  Top Pedestrian  Area  poses a co n s ta n t fu r th e r  th re a t  o f  EV o b s tru c tio n .

T ra ffic  ho ld  ups on  P arkva le  D rive
In add ition , th e re  w ill be m o re  f re q u e n t  tra ff ic  queues  on  th e  D iscovery  Valley, P arkva le  D rive  and th e  Low er 
Passageway w hen  th e  a d d itio n a l co n s tru c tio n  veh ic les  have  to  s low  d o w n  because  th e y  c a n n o t o ve rta ke  slow  
m oving  vehicles, n o ta b le  g o lf  carts, e ith e r  due  to  a lack  o f  speed, co n tin u o u s  w h ite  lin e s  a n d /o r  b lind  c o r n e r ^  
o r  blocked  view s . 、 J

In e ith e r  s itu a tio n , th e  end  re su lt cou ld  be  v ita l seconds  lo s t in  Parkvale  Drive  w h ile  EVs a tte n d  an in c id e n t,  no t 
o n ly  in g e ttin g  to  th e  W oods  and  th e  6 f  s ite , but also  th e  re m a in d e r  o f  th e  Parkva le  V illa g e  and  the  e n tire  
M idva le  Village .

N one  o f  th is  is accep tab le .

4.5 Conflict with Planning Department Strategy

rExtnjcisfrom  Section 4 -  uM a jo r P lanning Issues^~ South V\fest New Territories D e ve io pm e n t S tra tegy

by the P lanning D e p a im e n i Hong Kong G overnm ent 

2.5.3 Other Parts o f Lantau 

2.53.1

…{b) Discovery Bay - The planning intention fo r Discovery Bay is to provide a resort-type development featuring a
wide range o f recreational facilities in the area，The sub-urban character o f the area, its car-free environ- 
meat, its tranquility and relatively low-density are the major attributes that sustain the attractiveness o f 
Discovery Bay. It provides a choice fo r people who prefer to live in a different type o f environment not 
available in the urban area. ...Although a tunnel road is connecting the area w ith Cheung Tung Rood at 
Siu Ho Wan, this road tunnel is intended fo r emergency, residents shuttle buses and service vehicles

Cox 0

Review  -  Recommended Deueloprrfent S trategy Z0B1
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Adding  to  the  planned  popu la tion  w ill lead to  increased  tra n sp o rt dem ands . M o s t obv ious ly  th e  a d d itio n  o f 
a n o th e r  1 ,190 res idents  in the  6 f  area w ill requ ire  a d d itio n a l bus services, see  a d d itio n a l h ire  car usage,
fu rn itu re , superm arke t and  o th e r  delive ries  th e re b y  p u ttin g  perrnanent a d d itio n a l stress  on  th e  Discovery
Valley, Parkvale Drive  and  Discovery  Bay Road ju n c tio n s /sys te m .

This is n o t  in accordance  w ith  th e  s tra tegy  o u tlin e d  above . It w ill adverse ly  a ffe c t th e  wtra n q u ility w/ use r  sa fe ty  
and  b rin g  DB closer to  the  type  o f  urban  area  e n v iro n m e n t th a t  DB res iden ts  do  n o t w a n t.

4.6 Traffic Law is not enforced and ignored

^ease  see "Videos P to 1!* on the attached DVD, to see how traffic going up and down Discovery Valley Road 
into and out of Parkvale Drive actually behaves. The issues and violations could be observed on any day.

Please note the following from the videos:

• How construction and truck traffic from  the new golf course development ignore the stop si^n at the 
bottom of Discovery Valley Road and roll onto the main Discovery Bay Road in breach of the traffic 
regulations;

• How, when turning right off Discovery Valley Road onto Parkvale Drive, the larger vehicles busses, 
trucks etcv need to cut across the downhill lane where downhill vehicles are supposed to  stop before 
turning left onto Discovery Valley Road.

• How traffic of all descriptions, cyclists, golf carts, busses, construction traffic, cleaning vehicles, delivery 
vans etc.； ignore the stop sign on Parkvale Drive and drive straight into  Discovery Valley road.

^ ^ i t e  clearly the current situation is unacceptable. The addition of construction tra ffic  fo r several years will 
exacerbate the situation and it is entirely foreseeable that there will be a serious accident causing loss of 

life or serious injury either during the construction period. Thereafter when service and transportation traffic  
will increase dramatically in response to  increased resident demand.

fo r  a n y  one o f  the rea son s se t  out in. this section , th e  existing A pplication sh o u ld  n o t be  a p p ro ved  until th e  
d eta iled  studies ca lled  fo r  by th e  O utline Zoning Plan h a ve  been  co m p leted  a n d  co n clu d ed  on.



The Secretary, Town  Planning  Board

13th July 2016

S ir/M a d a m ,

Re: F u r th e r  co m m e n ts  on  fu r th e r  in fo rm a tio n  s u b m itte d  fo r  A p p lica tio n  Y / l-D B /2  (th e  "A p p lic a tio n ")

I w ro te  to  you e a rlie r  th is  year expressing  m y  o b je c tio n s  to  the  ORIGINAL A p p lica tion  on  a num ber  o f  grounds .
A  copy  o f  my e a r lie r  subm ission  is a ttached  fo r  y o u r  easy re ference  and should  be  re-read . All o f  th e  po in ts  
ra ised  have  NOT  been  addressed  and  th e re fo re  a re  re su b m itte d .

S u b s e q u e n tto  m y  o w n  subm iss ion , in l ig h t o f  th e  subs tan tive  and  substan tia l a rgum en ts  against th e  
A p p lic a t io n  m ade  by  m a n y  re sponde n ts , th e  A p p lic a n t has  m ade  a d d itio n a l subm iss ions  by p ro v id in g  fu r th e r  
in fo rm a t io n .

Regrettably such additional information fail to answer my own and many others' earlier concerns articulated 
in our initial submissions: Indeed, they now cast further negative light on the detail of the intended 
development. Accordingly, for all the reasons I set out in my first submission and those also made below, the 
Town Planning Board should reject the Application:

A The Wrong Population Estimate - AGAIN: I originally pointed out how the Applicant was deliberately 
misstating the existing population, even as compared to  its own website statistics! While there has 
been some acceptance of my point on the Applicant's part, the basis for accepting the new estimate of 
19,585 occupants is flawed and cannot be relied upon.

As one owner o f multiple residences in Discovery Bay I can confidently state tha t the occupancy details 
o f  my units are not accurately recorded or missing from  City Management's files. There are many other 
owners who have either not completed City Management's request, or whose details are out of date. 
Therefore, once again the estimate o f 19,585 m ust be understated.

I further reiterate that the  already approved developments and Marina resident populations when 
added to  the hotel resident populations w ill take Discovery Bay over the approved 25,000 OZP tim it 
and sustainable existing utilities .



The on ly  w a y  to  se ttle  th is d e b a te  is fo r  an IN D EPEN D EN T, FULL, a n d  p ro p e r  census o f  the DB  
p o p u la tio n  to  b e  c o n d u cte d  b y  th e  G o vernm en t. U ntil su ch  is co n clu d ed , approval o f  th e  Appiicatiort 
sh o u ld  n o t b e  given b a s e d  on unreliable, in co m p le te  a n d  in a d e q u a te  d a ta .

> Inadequate  and Inappropriate  Local Traffic S tudy: The fu rther Application inform ation fa ils to address 
the im portant local tra ffic  sa fe ty  issues raised by m any residents and particu larly those of ParkvaleMn 
m y p revious subm ission I sent you videos and still photos to illustrate  the  points 1 w as making, 
particu lar/y about the sa fe ty  issues in front of the W oods build ings. I attach  links to som e of them  
be lo w . P/ease, kindly extend  m e the courtesy o f looking at them , e sp ecia lly  the video o f the bus turn .
If you had looked at th em , unless you w ere  being negligent, you w ou ld  never approve the  Application 
fo r sa fe ty  reasons a lo ne .

A t th is  po in t I would a lso  like to  add a new  po int th a t a p ro p er tra ff ic  s tu d y  would co nsid er and that 
has been o ve rlo o ked : N am ely  the  construction  tra ff ic  th a t w ill com e in by sea. The  A p p lican t has been 
fre q u e n tly  landing b y  sea  barge construction  m a te r ia ls  in th e  10b a rea  n e a r the M a rin a  Club . These  
h ave  been lo aded  o n to  tru ck s  in th a t area and then  ta k e n  up D isco ve ry  V a lle y  Road to  the  n ew  
developments /n the  g o lf co u rse  a rea s . Such d e liv e r ie s  o ften  tak e  se v e ra l hours due to  th e  vo lu m e  o f  
m a te r ia ls  b e ing  lan d ed . T h e  p o in t being m ade h e re  is th a t  n o t e v e ry th in g  th a t w ill be used  m the  
c o n s tru c t io n  p ro cess w ill co m e  though th e  D isco ve ry  b ay  T u n n e l and  th e  study n e e d s  to  ta k e  account 
o f th is fact.

Again, cmtff a comprehensive Local Traffic Study — including the immediate Parkvaie Viilage — has 
been completed, thoroughly reviewed and commented on by alt, especially Discovery Bay Residents, 
the Application should no t be approved.

>  Government Department Questions are unanswered: The Application should not and cannot be 
approved until the DETAIL requested by several Government Departments is provided by the 
Applicants. Responses indicating the point is noted, under consideration, refusing to  comply etc., 
simply do not answer appropriately.

It seems unlikely that the Applicant would have any incentive to  comply with the Government f 
Department requests i f  approval is granted. And it should be noted tha t even when something specific 
has been agreed to as a development condition, the Applicant has a history of tw isting  and turning and 
failing to comply. For example the  Applicant failed to  deliver on its original obligation to  install a cable 
car in Discovery Bay.

Were a student to have responded to legitimate questions/requests fo r  further in form ation  in  the way 
tha t the Applicant has, tha t student would be failed. 77ie p々pWcatfon must be turned down untN aH 
c u rre n t  G o v e rn m e n t in fo rm a tio n  re q u e sts  a n d  su b se q u e n t  m a tte rs/q u e st io n s  arisin g  h a ve  been  fu lly  
a n s w e re d  to  th e  G o v e rn m e n t  a n d  C om m un ity 's sa tisfa ctio n .

Yours sincerely, 
Nigel JH Reid



好件H期 : 
抆枰曾：
主醣：

l.SUt)7月20】6年籯期五23:59 
(?ixlaiid-t〇v.]ik 

Discovery Bay
丫 / 卜 P B k 4 4 4 0

D e a r  s i r / m a d a m ,

l am a resident o f Discovery Bay. I would like to express my concern of the 
new development proposal in Discovery Bay.

The reason I moved in DB is because DB is a resort full o f nature . Green 
environment is the attraction.

A lso the road and facilities are not planned to accomodate too many people. 
Wit办 increase o f  residents， traffic w ill also be a problem.

D iscovery Bay is an environmental friendly town. With increase o f  
buildings, pollution w ill increase.

Please D O  NOT allow  Discovery Bay new development plan . 

Thank You.

Sincerely yours,

Lau Kit Sum Vivien



rb p d  ________________

寒件者： Oiallen
寄件H期： 丨7月20丨6年里期五 21:52
枚件者： Town Plannii)£ Hoaid
i s : l>iscovery expansion plans 6f and ] Ob

D ear 511*5,

I - D B  / 2 .
4 4 4  1

As a permanent resident of Discovery Bay, I wish to record7 agaln  ̂my wholehearted objection to the plans 
proposed by HKR.

These plans would totally overwhelm the character and lifestyle of the residents by the unwarranted increase in 
the local population.

The increase in traffic in the last few years has already caused numerous problems for residents in terms of traffic 
congestion and overfilled busses.

Weekend tourist vistors in summer, whilst welcome, are totally inundating the local toilets and with no dress code 
frequently embarrass the local residents with their state of undress whilst visiting local shops and restaurants.

丁he system and fresh water system currently supplying DB is already inadequate with ancient piping
causing brown water flows in the older residences.

If you grant permission for this money grabbing scheme, you will be condemning the residents of DB to a living 
nightmare.

I urge you to oppose these plans as being wholly motivated by greed and not in the interests of this community, 
now and in the future.

Yours truly, 

John A Challen,

Sent
w

m y  iPad



PFM5 Cocaioeof Subi3〇ission 頁 】 /I

! 申 出 意 見  M aking  Comment on Planning A p p iic a t io n ^ ^ ie

! 0 9 0 9 t
Rcfenroce Number:

160735-153S15-00348

I D e ^ i i t ia t  fo r  su b m is s io n :

I肢 曰 敵 時 間  
j Date  and time o f  submissiou:

I有關的規b 申讀m號

j T bc  application  no. to w hich  the comment rel^tes:

15/07/2016 

15/07/2016 15:38:15 

Y/I-D B /2

4 4 4 2

r提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name o f  person m aking  (his  comment:

j意見詳潸
Deta ils  o f  the C o m m en t:

5 fe ^  M r. Ben Wong

bt creates more jo b  oppommities, which w ill bring  in  many social and economic benefits to the s 
pcie ty .
[The plan  brings in  suitable amount o f  population to siqjport the businesses o f  local shops, in  a w  
fay to provide more retail choices for residents.



，.，‘丨■赚I I I 丨丨丨_ ■■丨I丨g H — 、

PEMS Comment Submission
I f \ / \

就規劃申請/覆^ ^ P ti意見 Making Couime丨丨t on Planning AppHcnUun / RtV|l 

參考編號
Reference Number: 160715-145523-9S3U

提交_
De^dlitu; for .submission: 15/07/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 14:55:23

44<U

有關的規劃申講編號
The application no. to which the cotnmeat relates: YA-DB/2

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

^ A M rs .  Koo Law Ping Jing

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
ISupport fo r more choice o f property outside city  area



厂 申 出 意 見  Making Comment on P丨Jinning App丨丨cation/̂ ŷ vie
!參考編號
j K^fereoc^ Number: 

提 交 圆
Deatibiie for submission:

160715-153347-66864

15/07/2016
4 444

丨 較 曰 贩 時 間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 15:33:47

育關的規f !申請編號
The applicstioii oo. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

d 姓名/名稱
Name o f person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the Com m ent:

小 姐  M iss Esther Cheung

The plan optimises the land use and the area is  suitable fo r residential building  as it has been des 
ignated fo r s ta ff beadquarters w hich  no Jonger required.______________________________________



PEMS Comment Submission m n

^^^^劃申請/覆 ^^^^^意見  Making Comment on Plaaning Application / Keview 
參考編號  M
Reference Number:

^ 限期
Deadline for submission:

駭曰 期 及 時 間
Dale and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請编號
The application ao. to which the comment relates:

厂 麟 見 人 j 姓名/名稱
Name o f person making thb comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the Com m ent:

160715-152738-55707

U 4 ;
15/07/2016

15/07/201615:27:38

YA-DB/2

女士  Ms. Chong Chung Ling

The plan brings in suitable amount o f population to support the businesses of local shopSy in s 
ay to provide more retail choices for residents.
The surrounding area o f  the proposed development will be beautified and bring in new leisure fa 
cilities.



PEMS Submii^on n

\ 拉GU9申2 f /S 孩提出意見 NlaWing (. 'ou iD ifjit on PJnnning A p p lic a t io i^ ^ ^ ic  

參 f « 號
f Reference Number: 

D^^idliue for 5ubiui^»ion:

160715-J50015-4I694

15/07/2016
444G

提交曰期及時間
D«Cc and time o f submission: 15/07/2016 15:00:15

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment： 先牛 Mr. Jason Koo

意見詳情

Details o f the Com m ent:
|11*5 great to see new developments in the place where my brother is working.



PEMS Comment Submission m / i

就 規 劃 申 請 意 見  Making Comm ent on Planning Applicution / Review
參考鍰號
Reference Number: 160715-153703-26642

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 
Dale and time of submission:

心關的規劃屮講编號
The application no. to which the comment relates：

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

意見詳悄
Details o f the Comment:

4447
15/07/2016

15/07/2016 15:37:03

YA-DB/2

小姐 Miss Jadie Kwok

DB should keep on continuous upgrade to ensure it is not loosing its attraction in the property m | 
arket

…一 、i  如 7 1 1 v r\t> <M»VTnA1 ‘



L'ottuucitc Submission H i /

厂賴劃申 3 t /« S 0 f出意見M i

R rfc r>cDC« Num ber:

I提 夂 棚
! DvMdhnc fo r  subm vtsioo:

Akinx Commviif on rinniiing Apj»^ca*'lin 零 icw 

160715-»52937-49267

15/07/2016 44/iJ

I败 曰 期 及 _
Date j»o«I tim e o f subm ission:

15/07/20J6 15:29:37

轩M 的規磨申嫌编號
I l l t e  jp p iica fio a  no. to which (he comment rc la lc s :

I 「提 意 見 人 j 姓 名 / 名 稱
Nam e o f  person m aking (h is com m cnf:

Y/I-DB/2

小姐 Miss Ting Mak

mMmm
D e ta ils  o f  tb e  C o m m e n t :
本人支持發展計刻，6f—_E已規劃為居住用途，證明土地適宜連屋•規劃中的地積比亦 

很低，基建及配套足以容納新增的人口• _______________



PJiMS Comment SubmiMion

就 規 劃 屮 請 ， • ^ ^ 慧 兇  M * t k i r ^  C o i n n 丨e m  ( m  A pplitM W n /  K W ew

参考明號

Reference Numher:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提夂曰期及時閱
l>atc and lime of 5ubmi<ision:

冇關的规劃屮滴织號
The application no. lo which the comment relates:

「提意M A j 姓 桃 稱
Name of person making thu comment:

意見詳情
Details of (he Comment:

小姐 Miss KATHY TSE

The optimisation o f the land use has given due consideration to various aspects, such as ini 
cturc> visual, traffic and capacity of the community. The design is sensitive to the adjacent devcl 
Dpment and natural setting. It has given due regard for the mountain backdrop and 心 【 elationsh 
ip with the existing residents.____________________  ____________________________



PEMS Coounem Submissioo Hl /1

i 扰 丧 0 申 Sf/flF核 货 '出 置 見  Making Couirncnt on Planning A pp lica tio i^^^

^ m s t
view

Reference Number;

*_交 棚
Dc^dlioe for submission:

160715-160743-98804

15/07/2016
4^50

i•較 曰 贩 時 間
1 Date ^nd time o f submission: 15/07/2016 16:07:43

賴 &53^«申 鄉 號
The application do. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

'提意見人j 姓名/名稱
of person making this comment: 小姐 Miss LO CHAU HA

意 辦 情
Details of the Comment:
The plan brings in suftabJe amount o f  population to support the businesses o f  local shops， in a w 

I ay to provide more retail choices for residents.___________ ；______________________ ________



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 i n

臓劃申誚 /覆4 ^ 意見 Making Conimcnt on Plnnning Application / Keview 
參考编號
Reference Number:

提交 _
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

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

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

160715-160118-77953

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:01:18

Y/I-DB/2

先牛 Mr- Simon Wong

4.15.

意見詳情
Details of the Comm ent:
|Great to see more choice o f  housing units.



f  JtiUV^4V/Vff f 〇〇 yirnttainf* Ap̂ itatĥ n

/ J J60715-155^52-O4l07

丨It:交棚

f ife m d h n t fo r  nu bm tss ioa :
15/07/2016 4452

，慶交 
r Dare 4B>

期及時m 
ui fuac  o ,subxi 15/07 /2016  15:59.52

拜騙的規劃屮mm嫌
Th e  appUcAtion oo. to n h ic b  tfae coom ieof rcJates: V7I DB/2

广 提 意 見 人 j 姓 名 /名 稱  
.、 癱m e  o f  pcm on m 丨k in g  fhi’s com m ent:

先4 ： Mr. FONG TAX ON

mMMm
O etn ils o f  the C o m m e n t :

I fThe plan optimises the land use to aJJeviate the Jancl shortage issue in HK and provides more ho 
(L s in g cb o ice s . ___  ____ ________ I





PEMS Comment Submission 頁 W1

|  申S f /S tS t®出意兑  Coimnenf on Planning AppJicati〇( ^ \ v i e w

Ke/erroce Number: 

D<»diin€ for subtuission:

160715-153902-31556

15/07/2016
4454

提交日期及時間
Date dm! time of submission: 15/07/2016 15:39:02

有關的規m申謅m號
The applies tioD no. to wiiicli the coEnment relates: Y/I-DB/2

「翻 以 」姓备名稱
Njxhc o f person making <his comment: r. IVAN HO

Details o f the Comment;
The proposed development wiJJ justify for operating a complete separate bus route from Midval 

I s Village wliich wiJ! offer faster and more direct bus service for residents.



PEMS Comment Submission M
"  1 *1 ~1 1 ■'' '  ■ ■ —  '■ ■ ' ■ — -

就規劃申請/覆.及•員出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review 
參考 ®號
Reference Number:

提 交 關
Deadline for submission：

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

160715-152534-9S074

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 15:25:34

4451；

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

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

意見! ¥ «
Details of the Com m ent:

YA-DB/2

小组  Miss CHAMP AK LAM VENUS

The plan brings in suitable amount o f population to support the businesses of local shops, in a w 
ay to provide more retail choices for residents.__________________________ ________________



TfvMS Comrucni ^Jubtnissio/j M 1 /J

玟規« 申Sf/覆孩提出# 見M ukiiis  Co
I 參 考 l a s t
I Kcrfcreace Number:}
丨 '歡 關
D««idiiQc for submi&sioa:

肢 B期及時間
O^te aod tizue of 5ubuiissioo:

有1» 的規f l 申讀編號

rmnent on Mxinning Application e

160715-160907-37736

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:09:07

Y/I-DB/2

4^5i

The application d o . to nhicfa the comment relates:

，「提意見人j 姓名$ 稱 小 姐 Miss CARMEN  CHAN
' iName of persoo xnakiiig t ‘i making this comment:

意見詳》
1 Details of the Comment:
The surrounding i 

丨 cflides.
t of the proposed development will be beautified and bring in new leisure fa



PEMS Comment Submission U \n

賴 劃申請/覆 意見的也吨 Comment on Plunniog Application / Keview 
參考编號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission：

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

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

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

160715-160253-61999

4457
15/07/2016

15/07^016 16:02:53

YA-DB/2

小姐 Miss CECILIA NG

The optimisation o f the land use has given due consideration to various aspects, such as infrastru 
cture, visual, traffic and capacity of the commuiiity. The design is sensitive to the adjacent devel 
opment and natural setting. It has given due regard for the mountmn backdrop and the relationsh 
ip with the existing residents. ____________________________________________



1 - J I ..J KJ L Uf i A» * J SL • 寶

PBMS Comm<ot $ubmissi〇j)

1 cw u .
頁 :

I  規V 申£9,3?孩^ 出意見 Making Commcot od ^Noning Applica(io«^j Review

’參^ssr
Reference Nomber:

De^iliat： for subaus^ioo:

160715-160126-54176

4 4 5 3

9 期及時W  
a〇<l ome ofof submission:

有.《的規蔚申講编號
Tbe appticadoD no. to which the comment relates:

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:01:26

Y/I-DB/2

r 提意見A〇 :
Name of persoi

姓名/名稱
mAidng this commeot: r. KEN  FONG

意 雖 倩
Details of the Comment:
The area is suitablt 

j fi are no Jonger req： 

; ti l  be suffic ient to

Ic for resic 
quircd. Thi 
accommcK

identia l bm iding  as it  has been designated fo r s ta ff headquarters whic 
e planned p lo t ra tio  is  s till low  that the inj&astructure and fa c ilitie s  w  

odale the extra popuJation.______________________________



PHMS Comment Submission 頁 in

r • ̂  < 
麵

就規劃申請傲出总見 M aking Ccmm丨cm on l^Jnnning Application / Review
參考编號
Reference Number: 160715-154025-349S6

m m m
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Dale and time of submission:

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

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

意見詳情
Details o f the Comment:

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 15:40:25

4453

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. LEUNG KWUN KWOK

[t creates more job  opportunities, which w ill bring in  many social and economic benefits to  the s| 
ociety._________________________________________________________________________________ I

*5 4nv< v



m w ^ m w  n i f ；
n

15/07/20】 6 44G0

1败曰期及時間  
 ̂Date and time of submission 15/07/2016 15:34:07

有蘭的規劃申m編號
The spplicarfoa no. to which the comment relates:

「提窻見人」姓名/名稱 
1 Sam e o f person making this comment: 小姐 Miss CHANG LAI HUNG

1意見詳fif
Details o f tfae Commeot:

/ /The plan optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in HK and provides more ho 
' jusmg choices.__________ _________________ _____________________ ________ —



_ _ 晒  W ;  讎
PEMS Comment Submission f

就規劃印詢核 j内鲁总見 Miikinj; Comment on Planning AppUcation / Rtv’ujw 
参考编號
Reference Number: 160715-161027-32706

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
D ate and time of submissiun:

有關的規劃申請编號
T he application no. to which the com ment relates:

厂 随 M A j 姓名/名稱
N am e o f person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C o m m en t:

4A£
15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:10:27

Y/l-DB/2

小姐 M iss W ONG Y IK SZ E

The mountain view of most Crystal and Coral units will not be blocked due to the suSicient d\sl 
ancc between the b u i l d i n g s . ______________________________________________



iiz iM T s m r m m ji im m  c  ^  j m 1.
f* rEMS c'omnx'ut Submission 頁  1 /1

ffii滅货申嫌/设庆提出意見 S C orum ent 〇丨i P I«nning A p p丨i c a f i o i ^ ^ v

參考f iK
/ Reference Num ber:

I較 酬
n^iilto«* fur 5ubmissioa:

進交曰期及時間
O îte aod time of submission：

有 M的規»申諌编號
T he application  no. to w h ich  th e  com m eDt relates:

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

160715-154222-41533

15/07/2016

】5/07/2016 15:42:22

4462

Y/I-DB/2

r. HENRY CHOW

意 黯 情
Details of tbe Comment:
The plan brings in  suitabJe amount o f population to support the businesses o f ]〇ca] shops, in  a w  
*v to provide more retail choices fo r residents.





■ U H W f f iB iM l  誦  i l f t X i
FEMS Comment Submission 頁 W 】

fimm申講/ 
參__和》號

申 覆核'提出童見 Making Comment on P丨aiming Application 泰 、、

160715-152709-78945Rvfereacc Number:

De^dtioc for submission: 15/07/2016 4464

提交曰期及時間
Dale and tiine of submission: 15/07/2016 15^7:09

有SS的規» 申讀编號
The application d o . ( o which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

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

小姐  Miss WJI YUK YU

Details of the Comment:
The surrounding area of the proposed development will be beautified and bring in new leisure fa 
riiities. ___________________



PEMS Comment Submission

就規劃申講 / 逢 梭 意見Making Con油邮  on Vlanning Appliculion / Uev\e>v 
參 考 SB號
Reference Num ber：

提交_
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submusion:

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

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
N am e o f person m aking this comment:

意 雕 情
D etails of the C om m en t:

160715-152706-69232

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 15:21:06

Y/l-DB/2

夫人  Mrs. Polly Wong

i s 多新單位推出，好支持



FEMS Comment Submission 1/1

i 8 t規W申S t/R 孩提出窓見 Making Comment ou IManninj; A p p lic a tio i^ ^v it；

| Rct'ercncc Number: 160715-160611-85817

{ Deadline for submission:

4 46B
15/07/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 16:06:11

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

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

触  Mr. ALBERT CHAN

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
[t creates more job opportunities) %\1iich will bring in many social and economic benefits to the j



■ 腳 晒  sia i 謝 画 麵 “  i i M i r a i B B i n e
PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

申 請 意 見  M ilk ing  Com nitnt on Planning Application  /  Review

參考編號
Uefcrencc Number: 160715-160415-50908

提交限期
Deadline for submission: 15/07/2016

4^SV

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 16:04:15

有關的規劃中謓编號
The application no. to which (he comment relates: YA-DB/2

r提意队姓沿名稱
Name of person making this comment:

TERENCE YUE

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
l*he proposed development will justify for operating a complete separate bus rouxe from M'uh al 

VillaRe which will offer faster and more direct bus service for residents.__________________



PEMS C^mmcat Subn\ission 貞m

8 t規B 申SI/JR枝提出意見 M aking  Comment on P丨:》nn i丨ij; Application  尋  c 

參考編號
Refcrt*nc« Number:

較 剛
D eadline for subm ission:

肢日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

160715-155751-78153

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 15:57:51

4 柳

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

「賊 I A j 姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

r. CHEUNG WING MAN

意 勝 情
Details of the Comment:
With one more village, the cost o f sharing the maiiUenance expense o f communa丨 facilities ( 
e reduced which will benefit all owners.



PIiMS Coinmcnl Submission m / i
■ — - ~ -—•—. .  ■+ —. _   ..

劃 申 Making CV(丨"nitnt f，n I’丨iinwing Aj>j>liujfion /
参考溢猇 7
Reference Number: J60715-J54347-34114

提交限期
l)c:ullinc for submission:

446j
15/07/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission:

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

15/07/2016 15:43:47 

Y/l-DB/2

小姐 Miss ZHANG U  FANGName of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Uclaits of (he Comment:
The surrounding area of the proposed development will be beautified and bring in new Irisure £a 
cilidcs.



PFM̂  Submission 頁 i n

申 出 意 SL M aking Comment on 1，丨 Ap丨)丨icafiw i

# « ia a
Rffcrtncc Number: 

攸 關
IVailline for suhmi55ion:

160715-153532-58863

4470
15/07/2016

| 提交曰期及時w
Date and time o f submission: 15/07/2016 15:35:32

有期的 _申請鑼號
The appHcation no. to which the com m ent relates: Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Nam e o f person maidng this comment:

CHAN LIE HUI

Details o f  the C om m ent:

The area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff headquarters whic 
h arc no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low that the infrastructure and facilities w 
ill be sufficient to accommodate the extra population.



I^MS Comment Submission 頁 W1

就 規 劃 申 諝 意 兑  Making Coimncnt on Harming Application / Re、 

參考編號

Reference Number: 

Deadline for submission:

1607)5*152940^5651

]5/07/2016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 15:29:40

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

「提意見人」姓名’名稱 小姐Miss CHEUNG
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of (he Comment:
With one more village, the cost o f sharing the maintenance expense of communal facilities can b 
e reduced which will benefit all owners.



t tM S f申 孩 f t出 J t見 Making C'</minrol oo FI«Aniog 

Rtfcreocc Number: I60715-160775-7>06I

« 文限期
Ocadlioc for suboaiMioo： 1VCT7/20I6

曰期及盯w
Date mid time of submissioa: 15/07/2016 16 07 25

0 » 的_ 屮讁t t K
The uppiiciilioii no. lo which the comaarnt reftatet: Y/t l)H/2

「播麗見人j 姓名/名稱
Ntim r of pem on m aking this cum m cnl:

女士 Ms UXI

* M 抒情
Dtfliaits of ihr C*«»minrut :
幼,11劃■■丨4 持 閗 辦 的 n 路鏽•令交璗电方# 快提•引入i 麗人口可支持本土小商 
1,5的莆}* •  多的零雋* 揮• 埂畤上址欠缺®榘設庞，新發展會美化環境及 
，;丨人靳的体想没施•
設針圖則》小附近挥殆與斯歷苑有充足由雕•景覦不會受E •



PEMS Comioem Submission A W1

I f f ^ P l曲摩，’覆1 ^ _ _ 韋_  .Matanit <*〇n、丨nm t un IMmimug AppHvotion f  Review 

' Rcfcrcmc Nunbcr

« 夂阳期
llradhnr for sulimtftftion:

»5?丨1期及将閜
and time vf B«t>vms»ion:

a 關的規劃屮aunt
•I h« applkation 〇〇. to wbkb tfar cotnment relate，：

「提意見人』姓名/
Name <if person m*丨

意見詳情
Details of

名稱
kini; thb comiDCDf:

of the Comment :

160715-15^242-90459

15/07/2016
44?j

15/07/2016 15.52:42

Y/1-0IV2

小 姐  Miss 卜:m ily Slick

W ith  one more village, the cost o f sharing the maintenance expense o f communal facilities  can b 
e reduced which w ill benefit all owners. IT ic  mountain view  o f most Crystal and Coral units w ill 
not be blocked due to the sufficient distance between the buildings__________________________



PEMS Comment Submissiofi 頁 ] / I

| S£規J ?申S|/覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on Planning A pp丨icat*丨

丨參邱K
I Reference Number: 160715-161436-66188

|烫 交 酬
I Deadline for submission:

4474
15/07/2016

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 16:14:36

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

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

Appropriate development can help the developer to gain certain money to subsidize the beautific 
alion in DB and provide more facilities for residents. Otherwise, there will be no incentive for th 
cm to fork out huge sum of money to enhance the services.



n n - m m m m m
PEMS Commern Submission

就規劃申請/覆 意 見  Making Comment od Planning App丨ication /  Review 
參考编號
Reference Number: 160715-160022-73008

提交限期
Deadline for submission: 15/07/2016

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 16:00:22

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

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

小組 Miss Fung

意見詳情
Details of the Conunent:
現時上址欠缺遊楽離，新發展會美化環触引錄的休想賴
設計圇則顯示附近屋苑與新屋苑有充足距離■景觀不會受阻

rom.Tii.ntUhn?!

關 i i a o r a 繼 1 篇



EMS Cv>maK̂ i Subnussion
■ m r m  r a ■ 晒 通 丨  _ i

H i / i

; 犹規IB申软/31 疾i5 出意見 M aking  Comment on r im m ing  Application

: 參考编5?
Ref^rtnc^ Num ber:

; a：3 ^ §
, Deadline for $ubmi$$i〇Q：

卜 ic'、

160715-163752-92888

15/07/2016
447b

; 敕 曰 期 及 獅
Date ^nd time of submission: 15/07/2016 16:37:52

有期的規i s 申講编號

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

r提意見A j 姓名，名稱
Name of person maldn^ this comment: 女士 Ms. H. Chong

|意 雖 清
| Details of the Comm ent:

The plan optimises the land use to alleviate the land shortage issue in HK and provides more ho 
i^ing choices. The area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff head 
quarters v»iiich are do longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low that the infrastructure a 
Qd feciJities will be sufficient to accommodate the extra population.



PEMS Comment Submission H  \  f  \

就規劃申請/覆 意 見  

參考篇號
Reference Number:

Making； Comment on Planning AppUcation / Review

160715-162327-71930

提 交 隨
Deadline for submission:

4^77
15/07^016

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 16:23^7

有關的規剌申請编號
The application no. (o which the comment relates: YA-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment: 触  Mr. Wong Chi Chong

意見詳憤
Details of the Comment:
SfihSM民當然不希望附近有新樓，千方百計予以雖，實^ ® *  •
但觀乎香港土地不足，而該地多年來已規劃為居住用途，現今善用土地作適當發展沒有 
不妥•
訢增的人口可分擔曰常交通费用，又可支持商店的業務，附近居民應放下自私自利的心 
皞 •一起支持發展，造福整個社區！



PENtS Comment Submissica 頁 1 /1

申嫌/ « 棋提出* 見 Making CoinincDt on Planning Applica1ioi^||

160715-155514-81515参考纽號

Reference Number:

Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 15:55:14

有關的規B 申請篇號
The application no. to which the comment relates;

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

意見詳情
Details of tbe Comment:

Y/I-DB/2

r. Jacky Lung

view

4 4 7 8

本人支持發展計劃，可善用土地資源，_ 香港土地不足的問題，提供不同類型的房屋

選揮 '



PEMS Comment Submission
頁 i n

160715-161747-99677

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:17:47

就規S5申請/覆 意 見  Making Comment on Planning App丨丨cation / Review 

参考编號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

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

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

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

4479

/_J\姐 Miss C Ying

Support the plan. It helps to bring in people in DB to sustain the business of small shops which 
will not be closed down because of low patronage.

r a n i



PKMS Comment Submission 頁 ] /I

就規JB申_/覆核提出意見Making Comment on PJaaning Applicritiou e

Reference Number; 

較 關
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間
Date and time of submission:

160715-160542-55682

15/07/2016

15/07/201616:05:42

44Si)

有SS的規劃申請编號
The applicatioo no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

「g & l A  j 姓备名稱  小姐Miss T A Ching
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳请
Details of the Comment:
支持善用土地，適度的發展才可令社區持缵發展’ 不會老化。

w r  i  讎 《 [  t i i n r r m i s i i t  i i a i i



PEMS Comment SubmissioD U \ n

就規W申 請 意 見  Making Comment 〇d PUimung Application / Review
參考编號
Reference Number: 160715-155851-66914

較 限 期 4 AS
Deadline for submission: 15/07/2016

M 日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 15/07/2016 15:58:51

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

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

女士 Ms. Wan

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f the C om m ent:
【support the plan as it  can draw  some new people live  in  D B  and share the costs in  transport and
maintenance.

m '而 觀 T i m m 項 H U



PHMS Conunent Snbnussion fl* 1/1

ttJ说JH申2X/S核 出 息 M Maki•呔 Comment on 丨Mnnni叫八ppUcatiui省 

# 9 0 )號
Reference Number:

败 關
Dradlanc for suboiiMion:

提交日期及時m
Date ao<l lime of submbsioa:

1607 丨 5•丨 64528-62727

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:45:28

疗M 的規劃中》»號
The upplicalioa no. (o which the comment relates:

「提意兑人」姓名/名稱
N am e o f person m akin f； th is com m ent:

Y/l-DB/2

女士 Ms. Lam Lam

4482

意見詳情
Details o f the Comm ent:
可S 闲土地資源• 溉輕* 港土地木是的_W II，提供本尚t f s l的虏厪进» •
6f_S已規劃為居住用途，證明土地进宜建jg • 規劃中的地積比亦很低，基建及配套足 

以容纳新增的人口 •



fM^MS Comment Submission m n

. . . . - ~ ^ .._...
Making Coimneril on Manning Application / Rtvie>i

參巧m t
Reference Number;

提夂限期
Deadline for suhminxioii:

提交h 期及畤m
l>at“ n<l time of

160715-165040-53912

15/07/2016

15/07/2016 )6:50AO

4483

以 關 的 规 劃 屮 號

1 'he application no. lo which (he comment relates: Y/l-DB/2

「提息兑人 j 姓名/名稱
Name of person making ihM comment: 女士 Ms. Mg

意 ii* m
OctaiU of (he Comment:
喊發诚件今夂通改拷及提升，帘來更多投施，今物業保值•



PHNli> Conimeot Submission 頁 1/1

S t規B 申满9 ^ 9 (出意見 Maying Comment on FhiunJng Application w  

參9鑣號
Ktfervnce Number: 160715-175047-45404

I敝 關
I Deadline for submission: 15/07/2016

US4

提交日期及時間
Date and (iaie of submbsioo: 15/07/2016 17:50:47

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

1■提意見人j 姓名/名稱 
Name of person making (his comment:

意見詳憤
Details of (be Comment:

小姐 Miss WOO MAN YU

The area is suitable for residential building as it has been designated for staff headquarters whic 
h are no longer required. The planned plot ratio is still low that the infiastmeture and ^cilities w 
ill be sufficient to accommodate the extra population.



PEMS Comment Submission K\ ! \

就規劃申請/覆 意 見  iVlaUing Comment on Planning AppUcuHon / Review 
參考溢號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission：

提交曰期及時間
Date and “me of submission:

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

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

意 雖 情
Details of the Conunent:

160715-190916-49313 

15/07/2016 

15/07/2016 19:09:16 

Y/I-DB/2 

QB

m astonished that someone blatantly advertise online through DBConfidential and Discovery 
Bay Forum  to  encourage residents and anyone to  duplicate and make m ultiple submisdons unde 

the same name to  oppose the plans.

A t D Bconfidential, you w ill see message as below .

Our voice must not be dismissed so easily. Please feel free lo  copy some or a ll o f the above wbc 
n replying to  the TPB . D on't w ait un til your submission is ^complete". You may make m ultiple 
submissions at any tim e on different topics, up to the 15 July deadline.

Last tim e's submission reveals that opposers have submitted m ultiple  sim ilar entries under the sa 
me names. Someone even boasted him self in  DB  Forum  that he has done EIGHT submisaons in 
one person to  oppose the plan and asked others to fo llo w  suit1.!!

They are cheating the system based on N IM B Y  m indset

DBC onfidential and some online social media like  the councilor's website and others have sa 
ed and uploaded the submissions fo r public \dewing and sharing online which have obviously ca 
used the leakage o f the addresses, the Company name and personal infonnation  o f many rcsiden 
ts, and spread W hite Terror in  the community to those who didn't take the ir same oj^osing  stanc 
e. This is  to ta lly  dictatorship, im m oral and unethical. W HAT  THEY  D ID  OBVIOU会LY  INTRU  
DE  AN D  IN V A D E  THE  PR IVAC Y  OF THE  RESIDENTS, DAM AG E  THE  FREEDOM  OF S 
PEECH> A N D  THERE  SHOULD  BE  A  LAW  AG AIN ST  THESE BEHAVIOR^______________



PEMS Catioer? Subrrissioa 頁 W

| Making Comment od TUnning Appticanoi^^kvicH

H H *
i Z ：̂ v  K 160715-211446-58005 Reureset Number:
*

IVadliiie for submission:
4 ! c 〇

15/07/2016

i 逢交曰期及SIS?
Date and time of sobmissioo:

i
15A)7,*2016 21:14:46

| 有篇的規應申_ 編號

The applicabon no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DR2

1 姓名/名稱 
! Name of person making this commeot: 夫人 Mrs* Kate Wade

| 意貝J ¥ «
1 Details of the CommeDt:
i p obiect on ca\*LrMimcntaI pounds. |



Cocrimcnt Submission 頁 m

St規E申誤出意見  Making Co丨umc丨tt 〇丨丨 Hainaiiig AppHcation / 
參考編號
Kefrreoce Number: 160715-234I01-572S5

4187
Deadline for submission: 15/07/2016

攫交曰期及時間
Date xnd time of submission: 15/07/7016 23:41:01

有關的規申講缢號
Tbe applicatioa do. to which tbe comment retates: Y/NDB/2

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

k Mrs. Sally Conti

Details o f  tbe C om m eot:

1) SAFETY: the road leading up to tbe 3 blocks of Woods apartment is ver> steep and narTÔ * a 
od it will be far too dangerous for big transport trucks and cement mixers to go up thai steep slo 
pe without eodangeriog lives. Just imaging the truck loosing control o f brakes or &Uing debris o 
□to road wiefa waQchig pedestrians and dogs.
(there is an alternate route thar HKRI can use to develop area 6C is HKR1 not coosidcring

Hello I am ao owner of ao apartment in Woodgrecn Court and I v̂ ish to express my deepest coo 
ccm again for HKRI to rrzone and redevelopmcat area 6f via existing Park̂ 'alc road. REasoos g 
tven below： •

【）

2) DB Roads are NOT made for heavy vehicles and traffics: It is also knô Ti 
Disooveiy Bay are not made for heave vehicles and ihc costs

»ti that all 
itenancea 
.•s Jc o w d g

1 the roads in 
mainly pfti

directly or in part by the owners of the village. And it is not feir to Park\*2Jc owners tfcai ha 
t to bear tbe cost o f road maintenance after the Pailcvale roads m

vy vehicles hire by HKRI for their develc^menL 
This issue has not been resolved.

r strained and damaged by h a

3) The current DB Resident club and Siena Club faci!ities art already used to Ac maximum arsJ 
to add more residents in EMscover>* Bay >sith area 6f (and area 10b) xvill be o\*eruhefania|；. 
rhis issue has not been resolved ...

4) The buikiing o f anoifaer sewage treatment plant near area 6f and Pari *̂ale is n« aLxepoble br 
ansc of healtii reason and heahh hazard.

5) Environmental issues _ the current hiking trail bdiind Pait\*a!c is * popular trail tor DB resid 
mt an I believe, it is doc legally ri^it to remove the current pedcsoians Hallway 
ying die current enviroomental area.

R1 has provided solutioos to all of the ago and other t
[n view of the above unresolved issues 1 strongK op̂ evse to the development of area 6f until HK

unoentiooed DB rcskieocs <

Best regards 
Sally Conti
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就規割申請/覆核提出意見Making Comment on 

參考編號
R e fe re n c e  N u m b e r:

数 釀
D e a d lin e  f o r  su b m iss io n :

Planning  A pplication

160715-235753-50107

4 4 8 8
15/07/2016

提交日期及時間
[ D a t e  a n d  t im e  o f  su b m iss io n :

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  a p p lic a tio n  no . to  w h ic h  th e  c o m m e n t re la te s :

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  m a k in g  th is  c o m m e n t:

15/07/2016 23 :57:53  

Y /I-D B /2

女士 Ms_ Sulawesi Limited

意見詳情 •
D e ta ils  o f  th e  C o m m e n t :

Hello I am an owner of an apartment in Peninsula Village and I wish to express my deepest cone 
em again for HKRI to rezone and redevelopment area 6f. REasons given below:

I) SAFETY : the road safety with heavy vehicles and cement mixers along narrow roads..



2) DB Roads are NOT made for heavy vehicles and traffics: It is also known that all the roads in 
Discovery Bay are not made for heave vehicles and the costs of road maintenance are mainly pai 
d directly or in part by the owners of the village. And it is not fair to Discovery owners that we h 
ave to bear the cost of road maintenance after the DB roads are strained and damaged by heavy 
vehicles hire by HKRI for their development.
This issue has not been resolved.

3) The current DB Resident club and Siena Club facilities are already used to the maximum and 
to add more residents in Discovery Bay with area 6f  and area 10b will be overwhelming with an 
increase of population to more than 29,000 (when it should be limited to 25,000).
This issue has not been resolved ...

•

4) The building of another sewage treatment plant near Peninsula is not acceptable because of he 
alth reason and health hazard. It will also cause red-tide in the bay.

5) Environmental issues .. reclaimed land of the bay will destroy the environment and causes re 
d-tide. The current mooring of boats will be gone.

6) the population density for Peninsula area will be increase significantly compare to other DB v 
illages.

[n view of the above unresolved issues, I strongly oppose to the development of area 10b until F 
KRI has provided solutions to all of the ago and other unmentioned DB residents concerns.

Jest regards 
Sally Conti
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JtU S M 申講核提出 8 見 M aking  Com m ent on P U nnhig  A pp丨ica tio  

麥考編號
Reference Nuiuhcr:

160715-163137-26286

肢 圓
Oeaclline for submission:

4 d 8 9
15/07/2016

提交曰期及時間
D ate and time o f  su b iu iss io o：

|有關的規劃申講编號
The  a p p lica lio n  no . to  w h ich  the  com m ent re lates:

15/07/2016 16:31:37 

Y /I-D B /2

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

意見詳情
Details o f the Comment:

生牛  Mr. R C han

DO  W H A T  IS  R IG H T . N O T  W H AT  IS  EASY

I fu lly  support the applications fo r developing areas 6 f &  10b in  D iscoveiy  Bay (DB) as it  w ill a 
chieve W IN -W IN  fo r A L L .

6f  &  10b: A ll-W in  Proposals
For residents: Property value w ill go up &  transport costs can be shared.
For D B  com m unity: have m ore greenery and beautifu l liv in g  environm ent &  enhanced public  fa 
cilities .
For governm ent' generate more tax revenue through property selling .
For Hong Kong: create em ployments &  provide a model green c ity  in  A S IA .

A  D ecision  fo r the Rise/ F a ll o f DB
O nly w ith  continuous developments, D B  can avoid  the tragedy from  turning  in to  another "Sea R 
ancE”  in  South-west Lantau» w hich  once visioned to  be another D iscovery Bay and a luxury  reso 
rt in  the 】970s and once were homes to  many H K  residents and expats, sadly now  abandoned as 
a shabby, crum bling  GHOST  town  w h ile  da ily  fa c ilitie s  rem ain in  a  state o f disrepair because o f 
the legal ^Tangling  and in te rna l disputes between the developer and a sm all portion  o f m alicious 
residents.

IF  D B  Becomes Sea Ranch
W ill you  regret? I f  D B  loses its  v ita lity  and speeds up ageing w ithou t further investment or deve 
lopm cnt.
1. The Sea Ranch (Hong  K ong)
https  ̂ Avww .yo\itube.com /watch?v=  1 e_oxdm R6-0
The Sea Ranch is a 1970*s Juxury residential development in  a remote area o f Hong Kong's Lant 
au Island . A fte r in itia l boom , it  experienced fa ll in  prices, decline in  occupancy and mismanage 
ment. In  2008, T im cO u t Hong K ong" compared it  to  a city  h it by a neutron bomb. I t  w rote: f,Th 
e southwest Lantau ghost tow n  is  shabby, crum bling, and crushingly depressing to  v is it."
2. HKFP  H istory: Sea Ranch -  A  J970s 'P ost-A pocalyptic  Discovery Bay*
h s p i^ ’ww w .hongkongfp .coni/2015/12/27/hkfp-history-sea-ranch-a-1970s-post-apocalyptic*disc 
overy-bay/

http://www.hongkongfp.coni/2015/12/27/hkfp-history-sea-ranch-a-1970s-post-apocalyptic*disc
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I
Think Out o f ihe box
Let*s take a look back at the development history of DB.
As a m atter o f fact, no one loves DB  more than HKR  as it  has been building DB  starting from  sc 1 
ratch and a piece o f barren land in to  what it is today as a model green city  and loving  home for a j 
LI DBcrs, w ithout any help and support from  the government. 1
Based on those excellent track records o f the developer, answer is sim ple: I f  they could do it  40 | 
years ago by overcom ing a ll the infrastructure issues and d ifficu ltie s , why not they can't today?! j

House vs. Home
We al) DBers are attracted by  the beautiful environment and unique tovoi design then choosing t 
o overcome a ll the inconvenience to  reside here and treasure it  as our home.

A* home is where your mind and heart feel at ease， and a place provides peace， comfort and h )̂p 
ioess. Let trust build our home.
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申 嫌 意 見  Making Comment on Planning Appbcution
參雅號

j Rcfertruce Num ber: 160715-162541-71845

| O ^adliiic for subm ission;
i
|提 如 臟 時 間  
i D a le  s a d  tim e o f  subm ission:

I 有關的規m 申謂编號
j The jipplicah'oo oo. to which the conunent relates:

4490
15/07/2016

15/07/2016 16:25:41 

Y/I-DB/2

「财 見 人 j 姓名/名稱 
iNam e o f  person  m a k in g  th is  com m ent: 夫人 Mrs_ Dana W inograd

意見詳情
( D e ta ils  o f the  C om m ent :

F
Secretary o f  the T ow n  Planning  Board 
tpbpd@ piand .gov.hk

Re:

A p p lica tio n  Y /I-D B /2 , Axea 6 f, L o t 385 RP  &  E x t (P art) in  D .D . 352, D iscovery  Bay 
To  rezone the  app lica tion  site  from  "O ther S pecified  Uses0 annotated "S ta ff Quarters (5 )" to  "Re 
sideo tia l (G roup  C ) 12"

D ear Sirs,

H e rew ith  we c a ll on  the  T ow n  P lanning  B oard:

Tb  re jec t the ap p lica tio n  Y /I-D B /2  to  rezone A rea  L o t 385 RP  &  E xt. (P art) in  D .D . 352, D is 
co ve iy  B ay  firom  "O the r S pecified  Uses1* annotated r S taiT  Q uarters (5 )M to ^R esidential (G roup  
C ) 12"

L fy  reasons fo r  ob je cting  to  the ap p lica tio n  are:

Ln the  G overnm ent com m ents on  H K R ^  ap p lica tio n  to  develop  areas 6 f  and 10b. EPD  made co 
□aments to  H K R  fo r  suggesting  tha t sewage fro m  the  6 f  and 10b developm ents could  be treated 
at the  S iu  H o  W an Sewage Treatm ent W orks  (S H W S TW ). Here is  EPD*s conunent;

T h e  D iscovery  B ay  fu rth e r developm ent sha ll provide  its  ow n  sewage treatm ent fa c ilitie s  to  m  

e e t  the  W PCO  standards before  discharge  in to  the  rece iv in g  waters. In  th is  connection, the  A p p li 
ram* should  delete  a ll the  in co rrect and m islead ing  statem ents, e .g . MSHW STW  requires upgrade 
tMocks t o  cater fo r  the  e x is tin g  and concurrent developm ents, irrespective  o f  the  proposed develo 
pya e a tfl The upgrade w orks  cou ld  cater fo r  the  sewerage increase as a resu lt o f  the proposal, w hi 

accounts around 0 .8%  o f  the treatm ent f!o w M and othier s im ila r text in  the subm ission  as they 
( a c t u a l l y  in co rre c t."

mailto:tpbpd@piand.gov.hk
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In  ils  le tter circu l all DB  residents on 23 A p ril, 2016, tille d  'Turthcr Elaborations on DB 
Lalesr D cvclopm er!ffla rsn, HKR  was s till making the misleading claim  that sewage couW be tr  | 
eated at the SHWSTW . The idea that it could not was a ^misconception*'
Worse, in  its  latest submission to the TPB I-iKR  has merely acknowledged that that untreated sc ] 
wage caxxnot be routed to the SHWSTW . I t  has not provided a proper update for its alternative p I 
roposais, w hich  had assumed that the EPD would allow  treated sewage to be sent to the SHWST|
W  fo r disposal. Note above that EPD has clearly stated that HKR  is responsible for treating i 
age to  WPCO standards fo r discharge in to  the receiving waters.
In  its  onginal submission to the 1'PB, H K R  provided two alternative solutions i f  the option to  us ( 
e SHW STW  was ruled out:

6 f sewage treated on-site; 10b sewage treated in  a new sewage treatment worits facing La Cost | 
a before pum ping to  SHWSTW .
- 6 f sewage connected to the existing DB  sewage system at the pumping station between Beach 
V illage  and the tennis courts; sewage volume equivalent to  6 f and 10b treated in a new sewage 11 
reatment w orks fkeing La Costa* Treated effluent sent to  SHWSTW .
N ow  that discharge to the SHWSTW  is not an option, HKR  states：

*The applicant w ill undertake the design, construction and implementation o f an 〇Q-siie sewag | 
e treatm ent plant (STP) adequate fo r proper treatment o f the sewage arising to meeting the ] 
ssible efQuent standards fo r discharging in to  the receiving w aters.... Other detailed design para I 
meter such as the treatment level, treatment technology, discharge location, effluent standards w i 
i l l  be properly addressed at detail design stage subsequent to  the approval o f this rezooing appUci 
atiorL”
In  other words, there is  no detail on how  the  sewage v d ll be treated, or where it  w ill be discharge! 
d in to  the waters around DB . The locations o f the sewage treatment plants and marine oucfall 5^ | 
ow n  in  the  updated Environm ental Im pact Assessment are ̂ indicative  only*1.
There is  no  deta il o f  the STP, and given the  small size o f tbe lo t and the proxim ity to  exisliBg rcsl 
iden tia l developments，there is  no assessment on w hat im pact a sewage treatment plant has on th | 
e im m ediate  environm ent.
E P D 's  comments make it  clear that the sewerage systems fo r 6 f and 10b must be kept sqjaraie 1 
om  the existing  sewage injfrastructure in  D B , so tha t there is no possib ility  o f discharge o f sewag| 
e &om  the new  developments to  SHWSTW- 
Further, w h ile  H K R  slates that the sewage treatm ent plant(s) w ill be maintained at the cost o f th  ! 
e owners o f  the  6 f and 10b developments (re f. D S D 's  comments, SLA (d )), it  ignores m aintaianc 

esponsib ility  fo r the connecting pipeline systems and the marine outfa ll, 
ovis ioa  o f  sewerage infrastructure  is a basic requirem ent H ow  can H KR  be allowed to procee j 

d w ith ou t provid ing  basic in fo rm ation  on sewage treatm ent and disposal?
Unless and u n til m y demands are acceded to  and m y concerns are addressed I object to the abov | 
e-m entjoned development application.____________________________________________
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Y/I-DB/2

女 士  Ms. Natalia Veldman

To:

Sec
tpfc

R e:

r o f  ± e  Town Planning Board 
pIand.gov.hk

Application Y/I-DB/2, Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery Bay 
To rezone the ^plication site from "Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)M to "'Re 
sidenlial (Groiq) C) 12"

Dear Sirs,

Herewth we call on the Town Planning Board:

To reject the application Y/I-DB/2 to rezone Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Dis 
covery Bay from ''Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)1' to "Residential (Group 
C)12"

M y  reasons for objecting to the application are:

\ . HKR*s proposal to use the brick roadway at the Woods as the main access route to the new to 
w e t blocks. Given that ParkvaJe owners have been paying for maintenance o f this roadway for t 
[k  past 28 years, the road must be Village Common Area, and HKR has no right to provide acce 
ss through Parkvaie to Area 6f. HKR claims that it has not designated the road as Village Comm 
on Area, and therefore it retains wowncr^iip" o f the road. For road maintenance to have been pai 
i  by 〇wnersf this is a fallacy. rTbc Sab DMC can not be changed at will for the convenience o f H

Z, Relevant government departments have commented on issues o f water and sewerage: tliis nc 
w  deveiopmrat can not be served by existing arrangements. HKR propc ŝcs to restart supply fro
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eatment plant! Propose to government that this is clearly not a well thought through plan.

3. Population numbers: OZP for Discovery Bay clearly states a maximum number o f25,000 per 
sons, which number is very close to fulfiliment at this time (without further development). Indee 
d, with reference to point 2, none o f  the capital infrastracture (provision o f utilities, road bed des 
ign, public amenilies)cxists to exceed 25,000. Large scale developments) on the scale o f Area 6 
f will breach the population design Dumbers and cause complex issues.

[n summary: Discovery Bay has been developed according to principles and guidelines set down 
in the OZP and Deed(s). The government must not allow ttie developer to change this at wiD. Th 
e investment o f  existing owners in the lifestyle proscribed by these documents must be upheld. 
ContinuaHy expanding upon Discovery Bay will only serve to diminish both the quality of life a 
nd value o f  properties.

‘一• V I no、，《r\〇


