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Objection to application Y/I - DB/2 Area 6f
12/05/2017 11:40

I o: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

From: che chung francis lam
To: “tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>,

Please respond to che chung francis lam <[

—_—

Dear Sir,

| refer to the captioned application and forward my objection to the captioned
application as per my attached letter.

Regards! .
Francis Lam
Owner of _

==

TPB Area 6f Right to Develop Site.docx



Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay

Objection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to
develop the site.

Dear Sirs,

| refer to the Resbonse to Comments.included with the su.pplementary information
for Application Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB") by Masterplan
Limited on 7 April, 2017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company
Limited (“HKR").

The District Lands Office/lslands (“DLO/Is") stated:

The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town
Planning Ordinance to develop the site.

And the Applicant replied:

The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board
establishing the ownership of the site.

This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the
Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable
that the Applicant has been allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this
fundamental question has not been addressed as part of the public consultation.

The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public
comment. If the correspondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB
should conclude that there has not been an open consultation and reject the
application forthwith.

Deed of Mutual Covenant

The Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC") dated 30 September,
1982 and held in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1IS112018. There are presently
over 8,000 co-owners of the Discovery Bay lot.

The other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put
forward by the Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop

the application site. This is contrary to the principles of free and open consultation
set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.

| draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments
above. While the DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop
the site, the Applicant refers only to establishing ownership.

This distinction is important.



Under the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of
undivided shares in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we
must at all times remember that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot
as private property to develop as they please. The rights and obligations of all
owners are governed by the DMC.

To understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the
Discovery Bay Lot, we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay
DMC and the terms of the original grant of land from the Government.

Reserved Portion

The original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September,
1976 and lodged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1S6122) required that the
Grantee set aside the “Reserved Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision
of services that are required by all the owners of the Lot.

| refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/I-
DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

DLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the
approved MP 6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters”
in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) forms part of either the “City Common Areas”
or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under
Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common
Areas” for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the
same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant is
required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site
without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.

In response, the Applicant stated, in part:

Proposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is
“City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC.

The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens,
lawns, transport terminal, children’s playground, public beaches, estate
management offices, aviary/botanical garden, non-membership golf course (if
any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or parts of the
Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City
Common Areas.”

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:



“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY
CITY” ( 55 # ) including all the buildings therein.”

“The Lot" is defined as follows in the DMC:

“All that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as
The Remaining Portion of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto
and any further extensions thereto (if any). ’

Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on
the Lot to be known as Discovery Bay City. Clty Retained Areas are part of
Discovery Bay City. Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose,
as explained below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”
As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

“...such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the
City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as
defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire
“Reserved Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” mentioned in the
Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New
Grant No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications of the
Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any
part of the Lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of
mutual covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee
shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appmpn‘até number of undivided
shares in the lot or, as the case may be, cause the same to be carved
out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not assign,

except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis
added)

As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common.
Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common
Facilities as defined” — except as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR'’s) subsidiary
company.

Area 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the
New Grant, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing
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for sale to third parties. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used
for the purpose of providing services to the City.

Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
The reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:

In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct,
it is clearly demonstrated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set of all
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided for District Lands
Office’s reference directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.)
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute
right to develop the application site.

| disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives
the Applicant the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant,
including the right to develop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the
New Grant and by the DMC.

Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares
of Area 6f to any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations
under the New Grant to allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

The above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the
Applicant does not have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential
housing for commercial rent or sale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying
out exchanges concerning ownership of the subject site in secret with Government
departments and the TPB, without subjecting these exchanges to public scrutiny.

In the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning
Ordinance, the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant
releases the relevant documentation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop
the application site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”

Your Truly,

Francis Lam

Owner of I
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 {EAFTFIAVEREY Statement on Personal Data

1. 'The personal data submitted to the Board in this comment wyill be used by the ‘Secretary of the Board and |
: Government departments for the following purposes: -
(@) the processing of this application which mcludcs makmg available the name of the “commenter” for public
inspection when making available this comment for public mspecbon and o
(b)  facilitating commmucanon betwecn the “Commenter” and the Secretary of the Boarleavcmmmt g
departments :
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Guidelines. . .

ZRGILEHELFBEINEA TS XLZE RGBS RERFEI » LURE GRS RIS

AR YRS (R TR

: (@) EEEEEH - SEAFEERATER  FBA THRERA  NESHARER DR
'H O®) FHE THEEHA, RERGBERBUFEPI MIETHES -

2.  The personal data provided by the “commenter” in this comment may also be disclosed to other persons for the

purposes mentioned in paragraph | above.
r&EEAJ SIS ERIRSOE AR - SOF GRS uf'ﬁ.tﬁ%lﬁiﬁ&tﬂﬁ%ﬁ .
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to the Secretary of the Board at 15/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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To Secretary — Town Planning Board

APPLICATION NUMBER Y/1-DB/2 TO AMEND DISCOVERY BAY OUTLINE ZONING
PLAN FOR REZONING THE PERMISSIBLE USE FROM STAFF QUARTERS TO

RESIDENNAL FLATS AT AREA 6F, DISCOVERY BAY

The Applicant has submitted further but again inadequate particulars in respect of the
above Application. ‘

| object to the amendment of the outline Zoning Plan on the following gréunds:-

PART 1-COMMENTS

- The Applicant Hong Kong Resort International Limited (HKR) already
has a number of unused development 0ZP sites in Discovery Bay (DB)
which have not yet been developed

=.  The Development of Area 6/f and if and when resubmitted Area 10(b)
would increase the population of DB above 25,000 as planned
SWNTDSR upon full development, and notwithstanding the low 2.5
‘persons per unit used by the Applicant

= “The 6f site existing formation was formed for a staff quarters 3 storey
building 1770m*GFA and only to accommodate a very small number of
people (not an 21,600m?* GFA and 1196 persons (calculated at 2.5
persons per flat). The 6f site and its access is patently totally unsuitable
for a development of this size

« " The rezoning of the 6/f staff quarters will set a precedent for the
tezoning of 5 No other staff quarter sites under the 0ZP for DB

- Theincrease in population above 25,000 will set a precedent for future
major expansion and development of DB

- ‘The site formation will require very significant modification of existing
- slopes directly, impacting the existing 5 No high rise residential blocks
in Parkvale Village, and indirectly impacting Midvale Village and the low
rise Parkvale Village residential units at Crystal and Coral Court

- The proposed insitu Sewage Treatment plant will be situated in a
basement which will likely further impact the amount of work required to
the surrounding slopes and terrain

- The development of South Lantau is not included in the Governments
Lantau Development Plan as a Strategic Growth Area

- The ferrain hazard of the required geotechnical works has again not
been addressed, particularly in regard to the access road constraints
‘and the need for cutting of trees on slopes to accommodate the 6/f
development



The TIA totally fails to address the concerns of the impact of the 6/f
development on the inadequacy of the existing twisting and narrow
access road that is required for 6/f development -

The existing passageway (which is maintained by the_ residents of
Parkvale Village not HKR) area between Parkvale Drive and the start of
the walking trail leading to the 6/f site area does not provide a 5m buffer
zone between vehicles and the existing 3 No Woods residential
buildings : ¢

The present open views to the west for the residents of Crystal, Coral,
Woodbury, Woodland and Woodland residential blocks will be directly
blocked by the 6/f development '

The present hiking trail starts in the area in which a new access road to
6/f is planned, and for which existing rock slopes will need to be cut, in
very close proximity to the 3 No Woods residential buildings and in the
area of the hiking trial

The DB 0ZP for a population of 25,000 was drawn up to address the '
need to conserve the natural environment and to provide low-density
developments compa;ible w:th the surrounding natural setting

The existing Crystal and Coral Court residential developments are
situated immediately below the existing tree covered steep slope on
which the 6/f development will impinge, and which will need to be
reformed, major retaining walls constructed, and the negative effect
further exacerbated by the plan to situate an insitu STP in the basement
area to which access will be required and which may also have further
impact on the existing terrain and slopes

The proposed residential development PR of 2,83 does not conform
with the approved MP6.0E7h(a)

The entire question of the Undivided Shares needs to investigated and
addressed in a open and public manner by the Lands Department
before any further development or Master Plan revisions are considered

No information is provided as to the impact on the local environment or
additional geotechnical works to slopes, existing roads and adjacent
residential buildings by the need to extend sewers, drainage, water,
power, gas, CCTV, telephone, services and the like to the 6/f

devglopment site, including water from the service reservoir above the
6/f site and a foul sewer from the 6/f site to the sea

The Commissioner for Transports comments and the Masterplan Ltd
application fails to address the inability of the existing access road to
safely or adequate!y serve the 6/f development comprising 476 No new
flats and t})e huge increase in population passing in some cases within
afew centimeters of the existing 3 No Woods residential blocks
(comprising an existing 252 flats) (ie. no 5 metre buffer zone) which as

2



proposed would use the access road and passageway to get to area 6/f

- The use of insitu STPs in DB is surely a backwood step for Discovery
Bay, Lantau and Hong Kong residents. It will negatively impact the
health of all existing residents and visitors. The emergency plans in the
event of a breakdown are a disgrace.

- The statement that the extent of slope cutting is minimized s misleading
as proper geotechnical assessment report for the 6/f development has
been submitted, merely the reissue of 20 and 30 year old surveys which
will not reflect present conditions and water run off (No GPRR)

- The environmental impacts of the discharge of partially treated sewage
into the sea at Discovery Bay, in an area adjacent to the beach and the
center of DB are negative for all, for a place planned, marketed and
advertised as a resort by HKR -

- The quality of a separate water supply would be in doubt, particularly
given the existing reservoirs location, and its pesticide exposure to
treated water ran off from the golf courses situated above the reservoir

= Itis unclear whether the cost of running separate sewage and water
supply systems will be borne by HKR or passed onto the existing and/or
new residents of DB

- The significant infrastructure required to install separate water and an
insitu Sewage Treatment plant will cause major harm to the natural
environment of the present wooded hill side

- This development may used as a precedent for further high rise
residential creep across the open vegetation covered hillsides in DB
and/or the whole of South Lantau. In particular area 2A which has still
riot been developed and the balance of area 2B

-~ The 10(b) if resubmitted and permitted development will further disturb
the sea bed in Nim Shue Wan bay, further damaging the already poor
quality of sea water and its marine life

- Discovery Bay was not developed to provide for, and does not have the
infrastructure, to serve a community of more than 25,000 persons

- The 6/f development is purely an opportunistic commercial venture by
the applicant, without any regard whatsoever to the original concept for
DB under the OZP. The applicant is happy to market DB and its natural
environment whilst endeavouring to destroy the very thing it markets by

increasing the planned population of DB above 25,000 persons / 10,000
residential units

OBJECTIONS PART 2 — SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS
As 15 Pages attached at Annex A



EART3 — COMMENTS ON THE APPLICANTS REVlSED DISCOVEBY BAY OZP
MARSTERPLAN REVISION 70E (REVISION DATE 1 FEB 2017)

PART 3

The applicant has also submitted .a revised Masterplan 7.0E Revision 1 dated 1*
February 2017 which is not referred at all in the above Application for Area 6f!

| attach a copy of my objectlons dated 29.3.17 as subrmitted to the Islands and District
Office to the 7.0E Revision 1 Master Plan which | believe to be pertinent and material to

-the rezoning application Y/1-DB2 for area 6f.

The issue raised are fundamental and must be openly and publlcally addressed before
get another part of Hong Kong is destroyed forever.

As attached at Annex B



ANNEX A




I object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —

The PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This
is emphasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I1-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in
view of the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR
developments in DB. Logically all these developments need to be considered together by
the PD in a holistic manner so that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North -
Lantau can be considered and factored into future government plans. In this context all
development proposals in DB should be put on hold until the PD has sufficient mformation
to consider the total impact and what to' do about it.




| object to this application as explained below

Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD's
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
exercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it
would appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequenit site
formation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—
to-life) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the.3 Woods high rise residential buildings would
have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes
(10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will
be subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been
deliberately not explained by HKR and its consulfants in order not to alert and alarm the PD,
Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre ofa
valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation
exercise.



| object to this application for the reasons set out below.

Ownership and rights of development in DB Involves the final determinant of the ultimate
development potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the
number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot.
_ This is a subject which has been disputed by-many owners and this PVOC. In the fatest Fl the
. applicant states that it will only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of
the RNTPC. This attitude is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it
should not be acceptable to RNTPC members to be only provided with such information on
the day of the meeting! And without this information being reviewed by the Department of
Justice.




| object to this application as explained below

Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that
a key element of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information
provided as to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising
from the unsuitable access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed
as a pedestrian' pavement under BD regulations and thé effect of additional construction
and operational traffic on it; width constraints-of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of -
larger vehicles, incliding buses and construction ‘vehicles, to pass one another; potential
lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the
proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public; and HKR's
lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR continues to not submiit, in its Fl,
a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians ‘which is listed under the Reports to be
submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not considered the
specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer only
to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
Bay which is irrelevant.

Regarding Traffic 'and Emergency Access the PVOC has ji all its four previous submissions
pointed out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the
even narrower private pedestrian -passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise
residential buildings for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f.
We have pointed out the inability of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access,
raising the possibility of accidents ‘or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only
access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent Midvale Village and to Area 6f and ‘preventing
access by emergency vehicles such as ambulances, fire appliance or the police. This is
unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.

Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to
draw attention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted.
However, in reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest
Departmental Comments has now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be
USELESS unless it connects to an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and
Parkvale Drive, which we have pointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning
and Buildings Departments must demand that HKR provides a detailed documented
proposal as to how such adequate access would be provided and as to why they have
ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from Discovery Valley Road.



| object to this application as explained below.

Planning controls of DB are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and Outline Zane
Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of undivided shares
and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Furthermore, HKR has
a conflict of interest regardlng population data, in that current figures are provlded by its
wholly owned subsidiary, DB Services Management Limited. HKR is knowingly acting in such
a way as to be flagrantly disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and
population and it would appear that the TPB and the Planning and Lands Departments are
ignoring what HKR is doing.



| object to this application as explained below.

Consultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete
with HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of
Further Irnformation for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses ¢omments such as
“Noted” and “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government
departments which have to.deal with these complicated issues.

Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no
way be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling
the public that this is what we Intend to dol And an information exercise that has involved 5
rounds of FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It canriot be acceptable in a
public consultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially
sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that
Information from being publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant
must be placed in the public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter

of public concern and will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District
Councillor.




| object to this explanation as explained below.

The use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual
Covenant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its
advice that it has the legal right to use the “passageway”, and both the PYOC and many DB
residents have challenged HKR's position. The issue- of the "Passagean’ has been made
more comphcated by the- nevelatlon that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will
significantly impact on-the “Passageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as
explained above and in section G below), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to -
demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1 (highest consequence-to-life) slope {10SW-B/C
218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings. HKR and its tonsultants
have only now, at this late stage of the application, revealed their intentions, but rot in a
way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village residents.-And it is only now
revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consistently refused to.provide!
Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to rebuild Parkvale
Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is dlsputed by many DB
residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been
properly explained, in'a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government
departments and the public.



l.object to this application as e;plained below.

A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the
sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to
Hillgrove Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach.
Also, HKR continues to minimise the pollution jmpact of discharge of sewage into the sea,
whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby
increasing the probability of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements
involving a permanent connection to-the government sewage system have not been
adequately addressed by DSD which naively assume that HKR will turn off the connection . ! /-\

" after the emergency. DSD s in effect giving HKR an unapproved | permanent connection to - .~{ Comment [M1]: Need to remove 7. B
government infrastructure which it has emphasised throughout this exercise is not
available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR's consultants say that the sewage proposal “is
considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.




[ object to this application as explained below.
HKR is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water supply
but, as previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu
Ho Wan Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station
are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is 3 potable water
' supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using
water from the DB reservoir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the
provision of fresh water to the Area 6f Residents if and when the water quality does not
comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality recommended by the World Health
Organization, which is the water quality standard currently adopted by the WSD fresh water
supply system. It is considered that the proposal to build a private supply system is, in view
of its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficulties, an attempt to mislead the
TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long term development, if any, of
government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constructed for further HKR
development projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temporally
withdrawn) and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?



I object to this application as explained below.

Attention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application. This is
based on the following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17™

February 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB: . : .

a. Section 11.2 states that "In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised
Lantau Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further
development. Recently the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends
North Lantau Corridor for strategic economic and housing development,.... DB is not
recommended as a strategic growth area under planning at this stage.”

b. “Discovery Bay is intended for a ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total
domestic GFA of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in
population would have to be considered in the context of the general planning
intention for the area and subject to detailed feasibility investigation on infrastructure
and environmental capacities.”

c. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development
concept of Discovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and
residential/commercial development. The current application, if approved, would set
an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning applications. Given there are five “OU
(Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total area of 26,789m2, the
accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in population would
further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the
existing infrastructure capacities.”

2. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:

a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental
acceptability of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant
technical assessments in support of the rezoning proposal.”

b. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant and
private water supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD and WSD should take
into account the proposed development in future expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage
and Water Treatment facilities. In this regard DEP advises that ..... the applicant make his
own provision for sewage treatment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water
supply system is based on a maximum population of 25,000 which is the population
ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”

3. Public Comments

a. "thle C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major
public concerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and

sewage infrastructural capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated
in the planning assessments”.

b. “As regards the right under the PDMC to convert the access road for use by the
P.TOQOSEd deve‘lopment, DLO/Is, LandsD considers that the applicant should substantiate
his right/capacity to develop the Site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”



| object to this application as explainéd below.

The latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and
pretends that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The
issue is whether the populatnon of DB should be raised above the 25,000 limit ourrently
imposed by the OZP. This has not even been identified as an issue in the submission, which in

_ effect means the TPB is being deliberately misled.

The issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the
many issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to
breaching of the 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB

Masterplan submission made by HKR.

No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change
in the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate
population statistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a
major .issue of conflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which
undermines the public consultation and planning application processes and this will be referred
to the Ombudsmen for investlgatlon

Attention js also drawn jto the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could provide
additional information on the current population and peérsons per unit. This information is
expected to be available later in 2017.
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many issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to
breaching of the 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB

Masterplan submission made by HKR.

No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change
in the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate
population statistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a
major issue of conflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which
undermines the public consultation and planning application processes and this will be referred
to the Ombudsmen for investigation.

Attention is also drawn to the possibi.ﬁty that the government 20i6 bi:census could provide
additional information on the current populatlon and persons ‘per unit. Thls ‘information-is
expected to he available Jater in 2017.
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| object to this application as explained below.

Ownérshup of the site has been an Issue from the outset of this application and has been the
subject of many public comments. e.g Area 6f is part of the “Reserved Portion” under the New
Grant and HKR does not have unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant imposes

restrictions on the Reserved Pomon

LandsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership remain unanswered HKR's
consultants, Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to the
TPB. The Lands Department: should reject HKR’s request to leave its detdiled views on this
subject within the “commercially sensitive information” contained in HKR’s letter to the DLO
dated 3™ August 2016 and referred to in Section E below.

With none of this is on the public record, HKR has turried a public consultation process into a
private dialogue with the TPB which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

The RNTPC Paper No. Y/| - DB/2C dated 17" February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, “Compliance
with the “Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements”, that the applicant is the sole “current
land owner” and detailed information would be deposited at the meeting for Members’
inspection. From the outset of this application, this HKR view of ownership has been contested
by many DB owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages of Fl.

The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30" September 1982 has notionally
divided the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Department requires the applicant
to prove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the
proposed development.

It is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise that HKR should expect:

1. RNTPC members and Planning Department officials to see for the first time and inspect
detailed information deposited at the meeting.

2. The public not to have an opportunity to inspect and comment on the information.

3. The Planning Department not to refer the information to relevant bodies such as the Legal
Department.

The question of the undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.




I object to this application as explained below.

Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity Is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
exercise Using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would
appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site
formation work for the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1 slope (10sw-B/C218)
directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and
rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral
and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant
changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its
consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general
public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is
a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.

What is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the slopes
relevant to Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval of the application
and subsequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving
the completion of site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.

The GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request HKR to prepare dne
with full details and to inform the public about the full findings prior to submitting the report to
the TPB. This is essential since HKR has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for
proper public consultation.




| object to this application as explained below.

Attention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging the
tontinued public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC, FSD has -
issued two paragraphs of comments which are contained in the “Responses to Government
Departments”: :

1.

In its first paragraph, the FS'D' requires HKR to ctari'fy that am access in the form of a
statutory EVA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6F. This is

~ the first recognition of serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6f boundary.

Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings

Department requirements, it will be "USELESS" without a conforrmng further EVA link to
Parkvale Drive.

HKR's response simply says that such an EVA access will be provided without clarifying how.
I believe that the Buildings Department should now require HKR to provide detailed
evidence as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f
from Parkvale Drive, as a condition precedent to approval of the Application given the
proximity of the buildings, the storm water drainage provision and the immediately
encroaching terrain.

It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with
unhindered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances,
police vehicles and also for other emergency services including City Management Security
Officers and electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.
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Rena Yee Fan Mok

From: Rena Yee Fan Mok on behalf of Robert Moriand Smith
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 4:40 PM

To: Yjimmy_cy_lam@had.gov.hk'

Subject: LD DLO/I § 98/CLT/B1V (M.P.7.0)

Attachments: . 10.1.251.41_Scan_to_Desktop_03-29-2017_16-33-56.pdf

Proposed Discovery Bay Master Plan 7.0E (Revusnon Date 1 Feb 2017)
Discovery Bay, Lantau Island, New Territories
. Lot No. 385 R.P. in D.D. 352 and the Extensions thereto
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Y/1 -DB/2
12/05/2017 15:51

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

k
Sent by: Rena Yee Fan Mo

. From: Robert Morland Smith
.To: “tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>,

Sent by: Rena Yee Fan Mok

To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
Fm: Robert Smith

Legal Disclaimer

This email (and any attachments) is confidential and subject to copyright. It may be subject to legal or
other professional privilege. It is intended for use by the addressee(s) only and if you have received it
in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and delete it from your system. Any
personal data in this email must be handled in accordance with applicable privacy laws.

%"
: .

Y1-DB2 (12.5.2017).pdf
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Part B

—_—

Reply Slip

To: Islands District Office |
{(Attn: Mr. Jimmy LAM, Fax no.: 2_815 2291,_Email: jimmy cy_lam@had.gov.hk)

. [(LandsD's file reference: LD DLO/ZS 98/CLT/61V (M.P.7.0))
Proposed Discovery Bay Master Plan 7.0E (Revision Date: 1 Feb2017)

Discovery Bay, Lantau Islarid, New Territories
in D.D. 352 and the Extensio

1/ We* D support the above proposal.
D have no comment on the above proposal.

&}'&bject to the above proposal and my/our reasons are :

A¢  prvacner  Trsrs [ 4

* Please tick the appropriate box - D .

Name . GReGzeT SM)T"H Signa <58 é - £

Date Telephone no. : %L
S i

l
E-mail Address : | |
H
i




Fax to . o
Attn: Mr Jimmy Lam (for District Officer)

Islands District Office
Harbour Building

20/F, 38 Pier Rd, Central
Hong Kong

‘Proposed Discovery Bay Master Plan 7.0E - Revision 1% February 2017

Discovery Bay, Lantau Island, New Territories (Lot No 385 RP in DD and
Extensions thereto)

1 write to object the Proposed Master Plan 7.0E (Revision 1 Datéd' 1‘." Feb 2017 on the
following grounds:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The ptesent applications for the rezoning of Areas, 6f and 10b-including the further
information submitted to date fails to address the fundamental issue in regard to
the overall development of Discovery Bay into a- community -exceeding 10,000
residential units and a maximum population of 25000 persons upon full
development.

The combined increase in the population of 1600 units and 4,000 and 1600
persons by the 6f and 10b rezoning applications would increase the Discovery Bay
population to above 11,600 units and 29,000 persons a fact not mentioned in the
submission. ' - '

The Master Plan Revision 07E dated 1 Feb 2017 submitted by the Applicant has
already increased the population to at least 25,000 (even wusing the low figure of

2.5 persons per residential unit) and without the area 6f and 10b applications.

The rézoning to residential areas of Area 6f (marked as staff quarters on the
existing Master Plan) and Area 10b (marked as Service Areas Staff, Quarters and
various other non residential elements on the existing Master Plan) would appear
to contravene the requirements of the Discovery Bay City Deed as these areas are
designated as City Common Areas and/or City Retained Areas under the Deed.
The proposed 6/f development for a change of use from a 3 storey 170m? Staff
Quarters Building to 2 No 21 storey buildings for 1190 persons at 2.5 per unit with
limited access is a fundamental change to the original Deed, as is the change of
area 10b from a Service Area to a high rise Residential Area with Service Areas

The matter of Undivided Shares (maximum 250,000) under the Discovery Bay City
Peed must be addressed before any Master Plan Revision or future development
is oopswered. The site for the proposed 6f and 10b developments is designated
as either Staff Quarter or Service Areas (of various types) which falls under
Common Areas” or City Common Areas in the Discovery Bay City Deed.

Theye is no public record of any transfer to undivided shares for area 6f or 10b or
earlier transfer of Undivided Shares.

As Discovery Bay is owned by a single developer, there can be no justifiable
and/or commercial reason why the transfer of Undivided Shares should not be

1



5)

6)

7)

9)

made public and open to scrutiny by all the owners of properties and the residents
of Discovery Bay.

Furthermore, the éntire question of the allocation of undivided shares in Discovery
Bay also needs to be transparently investigated by the Government and the
findings as to the actual present status of Undivided shares and the logic for each

- fransfer must be clarified the results made public before, any further developments

or revisions to the Master Plan are even considered.

The proposed Master Plan Q7E does not align with the current 0ZP or the present
DB village boundaries under the various village sub deeds resulting in many grey
areas on the Master Plan. Each and every anomaly/discrepancy must be
thoroughly investigated, and the necessary amendments open and publically
addressed, again before any further major -development 'is considered. The
discrepancies include but are not limited to -

i) the white area surrounding the N5(a) and (b), including the responsibility for the
maintenance of the area including the major retaining wall

i) white area at area or adjacent to N3, N4(a) and N4(b)

jii) the areas adjacent to the Tunnel link to N Lantau

iv) the various areas N2 occupied by Siena clubhouse, Wedding Chapel etc
v) the Park in area N8

vi) the various Marine Areas and Beach(bounded by red lines)

vii) the location of the area to be designated as the Transport Inferchan’ge Link at
the North of DB is not shown ;

The proposed number of storeys of the highest residential tower in area 10b is 20
storeys, however at least one of these towers appears to be built on a 20m high
podium, therefore | consider that the height of the development including the
podium, should if for some reason the 10b development was approved, must be
limited to an overall height of approx. 70 metres in keeping with the other buildings

in giscovery Bay ie. not 90m high comprising 20 storeys on top of a 20m high
podium. - : : - :

The 6f and 10b proposed developments fail to address the concerns expressed in
regard to construction of insitu sewage treatment plants, the servicing of such
plants, the_ additional cost of running insitu plants and who is carry such extra costs,
the negative effec_:t of introducing partially treated sewerage into the already
contaminated sea in the vicinity of Discovery Bay or to address the relevant Water
Supphes Department.c_:oncems in regard to separate water supply systems and its
qua!lt.y, and the'addmonal cost of operating a scparate system, these ultimate
additional costs likely to be borne by all the residential owners of Discovery Bay.

The 10b development requires unnecess i i i
. . - ary marine reclamation work which will
further negatively impact the quality of the adjacent marine areas and marine life.

2



10) .

11

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

The réclamation of the 10b stretch of coastline may be used by the applicant as a

_precedent to try to reclaim and destroy other marine areas surrounding Discovery

Bay, with negative consequences for the natural environment and the residents of
Discovery Bay and the whole of Hong Kong. )

The.general planning intention for South Lantau and Disqovery ‘Bay is for tpe
conservation of the natural environment and to provide for .low density
developments compatible with the surrounding settings. The Master Plan revision
appears to totally ignore this basic planning concept.

No reason is stated for the reason for the change in the number of housing units ie.
the decrease in Area N1 South of 166 No units and the increase in Area N1 quth
of 1431 No Units (item B(1) refers). The applicant needs to explain and provide
details of why the change in the density of development in areas N1 North and
South.. Again the height of the proposed towers in Area N1 North are prpp_osed.a
25 storeys, again greater than the present height of the -high rise buildings in
Discovery Bay and this would set a dangerous precedent..

Similarly in respect of Area N8 what is the reason for the change and what is the
difference of the term Open Space to Park (item B (ii) refers). This needs to be
clearly explained.

Iirrespect of item B (i\i) Public Recreation Facilities proposed for Area 2a.

The information for the Multi Recreational Centre (13,000m?) does not provide
information as to the height, size and configuration of any proposed buildings in
this sensitive area which is adjacent to the reservoir and in a high mountainside
location where it is not environmentally of aesthetically desirable to situate a large
bulky or tall building, and which would not be. compatible with the present
Discovery Bay 0ZP planning intention or natural environmental requirements.

The area 2b would be better used by the provision of soccer, rugby and hockey

pitches with limited buildings, if a Gym type building is to be provided this would be
more appropriate at a more central location eg. possibly in Area 10b.

The proposed Ice Rink in Area 9a) appears to occupy the whole of the Ground

F!oor area of the Extension to the Existing Shopping Centre, which would cut off
direct access to the western waterfront from the Plaza Area at Ground Level.
Further layout details and rationale of the proposed GIF area are required.

NO_ mgntior_w is. made as to the proposed use of Area 2b and what is intended to be
built in this isolated mountainside area, and what are the proposed access
arrangements. Any development of this area will impact the natural environment

and a possible creep of residential developments up (possibly high rise) up the
mountainside. ' i P (possibly high rise) up

Since the applicant is seeking to amend the Master plan we should be told what
are their plans for Area 2b.
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Generally

It is patently obvious that the Developer has adopted subterfuge in trying to amend the
Masterplan with a view to increasing the population of Discovery Bay and hence their
profit without regard to the conditions of the existing Deed or 0ZP, or the public owners

and residents of property in Discovery Bay.

No further change of use of areas .or development of Discovery Bay should be
considered or permitted until a revised Master Plan .is produced by the Developer which
addresses all aforementioned issues of concern and which also details their long term
development plans, sets a limit on the total number of residential units 10,000 No and a
total population of Discovery Bay 25,000 and which prevents the future development of
any and all land and any and all adjacent marine areas including all present
undeveloped land within the boundary of Discovery Bay, Lot No 385 RP in DD 352 and
Extensions Thereto.

It would appear that the Developer considers that they can build anything they want
anywhere in Discovery.Bay for as long as they like, presumably until everywhere is
covered in concrete on the Plot. Surely this was not the intention of the original Deed, or
the wishes of the owners and residents of Discovery Bay.

Robert _Smith
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Objection to Application Number Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f
12/05/2017 16:53

-

" SR > tPopd@piand.gov.ik

From: John Antweiler GG

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

Dear Sirs:

T am writing to you to object to the application to develop Area 6f in
Discovery Bay. I have several concerns arising out of the
application, but chief among those are:

1. If the plans are approved, the number of residents of Discovery /—\
Bay, considering the whole of the Discovery Bay development,.wou}d

exceed the stipulated 25,000 residents limitation. The.appllcatlon

has failed to recognise the existing limitation or provide a sound

rationale for exceeding this limitation.

2. The water and sewerage disposal requirements of the new
development are not disclosed, or worse, suggest that disposal 9f
sewerage into the stream flowing from the reservoir to the sea is an
option and into the sea in front of DBay Plaza. Children play in this
stream; hikers use paths along the waterway; residents of both
Parkvale and Hillgrove Villages have homes facing the stream. The
danger to our children, the foul odours likely to result, and the
destruction of an area enjoyed by residents and tourists alike demand
that a far more robust, advanced, safe, sanitary, and neighbourhood
friendly proposition should be put up. Further pollution of the
seawater around Discovery Bay is equally appalling and outrageous.

3. ' Further developments in Discovery Bay will take a huge toll on the

existing infrastructure. Already our roads are showing the wear and

tear of the big construction vehicles to accommodate already approved
developments. Traffic is becoming a significant issue — the noise,

the pollution, and the safety of residents and visitors is increasing. _/q)

Creating additional high-rise buildings in the 6f Area will only
exacerbate these problems.

4. The proposal does not explain the extent of the slope stability
work that must be done to protect the existing and new homes. From
‘what I understand extensive slope stability work will need to be

carried out, and the séope of that work should be contained in the
proposal.

We beg you to reject this application.

Respectfully,

John C. Antweiler, III
Suet Lun Ng
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Application No. Y/I-DB/2

3, o 12/05/2017 14:11
| I o: tobpd@pland.gov.hk

From: "simon Minshall” < | R

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

Dear sirs,
Please find attached my comments on HKR’s Application No. Y/I-DB/2.

My address is IR

Yours faithfully

[ oor (B
2

Simon Minshall Comments on HKR's 6th submission.pdf



12 May 2017
Secretary, Town Planning Board
Application Number Y/I-DB/2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) In D.D. 352, Discovery Bay - To rezone the application site from
"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)" to "Residential (Group C) 12"

| am an owner of a residential flat in Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay, the village adjacent to Area 6f,
through which HKR proposes to access Area 6f. | have lived in Discovery Bay for more than 30 years
and seen Its considerable growth and the benefits which have arisen from this growth. Although |
think it Is appropriate to further develop Discovery Bay, | believe that HKR's plans to build two 18
storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m2 GFA on a platform created to accommodate a
170m? GFA three storey building are very ill judged and that the Town Planning Board should reject
HKR’s application to rezone Area 6f for the following reasons.

1. Holistic Discovery Bay Planning Approach Required

The PD stresses the need for an holistic approach to considering developments in DB in its RNTPC
Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. The potential Area 6f and Area 10b developments, together with those
included in the latest proposed changes to the DB Masterplan, need to be considered together by
the PD in a holistic manner so that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North Lantau
can be considered and factored into future government plans. In this context all development
proposals in DB should be put on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total
impact and what to do about it.

An holistic approach is also required to ensure that the existing population limit of 25,000 currently
imposed by the OZP is not breached, or that it is only exceeded after the consequences of doing so
have been fully evaluated and agreed upon. As the currently proposed Discovery Bay Master Plan
7.0E includes increasing the total maximum permitted number of housing units in Discovery Bay
from 8,735 to 10,000, based on assumption of an average of 2.5 persons per unit, it already
envisages reaching the 25,000 limit, without the inclusion of Area 6f.

Furthermore, it is unclear what the existing population of DB is. In its initial application, HKR stated
that it is 15,000, even though its own website stated the existing population to be “about 18,000
people”. HKR subsequently stated that the population is 19,585, according to the latest record of
City Management, the property management company of Discovery Bay and a wholly owned
subsidiary of HKR. | believe that this number is based on replies from residents to requests from City
Management to provide the number of residents. As | never respond to such requests, as | expect
other residents do, | doubt that the 19,585 is a reliable number. As part of the “holistic approach”,

HKR should be required to have an independent body determine the accurate population of
Discovery Bay.

2. Slope Safety

Despite the importance of slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity, HKR ignored
CEDD's request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR) until including in its latest
submission a GPRR which appears to be only a desk top and paper exercise using outdated
information. Is this because HKR did not want to reveal to the PD, the residents of Parkvale Village
and others the effect on Parkvale Village of the proposed development in Area 6f, particularly given

that in its initial application, HKR noted the misleading and inadequate statement that the
development of Area 6f would have no adverse impact on surrounding areas?

It appears from the GPRR -that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences-to-life) slope directly
opposite the three Woods high rise residential buildings on Parkvale Drive, the only proposed access



to Area 6f, would have to be destroyed and rebuilt and that tw? n'.tore CTL Category 1 slopes above
and adjacent to Coral and Crystal Courts will be subjec.t to significant ch?nges. Thfese would be
significant consequences of approving the application which would have'a significant impact on the
residents of Parkvale village, which have not been fully evaluated and which should have been made

known to all by HKR in a valid “public consultation” exercise.

The CEDD should reject the GPRR which HKR has submitted in its latest Fl and require HKR to
complete an acceptable GPRR which fully explains the consequences of the proposed development
on the slopés in Area 6f and in Parkv'a!e Village.

3. Proposed Access to Area 6f

| and others have commented previously on the totally inadequate access to Area 6f proposed by
HKR. The application should be rejected due to the unsuitable access to Area 6f.

The proposed sole access to Area 6f is along Parkvale Drive, through Parkvale Village. This access is
inadequate because: part of Parkvale Drive is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD
regulations and is incapable of sustaining additional construction and operational traffic; the width
of Parkvale Drive limits the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to
pass one another; the potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an

accident; lack of safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and
the public.

Photographs clearly illustrating these problems have been included in the submissions made by the
Chairman of the Parkvale Village Owners’ Committee.

Even HKR recognises the limitations of Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f. Despite it noting in its
application that the development of Area 6f would have no adverse impact on surrounding areas, it
sent an e-mail to the Chairman of the Parkvale Village Owners’ Committee which stated "We (the
Applicant) are aware of the potential traffic impact on the neighborhood. As such, HKR is
favorably considering to build either a temporary or permanent haul road from Discovery Valley
Road.” Despite its comment, HKR has not mentioned either the potential traffic impact or the
possibility of an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in either its Application or its Further
Information. HKR should be required to explain why this issue has at best not been dealt with

transparently, or at worst concealed, as this is a matter of considerable significance and public
concern.

The FSD has at last recognized that an adequate emergency vehicular access (EVA) within Area 6f
will be USELESS unless it connects to an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and
Parkvale Drive. As a 5m gap between buildings and the road is required for the EVA to meet the

regulations and as there is no gap at all between Woodbury Court and Parkvale Drive, the proposed
sole access does not meet EVA requirements.

Furthermore, the ownership of, and the right of HKR to use as access to Area.6f, the part of Parkvale -
Drive from its junction with Middle Lane and the entrance to Area 6f, referred to as a “Passageway”

i.n the deed of mutual covenant, is disputed. The application should not be approved until
independent legal counsel has advised on the ownership and right to use this “Passageway”.

4. Ownership and rights of development

The Discovery Bay Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) is a document which cannot be

Fhanged as changing it _“fOUld require the agreement of all owners in DB. It notionally divides DB
into 250,000 equal undivided shares and allocates these shares to a numbe

number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new deve
therefore the final determinant of the extent of further development of D
the number of remaining undivided shares has not been made publicly avail
that it will only be made available at the meeting of the RNTPC

r of different uses. The
lopment on the Lot is

iscovery Bay. However,
able and HKR has stated



A record of how the undivided shares have been allocated and of those remaining for further
development must be made available for public inspection, o_r a-t lt.aast by the owners of units in
Discovery Bay, as they have an interest in ensuring that.the limits imposed by the Discovery Bay
Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant, to which they are parties, are not exceeded.

Furthermore, not disclosing this critical information is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation
exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC members to be only provided with such
information on the day of-the meeting and without this information being reviewed by the

Department of Justice.

5. Sewage Treatment ‘ .

HKR proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant (STP), in the basement and ground floor
of the proposed buildings, to serve the proposed development as the Director of Environmental
Protection (DEP) has stated that the Siu Ho Wan Sewage Treatment Works' (SHWSTW), which
currently treats all sewage from Discovery Bay, has no spare capacity to cater for sewage arising
from the proposed development. Furthermore, the applicant proposes to: discharge the treated
sewage directly into the sea next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah,
which is adjacent to Hillgrove Village, although it is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the
intended approach; and, in the event of the STP breaking down, divert the treated sewage to the
SHWSTW, despite the DEP stating that the SHWSTW does not have the capacity to receive the
sewage from the proposed development.

HKR continues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will
increase the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the

probability of red tides in DB waters. The EPD has stated that “Not until the applicant has .

demonstrated that all practicable mitigation measures are exhausted, we have reservation on the
acceptability of the proposed development from water quality assessment point of view”.

How does building such a STP which will, probably, discharge its effluent into an open nullah and
which will discharge it into the sea, adjacent to a pedestrian walkway, residential buildings and a
shopping centre help in the DSD in fulfilling its Vision statement, being “To provide world-class
wastewater and stormwater drainage services enabling the sustainable development of Hong
Kong”?

Furthermore, | fail to understand how using the SWHSTW in the event of an emergency can be
feasible when the DEP has stated that the SWHSTW has no spare capacity to accept sewage from the
proposed development.

Given that the approximately 19,000 current residents of Discovery Bay enjoy sewage disposal
facilities provided by the government and the government’s considerable efforts to improve sewage
disposal in Hong Kong over recent years, building a standalone STP to serve the 1,190 potential
residents of the proposed development seems a retrograde step and | are very concerned and
surprised that neither the DEP or the DSD have rejected the proposal to build one. Furthermore,
how can building and operating a STP for such a small number of residents be economic, given that
the residents of a development in Area 6f will have to pay the cost of doing so?

Even HKR’s own consultants note that a local STW may cause “an offensive smell and is health
hazard” (HKR’s application, Appendix A, paragraph 5.6.4.1) and that the sewage proposal “is
considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy” (October Further Information, Annex G
“Revised Study on Drainage, Sewage and Water Supply”, paragraph 5.6.1.4).

6. Water Supply
As it has been informed it cannot provide potable water to Area 6f from Sui Wan Ho, which provides

potable.water to all other residents in Discovery Bay, HKR intends to re-open, after 16 years, the DB
reservoir, build a new private water treatment ‘works, a new pumping station, a new service

stay
Qr
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reservoir and new water main down Discovery Valley Road, and back up Parkvale Drive to Crystal
Court and Coral Court, then up the slope to Area 6f.
However, one of the primary reasons for connecting to the government water supply was the low

standard of drinking water that residents experienced from the reservoir. There is no detail over
how the water quality for the Area 6f development will be so significantly improved above past .

failures.

In addition, there appears to be 'no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f
residents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality
recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard currently
adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. :

Furthermore, it does not appear economic to build the proposed infrastructure to supply the
potential 1,190 residents of the proposed development, who, alone, will need to bear the costs of
operating the new standalone system, as the other residents of DB will not benefit from it.

7. Planning Department Does Not Support The Application

In its RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17" February 2017, the Planning department stated that it
does not'support the application because: (a) the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed
rezoning would not generate adverse infrastructural, environmental and geotechnical impacts on
the surrounding areas; and (b) approval of the application would set an undesirable precedent for
other similar rezoning applications, the accumulative impact of which would overstrain the existing
and planned infrastructure capacities for the area.

Simon Minshall
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B Development at Discovery Bay
iy 12/05/2017 14:48

Cc:

From: Frank Stewart [

" To: tpbpd@piand.gov.hk,
e Hiroko Stewart

It has been over 16 years since my wife and I bought a flat in
Discovery Bay (DB). We had just moved to Hong Kong from the USA so
that my wife and I could start building careers here. We are still
here and we love Hong Kong and DB. One of the critical considerations £y
in order to make this move was the maintenance of our life style and -
housing. We are middle class people that supported ourselves to make
this move, the opportunity we found here justified the risk. We are
not rich!

What has made our move a success is the housing and environment we
found in DB. We have a life style here is as good or better than what
we left behind in the USA. If the development of DB is allowed to
proceed as the Resort plans we will see a down grade to our home, and
I am also concerned about a financial loss.’

We live in Verdant Court, our view is wonderful, it is not crowded,
the air is clean, noise is low, it is safe to walk day or night,
transportation is good, services are good..... we do not want these
things to change, because this is our home! I am VERY CONCERNED THAT
WE MAY LOSE OR DEGRADE OUR LIFE STYLE. We all strive to improve our
lives, and hope we never must accept less! The plans that I have seen
from the Resort for our area is a step down for us.

Thank you,
Frank Stewart
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Objection to the Application Y/1-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay

,:: 12/05/2017 16:01
e S ';: tbpd@pand ok
From: Kristy Yeo
* To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

| object to this abplication as explained below.

Attention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application.
This is based on the following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/l -

DB/2C dated 17 February 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:
a. Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to
the Revised Lantau Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not
recommended for further development. Recently the Lantau development
Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strategic
economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic
growth area under planning at this stage.”
b. “Discovery Bay is intended for a ...... total planned population of 25,000 and
a total domestic GFA of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further
increase in population would have to be considered in the context of the
general planning intention for the area and subject to detailed feasibility
investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”
c. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the
development concept of Discovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort
and residential/commercial development. The current application, if
approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning
applications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OzP
(Plan Z-7) with a total area of 26,789m2, the accumulative effect of
developing those land with increase in population would further depart from
the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing
infrastructure capacities.”

2. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:
a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and
environmental acceptability of the proposed development although he has
submitted relevant technical assessments in support of the rezoning
proposal.”
b. Although the applicant proposes to proVide an on-site sewage treatment
plant and private water supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD
and WSD should take into account the proposed development in future
expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facilities. In this

regard DEP advises that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage
treatment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is



based on a maximum population of 25,000 which is the population celling Iin
the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”

3. Public Comments
" a. “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access

road, the major public concerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and
insufficient water and sewage infrastructural capacities amongst others are
generally agreed with as indicate'd_ in the planning asse’ssments”. ' _
b. “As regafds the right under the PDMC to convert the access road for use by
the proposed development, DLO/Is, LandsD considers that the applicant
should substantiate his right/capacity to develop the Site without prejudicing
the provisions in the PDMC.”

4,
Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph
2.1.1.4 that a key element of the development is the “access road”, there is still
no specific information provided as to its construction through Parkvale village.
There are many issues arising from the unsuitable access to the site such as: the
part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD
regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it;
width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles,
including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of
emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the
proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public;
and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR continues to
not submit, in its Fl, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed
under the Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate
that they have not considered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the
access to Area 6f and continue to refer only to DB roads overall and their interface
with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery Bay which is irrelevant.
Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous
submissions pointed out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding
Parkvale Drive and the even narrower private pedestrian passageway behind the
existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings for use as both construction and
permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the inability of heavy
vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accidents
or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the
adjacent Midvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency
vehicles such as ambulances, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable
from a practical and social perspective.
Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has
attem;fted to draw attention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that
they will not be impacted. However, in reality, the surroundings impact on Area
6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments has now recognized that an
adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects to an adequate
EVf\ through the. adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have
pointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings
Departments must demand that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as
to how such adequate access would be provided and as to why they have ignored
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Comments on Application No. Y/I-DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D.

352, Discovery Bay
12/05/2017 16:10

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

ce: Ay YUNG
Poaso rospon o Lon i

Dear Sirs,
Please find my objection to the captioned Apphcatlon in the attached letter.

Sincerely,
0

< B

Lienhard BUECHI12.5.17 To Town Planning B

8

rd on Area 6f Application.pdf



their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from Discovery Valley Road.

Your Sincerely,

Kristy Yeo
Midvale Village
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board

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

Dear Sirs, *

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

| am an owner and resident of Discovery Bay, Lantau. While | currently do not reside in the vicinity of
Area 6f, the proposed development will have a significant negative impact on the quality of life for all
residents of Discovery Bay, as well as on the ownership and investment for all of us as joint owner of the
Lot.

| am of the opinion that the captioned Application should not be approved for the reasons stated
below. d

1. Inadequate and unreliable information has been provided by HKR and a Risk Assessment has not
been undertaken.

2. The PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. In this context
all development proposals in DB should be put on hold until the PD has sufficient information to
consider the total impact and what to do about it.

3.-Planning controls of DB are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and Outline Zone Plan (OZP)
relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of undivided shares and management
units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). It would appear that the TPB and the Planning and
Lands Departments are ignoring what HKR is doing.

4. Ownership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate
development potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of

undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject which
has been disputed by many owners

5. Consultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete with
HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Further )
Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted” and “will be

done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments which have to deal
with these complicated issues.

6. Public Consultation is inadequate and non—transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no way
be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the public that

this is what we intend to do! This is a serious matter of public concern and will be referred to the
Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.
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7. A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the sea
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah Itis clear from HKR's comments that
the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR continues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of
sewage into the sea, whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels,

thereby increasing the probability of, e.g., red tides in DB waters.

8. Ecology - with regard to the compensatory planting, the proposal is misleading and impractical. As
evident on page 88 of the Fl, the site conditions simply do not allow for the retention of the trees as

stated in the Fl.

Sincerely,

é‘l\ﬁoe&\i

Lienhard BUECHI.
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Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay Objection to the Applicant’s right
and capacity to develop the site

12/05/2017 13:05
I (-: b7 @pland gov-ik
Fom:  Carmen Li J
To: . "pbpd@pland.gov.hk” <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>, -
Please respond to Carmen Li
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay
Objection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.

Dear Sirs,

I refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information for
Application Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan
Limited on 7 April, 2017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company
Limited (“HKR”). My objections to the above application are based on the following
points: ‘

1. Ownership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the
ultimate ' :

development potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the
number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot.

This is a subject which has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI
the

applicant states that it will only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of
the RNTPC. This attitude is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it

should not be acceptable to RNTPC members to be only provided with such information
on

the day of the meeting! And without this information being reviewed by the Department
of

Justice.
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:

The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning
Ordinance to develop the site.

The Applicant replied:

The applicant has had ; ;i 5hi ;

e n::fp cant bas had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership of
This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the
Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable that

the Applicant has been allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this fundamental
question has not been addressed as part of the public consultation.

The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. If



the correspondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB should conclude
that there has not been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

Deed of Mutual Covenant

The Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) dated 30 September, 1982
and held in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS1 12018. There are presently over 8,000
co-owners of the Discovery Bay lot. .

The other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put _
forward by the Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop the
appﬁmﬁonsim.l‘hisisoonm:ymdlepdndplaof&ecandcpmconsuludonsctoutin
the Town Planning Ordinance. - : .

I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Commeants above.
While the DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site, the
Applicant refers only to establishing ownership.

This distinction is important.

Under the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of
undivided shares in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we must
at all times remember that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot as private
property to develop as they please. The rights and obligations of all owners are govemned
by the DMC. 3 i

To understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the Discovery
Bay Lot, we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay DMC and the
terms of the original grasit of land from the Government.

S :
The original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September, 1976
and lodged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS6122) required that the Grantee set
aside the “Reserved Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of services that
are required by all the owners of the Lot.
I refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No.
Y/1-DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.
DLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):
Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the approved MP
6.0E7b(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “Staff quarters” in the approved MP
6.0E7b(a) forms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the
PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the
PDMC) bas the right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City
- Common Areas” for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject
to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right
/ capacity to develop the application site withot prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.
In response, the Applicant stated, in part:
Proposed staff quarters in Area 6f bave never been built. The subject site is “City Retained
Abreas” as defined in the PDMC.
The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:
“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport
terminal, children's playground, public beaches, estate management offices, aviary/ botanical
p;tgm’ ;:’f:‘m;::‘ms@ _goﬂz:m m{(j‘d ;7), cable-car system (if any), the beliport and the other
or ervce areas and p ity of ;
il open spaces in the City other than the City
“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:
“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY CITY” (

9,
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B8 ) including all the buildings therein. o
; i follows in the DMC: .
= Lct;;lst::f;:: :rs -parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as The MdMg
Portion of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions
thereto (if any).”
Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on tl}t. Lot
to be known as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of Discovery Bay City.

Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained below.
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As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Axeas includes the following: .

“..such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City
Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City
Common Facilities as defined form the entire “Reserved Portion” and “Mininum
Associated Facilities” mentioned in the Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:
“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant
No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications of the Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part of
the Lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of mutual covenant.
Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:
“(¢) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) bereof, the Grantee shall:
(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the
lot or, as the case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved
Portion the Grantee shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s
subsidiary company...” (emphasis added)
As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common Areas
together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” —
except as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company.
Area 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the
New Grant, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing for
sale to third parties. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used for the
purpose of providing services to the City.

Al ares to the Reserved Portion

The reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:
In our response to comment items 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly
demonstrated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the applicant and have never been
assigned to any other party. (Full set of all DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been
provided for District Lands Office’s reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Axng
2016.) Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute right to
develop the application site.

I d.isa.gxcc strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares 7 facto gives the

Applicant the absolute right to develop Area Gf. The rights of the Apph?cm{t, mcidmg the

right to develop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the New Grant and

by the DMC.

Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares of

ea 6f to any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligati
the New > t th bligatio:
< Grant to allocate undivided shares to Area 6; ® ns undes



The above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant

does not have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential housing for

commercial rent or sale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying out exchanges

conceming ownership of the subject site in secret with Government departments and the

TPB, without subjecting these exchanges to public scrutiny.

In the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning

Otrdinance, the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant

releases the relevant documentation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop the .

application site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”

2. The PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB.

is emphasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particulatly

relevant in

view of the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR

developments in DB. Logically all these developments need to be considered together by

the PD in 2 holistic manner so that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and

North

Lantau can be considered and factored into future government plans. In this context all

development proposals in DB should be put on hold until the PD has sufficient

information

to consider the total impact and what to do about it.

3. Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored

CEDD’s

request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and
aper

Ie’xfmise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly

it

would appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and

subsequent site

formation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest

consequences—to-life) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise

residential

buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more

CTL

Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205

adjacent to

Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed

development has been deliberately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not

to

alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue which

should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission

from the public consultation

exercise. Which is totally unacceptable to the current residents in these affected areas.

4. Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4
that

a key element of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information
provided as to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising
from the unsuitable access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed
as a pedestrian pavement under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction
and operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of
larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential



Jack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the
proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public on 2

already busy . ‘ _ ‘
and day to day basis; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site.

HKR continues ‘ : sori
to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under

the Reports to be e .
submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not considered the

specific road ’ . . i N
(i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f which is totally incredible and continue
to refer only to .

DB roads oveérall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
Bay which is irrelevant.

Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous
submissions

pointed out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and
the

even narrower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise
residential buildings for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f.
The residents have pointed out the inability of heavy vehicles or buses to pass on this
Narrow access, ,

raising the possibility of accidents or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only
access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent Midvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing
access by emergency vehicles such as ambulances, fire appliance or the police. This is
unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.

Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted
to

draw attention away from the adjacent surroundings merely saying that they will not be
impacted.

However, in reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest
Departmental Comments has now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will
be

useless unless it connects to an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and
Parkvale Drive, which we have pointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning
and Buildings Departments must demand that HKR provides a detailed documented
proposal as

to how such adequate access would be provided and as to why they have ignored their
earlier

proposal to provide alternative access from Discovery Valley Road.

5. Consultation with government departments and bureaus has been inadequate and
incomplete

wfi.th HKR'’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds
o

Fucr;her Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical repclm). HKR uses comments
such as

“Noted” and “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond propetly to eov

‘ emnment
departments which have to deal with these complicated issuel:. e e
Public Consultation is inadequate and non—tran i i
s sparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can
way be considered as “consultation”

but has to be regarded i i i
y a
delig > gar s an information exercise



the residents & public that this is what they intend to dol And an information exercise that
has involved 5
rounds of FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in

a
public consultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and

commercially . :
sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that
information from being publicly commented upon. All information provided by the
applicant : _ ,

must be placed in the public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious
matter \ . :

of public concern and should be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and
District

Councillor. .

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

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

Hillgrove Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended
approach.

Also, HKR continues to minimize the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the
sea,

whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels,
thereby '

increasing the probability of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements
involving a permanent connection to the government sewage system have not been
adequately addressed by DSD which naively assume that HKR will turn off the connection
after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving HKR an unapproved permanent connection
to

government infrastructure which it has emphasized throughout this exercise is not
available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that the sewage proposal “is
considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.

7. Planning controls of DB are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and Outline

Zone

Plan (OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of undivided
shares '

and management units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Furthermore, HKR

" has : :

a conflict of interest regarding population data, in that cutrent figures are provided by its
wholly owned subsidiary, DB Services Management Limited. HKR is knowingly acting in
such

a way as to be flagrantly disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and
population.

8. HIl(R is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water
Supply

but, as previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu

Is-{o Wan Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping
tation

are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is a potable water
supply ,
to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using water



from the
DB reservoir. : -
In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area

6f - - -
Residents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for

Drinking-water Quality ' e .
recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard
currently adopted . o :
by the 'WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal t6 build a private
supply ' N
syftgm is, in view of its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficulties, an
attempt to ' ' i _

mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long term
development,

if any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constructed for
further HKR

development projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temporally
withdrawn)

and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?

9. No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed
change

in the population of DB beyond the maximum level of 25,000 together with the issue of
the absence

of sound and accurate population statistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and
publically addressed.

There is 2 major issue of conflict of interest in the preparation and use of population
statistics which

undermines the public consultation and planning application processes.

Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could
provide

additional information on the current population and persons per unit. This information is
expected to be available later in 2017.

10. Attention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging
the

continued public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC,
FSD has _

issued two paragraphs of comments which are contained in the “Responses to

. Government

Departments™:

1. In its first paragraph, the FSD requires HKR to clarify that an access in the form of a
statutory EVA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f.

This is
the first recognition of serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6f boundary.
2. Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings

Department requirements, it will be &quot;USELESS& i i
EVA link to q quot; without a conforming further

Parkvale Drve.

3. HKR’s response simply says that such an EVA i i i
Clarifvine how. access will be provided without

I believe that the Buildings Department should now require HKR to provide detailed
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evidence as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f
from Parkvale Drive, as a condition precedent to approval of the Application given the
proximity of the bulldmgs the storm water drainage ptovmon and the immediately
encroaching terrain.

4. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided
with

unhindered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances,

ambulances,
police vehicles and also for othct emergency services mcludmg City Management Security

Officers and electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.

Thank you for your kind attention.
Yours sincerely,

Name: Li Ho Ching Carmen
Address:
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Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay
12/05/2017 11:53

Ria
I (o trbpd@pland.gov.hk

Fom s Lon -

To: ; tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

Dear Town Planning Board,

Re: Objection to the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site in
the captioned subject

| refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information
for Application Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan

Limited on 7 April, 2017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company
Limited (“HKR").

Deed of Mutual Covenant .

The Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) dated 30 September,
1982 and held in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1S112018. There are presently
over 8,000 co-owners of the Discovery Bay lot.

The other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put
forward by the Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop
the application site. This is contrary to the principles of free and open consultation set
out in the Town Planning Ordinance.

| draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments
above. While the DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop
the site, the Applicant refers only to establishing ownership.

This distinction is important.

Under the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of
undivided shares in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we
must at all times remember that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot
as private property to develop as they please. The rights and obligations of all owners
are governed by the DMC.

To understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the
Discovery Bay Lot, we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay DMC
and the terms of the original grant of land from the Government.

Reserved Portion

The original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September,
1976 and lodged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 156122) required that the
Grantee set aside the “Reserved Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of
services that are required by all the owners of the Lot.

I refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No.
Y/I-DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

DLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):




Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in
the approved MP 6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff
quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E 7h(a) forms part of either the “City
Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause
7 under Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the
right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City
Common Areas” for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment
of the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant
is required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site
without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC. :

In response, the Applicant stated, in part:
Proposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is
“City Retained Areas” as defined in the PODMC.

The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:
“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens,
lawns, transport terminal, children's playground, public beaches, estate
management offices, aviary/botanical garden, non-membership golf course (if
any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or parts of the
Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City
Common Areas.”

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:
“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY
Ty’ ( &) including all the buildings therein.”

“The Lot” is defined as follows in the DMC:
“All that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as
The Remaining Portion of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto
and any further extensions thereto (if any).”

Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on the

Lot to be known as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of Discovery Bay

City. Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained

below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”
As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:
~ “..such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the
City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as
defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire “Reserved

Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” mentioned in the
Conditions.” (emphasis added)
The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:
“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New
Grant No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications of the
Conditions.”
Special Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part
of the Lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of mutual
covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee
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Objection to application no: Y/l - DB/2 Area 6f
12/05/2017 11:59

I (: (>0pd@pland gov.hk
From:  che chung francis lam <

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

Please respond to che chung francis lam T

—

Dear sir,

| refer to the captioned application and wish to raise my concern that the
captioned development will increase the total population in DB and exceed the
approved 25,000 persons capacity ( please refer to the attached letter for more
details).

Therefore before the population issue is attended with proper consultation to
the various Government Departments, DB residents, and the public, this
application shall be rejected i

Regards!
Francis Lam

Owner of —T PB Area 6f RS Population.docx
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shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of

undivided shares in the lot or, as the case may be, cause the same to

be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall

not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary

company...” (emphasis added)
As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common
Areas together with those City Retdined Areas as defined and these City Common
Facilities as defined” —except as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR's) subsidiary company.
Area 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the
New Grant, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing
for sale to third parties. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used
for the purpose of providing services to the City.

Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion

The reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:
In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct,
it is clearly demonstrated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the -
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set of all
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided for District Lands
Office’s reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.)
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute
right to develop the application site.

| disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives

the Applicant the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant,

including the right to develop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by

the New Grant and by the DMC.

Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares

of Area 6f to any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations

under the New Grant to allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

The above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the
Applicant does not have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential

- housing for commercial rent or sale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying
out exchanges concerning ownership of the subject site in secret with Government
departments and the TPB, without subjecting these exchanges to public scrutiny.

In the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning
Ordinance, the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant

releases.the relevant documentation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop
the application site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”

Yours sincerely,
Iris Lun
Owner and Occupant

e
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Objection to application no: Y/I - DB/2 Area 6f
12/05/2017 11:59

I . o tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

From: che chung francis lam

To: *tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>,
. Please respond to che chung francis-lam <—

Dear sir,

| refer to the captioned application and wish to raise my concern that the
captioned development will increase the total population in DB and exceed the
approved 25,000 persons capacity ( please refer to the attached letter for more
details).

Therefore before the population issue is attended with proper consultation to
the various Government Departments, DB residents, and the public, this
application shall be rejected '

Regards!
Francis Lam

Owner of NN . T °C Area 6f RS Population.docx



~ 6128
Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay

Government departments have not been consulted on lifting the
population cap of 25,000 under the Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan.

Paragraph 5.4 of the Explanatory Statement for the approved Dlscovery Bay
Outline Zoning Plan S/I-DB/4 ("OZP") states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban
residential development comprising mainly low-density private housing

planned for a total population of about 25,000 with supporting retail,

commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

On 25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited
(*HKR"), submitted the Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to
amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow the construction of two residential

towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

On 1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E ("MP 7.0E”") to
the District Lands Office/lslands (“DLO/Is") proposing to increase the number
of residential flats at Discovery Bay to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved
Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, this would enable
development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the
existing OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

Throughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally
used 2.5 persons per flat as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using
the Applicant’s own figures, the proposal for 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E
would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also note that,
according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of
persons per flat for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

It is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I-DB/2 would lift the population at
Discovery Bay beyond the current permitted limit.

Members shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant
made any request to amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP.
Neither has any government department been consulted whether the
population limit should be raised.

Hence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning
Board should require that the Applicant justify an increase in population
beyond the current limit permitted under the OZP. Furthermore, government
departments and the public should be consulted.
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v 6129
' mmjﬁiﬁﬂ&'ﬁtﬁfﬁ B, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SEER ' | 170511-150400-36914
Reference Number: )
AR 12/0512017
Deadline for submission: A :
X BRI . . 11/05/2017 15:04:00
Date and fime of submission: ) 3
The application no. to which the comment relates:
r &tﬁ-* o i&:g/ %fﬁ %i Mr. MrK Bradley
6 Name of person making this comment:
B R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application for the reasons set out below.
wnership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate devel
pment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi
ided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic
has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w]
ill only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is
clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC
embers to be only provided with such information on the day of the meeting! And without this
information being reviewed by the Department of Justice.




PEMS Comment Submission H1/1

ﬁtﬁﬂ$ﬂ/&&&tﬁiﬁ. Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

%R : . 170511-145942-06427
Reference Number: L

AR PR 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

3% I BT . | : 11/05/2017 14:59:42 -
Date and time of submission: : ]

ABRBIER RS - -

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below.
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
allenged HKRs position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by
e revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
sageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo

), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, 1
e:aled their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village
idents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
y ljefused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to 1|
uild l_’arkvalc Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many
B residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop

ly explaim?d, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
d the public.
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mﬁﬁﬁla&"ﬁﬂjﬁ H, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SEER 170511-145757-82846
Reference Number: '

HRAZIR : | 120512017

Deadline for submission:

HEAZ HHA BB T ; 11/05/2017 14:57:57

Date and time of submission:

L LR T - W

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA /40 | 44 Mr. MrK Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ntinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will 1
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
ility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.




PEMS Comment Submission
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658 81 /% $2 4 R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

| 4R | 17051 1—150228-06354
Reference Number:

R : 12/05/2017

Deadline for submiss_ion:

det s . . 11/05/2017 15:02:28

- | Date and time of submission:

By £ T 4R R

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

TIRERA ) 410 44 Mr. MrK Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

lanning controls of DB are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and Outline Zone Plan

OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of undivided shares and ma
gement units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of]

interest regarding population data, in that current figures are provided by its wholly owned subsi

iary, DB Services Management Limited. HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagr
tly disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population and it would a

pear that the TPB and the Planning and Lands Departments are ignoring what HKR is doing.

D




ﬁf,ﬁtj$ﬁl&&‘ﬁﬂjﬁ H, Making Comment on Planning Applicanon / Review

BEEWM ' ;
; 70511- W
Reference Number: | ‘ 150112-22227

AR
Deadline for submission: 12/05/2017

HE32 1 S B I _ . 11/05/2017 15:01:12

Date and time of submission:

BRI . ™

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THERA ) /20 44 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
onsultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete wit
HKR'’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Furth
er Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted”
d “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments wh|
ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
ublic Consultation is madequate and non—transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in now
y be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the
ublic that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds
f FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons
Itation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re
wnership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from
eing publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed in th
public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and
ill be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.




Rﬁﬂ*ﬁlﬂﬁﬂtﬂﬁﬁ. Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

£FER ' 170511-145623-52337
Reference Number: :

FRH : |  12/0512017
Deadline for submission:

[ES3:E 0 o 11052017 14:5623

Date and time of _submisslon:

A IR T RER . o G BER

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA , ER/EH 44 Mr. MrK Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

LY
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water supply but,
previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho Wan
ater Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not avail
le for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is a potable water supply to be provided
y re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using water from the DB reservo
ir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f
esidents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu
ity recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre
tly adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal to build a
rivate supply system is, in view of its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficultie
, an aftempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long ter
m development, if any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constru
cted for further HKR development projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temp
orally withdrawn) and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?




Rﬁﬁ]ﬁiﬁlaﬁzﬁtﬁﬁﬁ. Makmg Comment on Plannmg Application / Review

an 17051 1-141809-25432
Reference Number: ,

PR | 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

#2237 A R R ' _ . 11/05/2017 14:18:09

Date and time of s_ubmission:

F BREYHLMI o S GRS

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

THRERA ) 2250 $c4 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

&R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explmned below.

sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with dlscharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
continues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
bility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.




PEMS LCOMIMCIL OULLLIS IV - -

mﬁﬂl&ﬁﬁ/ﬂ&‘ﬁﬂjﬁﬁ, Making‘Comment on Planning Application / Review

235 170511-160330-51354
Reference Number: ;

N : 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: A

2% B R B P ' "y 11/05/2017 16:03:30

Date and time of submission:

FBHATA e S GRS

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

TRERA ) #5471 %4 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

&R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
ttention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging the contin
ed public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC, FSD has issued t
o paragraphs of comments which are contained in the “Responses to Government Department

.,

1. In its first paragraph, the FSD requires HKR to clarify that an access in the form of a statutory
VA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f. This is the first r
gnition of serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6f boundary.
2. Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings Depar
ent requirements, it will be "USELESS" without a conforming further EVA link to Parkvale
rive.

. HKR’s response simply says that such an EVA access will be provided without clarifying ho
. I believe that the Buildings Department should now require HKR to provide detailed evidenc
as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f from Parkval
Drive, as a condition precedent to approval of the Application given the proximity of the buildi
gs, the storm water drainage provision and the immediately encroaching terrain.

. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with un
indered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, polic
vehicles and also for other emergency services including City-Management Security Officers a
d electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.




& APAVALS " iwemme——

EREs R EIZEHE R Making Coﬁmmt on Planning Application / Review |

SEEH . 170511-160138-82033
Reference Number: 2 . -

BRI 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

HE3Z H 4 BB ; 11/05/2017 16:01:38

Date and time of submission:

SIS (T T s St anh

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THERA ) /4570 Se4 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

R

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
ercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would
ppear from the GPRR that references fo future slope stability work and subsequent site formati
n work for the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposi
e the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And itis a
so revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co
and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will bé subject to significant changes. This M
OR aspect of the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in orde
not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi
h should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation™ exercise. This is a serious omission fr
m the public consultation exercise.

at is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the slopes rele
ant to Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval of the application and su
sequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the co
pletion of site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.

e GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request HKR to prepare one w|
ith-full details and to inform the public about the full findings prior to submitting the report to th

TPB. This is essential since HKR has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for p
oper public consultation.




m¢a@&&tﬂﬁﬁ. Making Comment on Planning Application / Réview

%R 170511-155953-95785
Reference Number:

HREAZFRI 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission: '

235 3 B I ' 5 i 11/05/2017 15:59:53

Date and time of submission:

FI A S AR i 3 S
The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA ) 2/ | gt Mr. MrK Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

youzh=ar
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

wnership of the site has been an issue from the outset of this application and has been the subj
t of many public comments. e.g Area 6f is part of the “Reserved Portion” under the New Gran
and HKR does not have unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant imposes restrictions
n the Reserved Portion.

dsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership remain unanswered. HKR’s co
ultants, Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to the TPB.
e Lands Department should reject HKR’s request to leave its detailed views on this subject wi
in the “commercially sensitive information” contained in HKR’s letter to the DLO dated 3rd A
gust 2016 and referred to in Section E below.

ith none of this is on the public record, HKR has turned a public consultation process into a pr
ivate dialogue with the TPB which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

e RNTPC Paper No. Y/I = DB/2C dated 17th February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, “Complianﬂ
with the “Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements”, that the applicant is the sole “curren
land owner” and detailed information would be deposited at the meeting for Members’ inspecti
n. From the outset of this application, this HKR view of ownership has been contested by many

B owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages of FI.
e Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30th September 1982 has notionally diviL
ed the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Department requires the applicant to pr
;re that ;here are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed dev
opmen
t is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise that HKR should expect:
1. RNTPC members and Planning Department officials to see for the first time and inspect detail
ed information deposited at the meeting,
2. The public not to have an opportunity to inspect and comment on the information.
;a;l:;‘ﬁtl‘annmg Department not to refer the information to relevant bodies such as the Legal De
The question of the undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.




R
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Eﬁﬁﬂl‘?ﬁ/ a&'ﬁﬂjﬁﬁ. Makmg Comment on Planmng Apphcahon / Review

SHE | 170511-155830-77613
Reference Number:

HESZIRI | 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

X AR . ' : 11/05/2017 15:58:30 .
Date and time of subm;ssion: .

3 B AL AR R : T grnmm

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA , E2/57T8 44 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

&R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below. !
e latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and prete
ds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is
hether the population of DB should be raised above the 25,000 limit currently imposed by the
ZP. This has not even been identified as an issue in the submission, which in effect means the
PB is being deliberately misled.
e issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the many
issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to breaching of
e 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan s
bmission made by HKR.
o further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i
the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population s
atistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of
nflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which undermines the publi
c consultation and planning application processes and this will be referred to the Ombudsmen fo
Ir investigation.
Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bl -census could provxde addi
ional information on the current population and persons per unit. This mformatlon is expected t
0 be available later in 2017. :




PEMS Comment Submission

aﬁ,ﬂ]ﬁialﬂﬁﬂﬂjﬁﬁ. Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
N . | | 170511-155712-56468
Reference Number: ‘

HRSTIRA : 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

H23% H A B R ] _ _ : 11/05/2017 15:57:12
Date and time of submission: ~ ,

L UEE T . ) N

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA &2/ 44 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

ttention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application. This is based
n the following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17th Febr
ary 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:

a. Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant
au Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Rece
tly the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strate
ic economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic growth area
der planning at this stage.”

. “Discovery Bay is intended fora ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total domestic;
FA of 900,683m2 upon full development™. “Any further increase in population would have t

be considered in the context of the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail
feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”

. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development concept of
iscovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.

e current application, if approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning ap
lications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total ar
of 26,789m2, the accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in population w
uld further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing infr
tructure capacities.” :

. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:

a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil
ty of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in sup|
ort of the rezoning proposal.”

[b- Although the-applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant and private wat
supply system as a!temativw, he considers that EPD and WSD should take into account the pr
; posed deyelopment in futur.e expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ties. In this regard DEP afiws&e that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ent and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop

R1l/4




PEMS Comment Submission H2/2

. “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major public
ncerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastru
capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessme




PEMS Comment Submission I AT A

5 il B g/ iR R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 EWN _ 170511-151005-26278
Reference Number:

AT PRI 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: :

HE3x H R ' g ' . 11/05/2017 15:10:05

Date and time of submission:

AR . . e

The application no. to which the comment relates: |

FEERA ) 24T 44 Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

ez
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below
espite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a keyl
lement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
ccess to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
der BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
consfraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
truction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
e event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res|
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
tinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
e Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
red the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
nly to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
ay which is irrelevant.
egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
ted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar|
wer private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
or use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
bility of hgavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
ts or'conﬂlct between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
dvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance
» fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
ormation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
ttention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
reality, the sur.roundmgs impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
an adequate !EVA thg'ough thf. adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have P
:)lxglt::i Ig;(tR are r::&r:::%a: ﬁ:d u:iadeguate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
o andI; SNl ey ocumented .propo:sal as to how such a.dcquate access would be p
IrDiscovery e Roid. ey have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from




PEMS Comment Submission 1/1
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/ Making on Planning Application / Review

17051M50539-83963
Reference Number:

- 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: R . R }
f . 11/05/2017 15:05:39
Date and time of submission:
Y/I-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:
M A Mr. Mr K Bradley

Name of person making this comment:

Details ofthe Comment:

I object to this application as explained below

Slope safety ofboth Area 6fand its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
exercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly itwo
uld appear from the GPRR thatreferences to future slope stability work and subsequent site for
mation work for the access road to Area 6fthatthe CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li
fe) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would ha
ve to be destroyed and rebuilt. And itis also revealed thattwo more CTL Category 1 slopes (10
SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacentto Coral Court) will b
e subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect ofthe proposed development has been deli
berately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkva
le Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre ofa valid “p
ublic consultation®exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.



PEMS Comment Submission ' H1/1

- 6130
EEAE I e 5/ i HR 4 L Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
f’f Bt sk 170511-204135-05014
eference Number:
HRIX IR | 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
X E AR | g : 11/05/2017 20:41:35
Date and time of submission: . :
ARSI - S
The application no. to which the comment relates:
. Name of person making this comment: ' '
& R .
Details of the Comment :

bject to this application as explained below.

ttention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging the contin
ed public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC, FSD has issued t
o paragraphs of comments which are contained in the “Responses to Government Department

1. In its first paragraph, the FSD requires HKR to clarify that an access in the form of a statutory
EVA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f. This is the first r
lecognition of serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6f boundary.
2. Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings Depar
ent requirements, it will be "USELESS" without a conforming further EVA link to Parkvale
rive.
. HKR’s response simply says that such-an EVA access will be provided without clarifying ho
w. I believe that the Buildings Department should now require HKR to provide detailed evidenc
. as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f from Parkv
Drive, as a condition precedent to approval of the Application given the proximity of the buildi
gs, the storm water drainage provision and the immediately encroaching terrain.
. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with un
indered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, polic
vehicles and also for other emergency services including City Management Security Officers a
d electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.




mm$g/[gﬁajﬁﬁ, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SHER | 170511-204024-21643
Reference Number:

ﬁa‘fﬁm 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

e AREME : © 11/05/2017 20:40:24
Date and time of submission: . : ; :

BRI S ' ¥ s

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA /50 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

W R
Details of the Comment :
object to this application as explained below.
lope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
ercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would
ppear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site formati
n work for the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposi
e the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have to be.destroyed and rebuilt. And it is a
so revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co
and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This M
OR aspect of the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in orde
not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi
h should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission fr
m the public consultation exercise.
t is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the slopes rele
ant to Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval of the application and su
sequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the co
pletion of site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.
Ehe GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request HKR to prepare one w
th full detgu{s and to inform the public about the full findings prior to submitting the report to th
e TPB. This is essential since HKR has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for P
froper public consultation.




uﬁﬂqiﬁlﬁ&'ﬁﬂjﬁ B, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

5@ 170511-203633-84858
Reference Number:

HRIZ R 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

2 B R AR ' A - 11/05/2017 20:36:33

Date and time of submission:

BRI SRS . JRP .

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA, E2/4H 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

&R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below. ’

ttention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application. This is based
n the following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I - DB/2C dated 17th Febr
ary 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:

. Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant
u Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Rece
tly the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strate
ic economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic growth area
der planning at this stage.”

. “Discovery Bay is intended fora ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total domestic
FA of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in population would have t
be considered in the context of the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail
feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”

. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development concept of
iscovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.
e current application, if approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning ap
lications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z- 7) with a total ar
of 26,789m?2, the accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in population w
uld further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing infr
tructure capacities.”

. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:

a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabill)e

ity of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in su
ort of the rezoning proposal.”

. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant and private wat-
supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD and WSD should take into account the pr
posed development in future expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ities. In this regard DEP advises that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ent and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop
lation of 25,000 which is the population ceiling in the stcovery Bay OZP currently in force.”

. Public Comments




“While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the exjsting‘access road, the major public|
ncems on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastru
ctural capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessme
nts”.

Y



ummaﬁ/uﬁmﬂmg Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S50 : 170511-203528-70678
Reference Number:

AR ; 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

HE3Z H I R . | :  11/05/2017 20:35:28
Date and time of submission: . ; ;

HMGABIETET - whrsmn
The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEERA , €250 ' : 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

& R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water supply but,
previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho Wan
ater Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not availal
le for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is-a potable water supply to be provided
y re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using water from the DB reservo
ir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f
esidents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu
ity recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre
tly adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal to build a
rivate supply system is, in view of its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficultie
, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long ter
m development, if any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constru
cted for further HKR development projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temp
orally withdrawn) and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?




PEMS Comment Submission : H1l/1

mn;ﬁﬁ/’&ﬁtﬂﬁﬁ Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

E5RW e 170511-203414-83930
Reference er: .

HEACIRHA 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

3% B 4 B ~ - 11/0572017 20:34:14

Date and time of submission:.

HEEMENER ' ' | Y/I-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates: -

FEERA A0 | 4 Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

prazhe )

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ntinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
bility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
d throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
the sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy™.




BN/ MIZRUER Maklng Comment on Planning Application / Review

@ 170511-202859-48201
Reference Number:

BT 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

H3X B BTl o . 11/05/2017 20:28:59
Date and time of submission: : ,

AR N RS el

The application no. to which the comment relntes.

THRERA . E2/5H ' 2+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

o REEY
Details of the Comment :

[ object to this application as explained below
Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
exercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it wo
uld appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site for
mation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li
fe) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would ha
ve to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10
SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will b
e subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been deli
berately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkva
le Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “p
ublic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.




. PEMS Comment Submission H1l/1

aﬁﬂﬁaﬁ/&&‘&ﬂjﬁ B Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

it ti 170511-202706-54650
Reference Number: -

s, : 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: . '

235 F A B , : 11/05/2017 20:27:06

Date and time of submission:

AR ~ - rpn”

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEEERA ) ER/LHE 24 Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

RS
Details of the Comment :

object to this application for the reasons set out below.
wnership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate devel
pment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi
ided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic
has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w,
only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is
learly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC
embers to be only provided with such information on the day of the meeting! And without this
ormation being reviewed by the Department of Justice.




PEMS Comment Submission

SR e /A PR U8 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

258 170511-203905-80977
Reference Number:

PRAZPRIA 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

E%Rﬁﬁﬂ ; ’ ' 11/05/2017 20:39:05
Date and time of submission: ; : ’

AR ' T yaoee

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FHRERA  &5/5H 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

ership of the site has been an issue from the outset of this application and has been the subj
ect of many public comments. e.g Area 6f is part of the “Reserved Portion” under the New Gran
and HKR does not have unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant imposes restrictions

n the Reserved Portion.
dsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership remain unanswered. HKR’s co

ultants, Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to the TPB.
e Lands Department should reject HKR’s request to leave its detailed views on this subject wi
in the “commercially sensitive information” contained in HKR’s letter to the DLO dated 3rd A
gust 2016 and referred to in Section E below. »

ith none of this is on the public record, HKR has turned a public consultation process into a pr
ivate dialogue with the TPB which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

e RNTPC Paper No. Y/I - DB/2C dated 17th February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, “Compli
with the “Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements”, that the applicant is the sole “curr:gl
land owner” and detailed information would be deposited at the meeting for Members’ inspecti
n. From the outset of this application, this HKR view of ownership has been contested by many
B owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages of FI.
The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30th September 1982 has notionally divi
ded the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Department requires the applicant to pr
olve that :here are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed dev
lelopment.

[t is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise that HKR should expect:
1. l.{NTPC rpembcrs and Planning Department officials to see for the first time and inspect detail
ed mformat}on deposited at the meeting.

g. %e g;lbhq notDto have an opportunity to inspect and comment on the information.
sz - .annmg Department not to refer the information to relevant bodies such as the Legal De
The question of the undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.
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PEMS Comment Submission

ﬁtﬁl{l E1 /AR H & R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

sEE ' ' 170511-203740-06566
Reference Number: '

RS 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

- EIH R % ' : ? 11/05/2017 20:37:40
Date and time of submission: ; : ;

AR ] N g

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FIRERA EH/5H %+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

B RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
e latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and prete
ds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is
hether the population of DB should be raised above the 25,000 limit currently imposed by the
ZP. This has not even been identified as an issue in the submission, which in effect means the
B is being deliberately misled.

e issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the many
issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to breaching of]
e 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan s
bmission made by HKR.

o further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i
the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population s
tlSﬁ.CS independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of
nflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which undermines the publi
f:onsu}tatxpn and planning application processes and this will be referred to the Ombudsmen fo
investigation. '

ttention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could provide addi

ional information on the current population and persons per unit. This information is expected t
be available later in 2017. ' '




PEMS Comment Submission =®]1l/l

748 5 5/ % 44 % R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SR 170511-203301-92700
Reference Number:

TR . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

REXBMERE ' © 11/05/2017 20:33:01
Date and time of submission: : . 2

EC - SRR

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA EBEW %+ Ms. Jan Campbell
e Name of person making this comment:

RS

Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below.
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
hallenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by
the revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
sageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo

), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application,
vealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village

esidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
y refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many
B residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop
ly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
d the public.
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PEMS Comment Submission

5} 45 e /A% 52 44 8 R, Maaking Comment on Planning Application / Review

2GR ~170511-203141-76069
Reference Number:

PEATIRIE 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

#E3x E R R : : ‘ 11705/2017 20:31:41

Date and time of submission:

AR ' S8 i

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEERA, ER/45THE | 4=+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
nsultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete wit
HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Furth
Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted’;‘H

d “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments w

ich have to deal with these complicated issues.

ublic Consultation is inadequate and non—transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no w

y be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the

ublic that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds
of FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons
ultation gxercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re
ommhp .of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from
being pubhcly. commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed in th
e public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.




PEMS Comment Submission R oA4a

AN R EAZEOER Malung Comment on Planmng Apphcatlon / Review

SH5E 170511-203016-56901
Reference Number: o

HEAZ PR
Deadline for submission: 12/05/2017

22X 5 #A B “ R 11/05/2017 20:30:16

Date and time of submission:

AMGERENES v

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA ) E4/4H 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :

object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —

e PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This is em
hasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view o
the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in DB.

gically all these developments need to be considered together by the PD in a holistic manner s

that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac
ored into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in DB should be p
t on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo

t it.




PEMS Comment Submission H1/1

ShEE BRI/ AR E R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2% 5" » 170511-202519-15890
Reference Number: .

AT R ' 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

HEsZ ELA R Bl 3 11/05/2017 20:25:19 °
Date and time of submission: : : y

| o o " e

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA, E5/2H %+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application for the reasons set out below.

ership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate devel
pment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi
ided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic
has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w
ill only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is
learly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC
embers to be only provided with such information on the day of the meeting! And without this
information being reviewed by the Department of Justice.
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5 sk 4 E!i;‘i/a&&tﬂﬁﬁ, Making Comrhent on Planning Appﬁcaﬁon/ Review

S EWR 170511-202352-54584
Reference Number: .

$RAE R ' 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

R E M ¢ = 11/05/2017 20:23:52
Date and time of submission: ! :

| ERRRYASEI RS Y/I-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

CRERA L EREE %=+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

BRE
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below

espite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key)
lement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
ccess to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
der BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
truction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
e event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
tinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
the Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
red the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
nly to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
ay which is irrelevant.

egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
ted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar
wer private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
or use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
bility of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
ts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
idvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance
, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
ormation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
ttention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
s now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have p
inted out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
th:at HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as.to how such adequate access would be pl|
vided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from
iscovery Valley Road.
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Wq;am&ﬁtﬂﬁﬁ, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

25k : , 170512-125444-29992
Reference Number: :

HERZPRHA ; 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission: .

#23% EL A R T ' 8 , 12/05/2017 12:54:44

Date and time of ;nbmission:

Fa A AR R SR ; . ' Y/.DBR

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA ) E4/5H ‘ 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

jdzk=a ]
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
nsultation with govemment departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete wit
HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Furth
Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted”
d “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments whﬁ
ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
ublic Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no w
y be considered as “consultation”; but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the
ublic that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds
f FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons
tation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re
ovgnership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from
being publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed in th
e public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.




m$§@&&$ﬁ B Ma.kixig Comment on Planning Application / Review

| E5EW : 170512-125209-13846
Reference Number:

RAZ[RIA ? 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

Dozt B | - 1200502017 12:52:09

Date and time of submission:

IR ' R

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA , /50 ‘ 44 Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

RS
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below ’

espite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key|
element of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
ccess to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
der BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
truction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
e event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access fo the site is a pedestrian area used by res
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
tinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
e Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
ed the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
nly to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
ay which is irrelevant.

egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
ted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar
ower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
or use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
bility of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
ts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
idvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance|
, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
formation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
ttention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
as now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have p
inted out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how such adequate access would be p|
ovided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide.alternative access from|.
iscovery Valley Road. ' '




s q; /T4 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 170512-125035-80349
Reference Number: :

R . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

(| EXEMREE . . 12/05/2017 12:5035
Date and time of submission: ) :

B - i eengh

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEERA T 4 Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

RS

Details of the Comment :

object to this application for the reasons set out below.

ership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate devel

pment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi

ided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic

has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w

ill only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is

learly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC
embers to be only provided with such information on the day of the meeting! And without this

information being reviewed by the Department of Justice.




BRI R E R Makmg Comment on Plannmg Apphcatmn / Review

SEEH 170512- 124855 00394
Reference Number: ' .

HEX IR s 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

EXEMREHE . | . 12/0502017 12:48:55
‘| Date and time of submission: . . )

ATBHS IR R . w g

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEERA  ER/4TH %+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

AR
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below
Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
xercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it wo
d appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site for
ation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li
fe) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would ha
e to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10
SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will b
subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been deli
erately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkva
e Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “p
blic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.




m‘qgaﬁ/{&ﬁﬂjﬁﬁ, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

#fﬁ% _ 170512-124731-98707
Reference Number:

RS — 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

7% LA R R ' ; 12/05/2017 12:47:31

Date and time of submission:

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FTRERA /450 %+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

BRE
Details of the Comment :

object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —

e PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This is em
hasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view o
the: current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in DB.

gically all these developments need to be considered together by the PD in a holistic manner s
that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac

red into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in DB should be p
: sz;n hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo
it.

(~



BRI MIZRHER Makmg Comment on Planning Apphcanon / Review
ot 170512-124403 80655
Reference Number: .

PEAZ PRI 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

HE3Z B R R _ ; 12/05/2017 12:44:03
Date and time of submission: . _ ! :

AR NESE i

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THREREA . H2/4H ' %+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

RN
Details of the Comment :

pplication No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay

overnment departments have not been consulted on lifting the population cap of 25,000 under t
e Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan.

[Paragraph 5.4 of the Explanatory Statement for the approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Pla
.o S/I-DB/4 (“OZP”) states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban residential develbpment comprisi
g mainly low-density private housing planned for a total population of about 25,000 with suppo
g retail, commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

n 25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR”), submitted
e Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow
e construction of two residential towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E”) to the District Lands
ffice/Islands (“DLO/Is”) proposing to increase the number of residential flats at Discovery Ba
to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, th
is would enable development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the e
isting OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

ughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally used 2.5 persons per
at as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant’s own figures, the proposal
or 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also not
that, according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of persons per f]
at for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

t is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I-DB/2 would lift the populatxon at Discovery Bay
eyond the current permitted limit.




PEMS Comment Submission = H2/2

embers shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant made any request t
amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither has any government departm
t been consulted whether the population limit should be raised. '

ence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning Board should require
t the Applicant justify an increase in population beyond the current limit permitted under the
ZP. Furthermore, government departments and the public should be consulted. '
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a8 /AR & R Making Comment on Planning Abplication/ Review

SE Wk %, 170512-124552-84348
Reference Number:
AT PRI 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: .
| $232 B B Ry - 12/05/2017 12:45:52

Date and time of submission:

AR R - i | Y/I-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRERA ., E2/47H 4+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

B RN
Details of the Comment :

pplication Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay
(gbjecﬁon to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.
ear Sirs,
[ refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information for Applicati
Ion Y/1-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan Limited on 7 April, 2
| 1017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR”).
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:
The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinan
ce to develop the site.
And the Applicant replied: .
The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership o
f the site.
@ | [This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the Applicant’s ri
t and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable that the Applicant has be
en allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this fundamental question has not been address
as part of the public consultation. :
The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. If the cor
espondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n
ot been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

Deed of Mutual Covenant

The Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) dated 30 September, 1982 and he
Rg in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners of]|
e Discovery Bay lot.

The other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put forward by the
Applicant to subs.tannate that it has the right and capacity to develop the application site. This is
contrary to the principles of free and open consultation set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.
draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. While th

DLO/Is refers: to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site, the Applicant refer
only to establishing ownership.
is distinction is important.




PEMS Comment Submission H2/3 |

Lot is held in common through ownership of undivided sh
one of the owners. However, we must at all times remem

nder the DMC,; all of the land of the
ght to treat the Lot as private property to develop as the

in the entire Lot. The Applicant is

wner has unrestricted ri :
er that no one o ns of all owners are governed by the DMC.

. The rights and obligatio .
g ltzmaseerstand tlg:; right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the Discovery Bay Lo
we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay DMC and the terms of the origi

al grant of land from the Government. g

erved Portion S g .
c: original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September, 1976 and lodA
Memorial No. IS6122) required that the Grantee set aside the “Reser

ed in the Land Registry as . . :
ed Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of services that are required by all the o

ers of the Lot. s .
refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/1-DB/2 submi

ed by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

LO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7): _ ’ ‘ _
ea 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the approved MP I~

.OE7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a)
orms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Purs
ant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the ri
t and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common Areas” for all p
oses connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as d
fined in the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the | -
plication site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.
response, the Applicant stated, in part:
roposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area
* as defined in the PDMC.

[The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport termi
, children's playground, public beaches, estate management offices, aviary/botanical garden,
on-membership golf course (if any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or
arts of the Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City Common
Areas.” ,

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:
“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY CITY” ( 4%
{# ) including all the buildings therein.” - : ; .

“The Lot” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“All that piece or parce] of land registered in the District Land Office Island as The Remaining
-(t>_rtior; gf Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions thereto
if any). .

:‘s;n thaz CDxty and th; LotC are ng:: id;ntical. The City refers to the development on the Lot to be

as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of Discovery Bay City.
» the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as exI;)Iained below.ry e

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”

: Af per the DMC, thie definition of City Common Areas includes the following: . .

Co- ~-such er or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City

ommon Areas together with those City Retained Areas i

hlmes.as defined form the entire “Resctrzed Portion™ and P{Jﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁﬁl&ﬁﬁﬁlﬂ?n et

oned in the Conditions.” (emphasis added) athaay

T!‘lc “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:
New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant No.6947 colle
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tively and any subsequent modifications of the Conditions.”
pecial Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part ofthe Lo
or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of mutual covenant. Furthermore,
pecial Condition 10(c) states:
“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as t
e case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant
shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis added)
s such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common Areas toget
er with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as'defined” — e
cept as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company. :
ea 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the New Gran|
HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing for sale to third parti
. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose of providing se
ices to the City.

location of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
e reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:
our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly demon
trated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the applicant and have never been assign
to any other party. (Full set of all DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided
or District Lands Office’s reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.) There
fore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute right to develop the applica
ion site.
disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic
t the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant, including the right to deve
op any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the New Grant and by the DMC.
ermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares of Area 6f't
any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations under the New Grant to
locate undivided shares to Area 6f.

e above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n
t have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential housing for commercial rent or s
e. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying out exchanges concerning ownership of the
ubject site in secret with Government departments and the TPB, without subjecting these excha

ges to public scrutiny.

the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning Ordinance,

e TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant releases the relevant doc
entation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing

e provisions in the PDMC.” . . ;
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04881 55/ 52 41 8 B, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

i . _ 170512-125921-52890
Reference Number:

JEcR " | 12/05/2017
Deadline_ for submission: : _

HEAZ B A B R : : 3 12/05/2017 12:59:21

Date and time of submission:

AERARB R HEDE ' ' Y/I-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FHRERA ) &5/ 2+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ntinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
bility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving

an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise

throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.
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6130

B0 45 8 /B %R 88 i, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2GR ' 170512-125713-68398
Reference Number:

HE3ZIR e 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

A HMERE . ‘ - 12/05/2017 12:57:13

Date and time of submission:

AR D . S -

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA ) G5/ %+ Ms. Jan Campbell

Name of person making this comment:

& R
Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below.

e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
hallenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by
e revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
sageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo
), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, 1
ealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village
esidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
ly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many
B residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop
erly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
land the public.
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458 /TR 44 8 R, Making Comument on Planning Application / Review
S5@0 | 170512-144322-53458
Reference Number: :
PEAZRAA 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: .
HEZX BB ' N 12/05/2017 14:43:22
Date and time of submission:
H BHRYR B S RSE ' Y/L.DB2
The application no. to which the comment relates: ;
RERA ) 12/ 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: : NG
B R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application for the reasons set out below.
ership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate devel
pment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi
ided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic
has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w|
ill only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is
learly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC
embers to be only provided with such information on the day of the meeting! And without this
information being reviewed by the Department of Justice.
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BhiE B e S/ R HE R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 @ ” 170512-144212-79298
Reference Number:
FEAUA 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: . )
| R EA R . . “12/05/2017 14:42:12
.| Date and time of submission: - .
AREEE e R : " Y/I-DBR2

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA ) 840 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: NG

RN
Details of the Comment :

I object to this application as explained below
pite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key
lement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
s to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
h constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
the event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
ntinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
he Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
only to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
ay which is irrelevant.

egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
nted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar
rower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
ability of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
nts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
idvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance;
, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
attention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
n reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
has now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
0 an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have p
pinted out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
d that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how such adequate access would be
F;)vided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from

iscovery Valley Road.

H1l/1
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ERsa v s /A iZ R tH & R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SHEH 170512-143545-04915
Reference Number:
BRI . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: _
MR J 12/05/2017 14:35:45
Date and time of submission: -
AMGSRIERNES o —
The application no. to which the comment relates:’
FEERA ) 2/ _ v 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRIN
Name of person making this comment: G
R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
The latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and prete
ds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is
%hether the population of DB should be raised above the 25,000 limit currently imposed by the
ZP. This has not even been identified as an issue in the submission, which in effect means the
TPB is being deliberately misled.
The issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the many
issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to breaching of]
e 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan s
bmission made by HKR.
o further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i
the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population s
atistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of
nflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which undermines the publi
consultation and planning application processes and this will be referred to the Ombudsmen fo
investigation.
Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could provide addi
ional information on the current population and persons per unit. This information is expected t
be available later in 2017.




PEMS Comment Submission 1/1

/ Commenton Planning Application/ Rewew

170512-143446-16895
Reference Number:

® 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

- 12/05/2017 14:34:46
Date and time of submission:

o ] Y/1-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

/ Mr. WOLFDUEHRIN

Name of person making this comment: G

Details ofthe Comment:

| object to this application as explained below.

Ownership ofthe site has been an issue from the outset of this application and has been the.subj
ect ofmany public comments, e.g Area 6fis part ofthe “Reserved Portion” under the New Gran
tand HKR does not have unfettered ownership ofthe area. The New Grant imposes restrictions
on the Reserved Portion.

LandsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership remain unanswered. HKR’s co
nsultants, Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining directto the TPB.
The Lands Department should reject HKR’s request to leave its detailed views on this subject wi
fhin the “commercially sensitive information®contained in HKR5s letter to the DLO dated 3rd A
ugust 2016 and referred to in Section E below.

W ith none ofthis is on the public record, HKR has turned a public consultation process into apr
ivate dialogue with the TPB which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

The RNTPC Paper No. Y/l —DB/2C dated 17th February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, “Complian
ce with the “Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements” that the applicant is the sole “curren
tland owner%and detailed information would be deposited at the meeting for Members’ inspecti
on. From the outset ofthis application, this HKR view of ownership has been contested by many
DB owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages of FI.

The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30th September 1982 has notionally divi
ded the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Department requires the applicantto pr
ove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed dev
elopment.

It is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise that HKR should expect:

1. RNTPC members and Planning Department officials to see for the first time and inspect detail
ed information deposited at the meeting.

2. The public not to have an opportunity to inspect and comment on the information.

3. The Planning Department not to refer the information to relevant bodies such as the Legal De
partment

The question ofthe undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.
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BP9 E S/ i HE & L Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SHE% 170512-144054-42082
Reference Number:
R o 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

BEXEMREE : A
Date and time of submission: ; 12/0512017 14'40'54.
ARSI TR N

The application no. to which the comment relates:

rRERA, G2/Lw 0 - %4 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI

Name of person making this comment: NG

RN

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
onsultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and mcompletc wit
HKR'’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Furth
Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted”
d “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments wh|
ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
blic Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no w
y be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the
ublic that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds
f FI which has literally had to'be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons
tation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re
wnership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from
eing publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed in th
public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.
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#3881 E /AR 4 i Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SHEN : 170512-143953-14454
Reference Number: :
3z - 12/0512017
| Deadline for submission: .
: MEM&%M . R . : < 12/05/2017 14:39:53
Date and time of submission:
RIS A | e
The application no. to which the comment relates:
FEERA ) E2/458 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: ' NG
RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below.
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
allenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by
e revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
geway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo
), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, r
vealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village
esidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
ly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many
B residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop
IZ gpla:glo}d, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
e public. -

=),
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ﬁ‘,ﬁﬁ]!&ﬁﬁ/&&'&tﬂﬁ 5 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2%E% , 170512-143856-87971
Reference Number: )

HEI R _ 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

22X HEA B . .+ 12/05/2017 14:38:56

Date and time of submission:

A BRSSP N —_—

The application no. to which the comment relates:
TIRERA . ER/5HE 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: : NG
& LB
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explamed below.
sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with dlscharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ntinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
ility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
KR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy™.
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B4 e /2R B R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2%E 170512-143744-20466
Reference Number: - .
b 12/0572017
Deadline for submission: .
RXENIEEE - 12/05/2017 14:37:44
Date and time of submission.
ARRHERES E—
The application no. to which the comment relates:
FRERA  E2/4H : ' 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: NG
& R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water supply but,
previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho Wan
ater Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not avail
le for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is a potable water supply to be provided
y re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using water from the DB reservo
ir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f
esidents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu
ity recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre
tly adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal to build a
ivate supply system is, in view of its engmeenng difficulties, cost and management difficultic
, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long ter
m development, if any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constru
cted for further HKR development projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temp
orally withdrawn) and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?
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B8 /B R H AL Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SLEN 170512-143642-28654
Reference Number: .

AT ’ 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission: -

23X EA R : : . 12/052017 14:36:42

Date and time of submission: : ‘

FABHARE PGS ' ' Y/1-DB/2

The application no. to which the comment relates:
FEERA &5/ : » 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRIN

< Name of person making this comment: G
TR
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

ttention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application. This is based
n the following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I - DB/2C dated 17th Febr
ary 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:

. Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant
u Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Rece;
tly the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strate
ic economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic growth area

. “Discovery Bay is intended fora ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total domestic
FA of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in population would have t
be considered in the context of the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail
feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”
. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development concept of
iscovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.
e current application, if approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning ap
lications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total ar
of 26,789m2, the accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in population w
uld further dep?r_t from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing infr
tructure capacities.”
. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:
a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil
ty of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in sup
rt of the rezoning proposal.”
. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant and private wat
supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD and WSD should take into account the pr]
¢ Posed deyelopment in futur.e expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ties. In this regard DEP afivnsw that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ent and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop

lation of 25,000 which is the population ceiling i ; ! P
. Public Comments g in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.




PEMS Comment Submission - K2/2

la. “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major public
lconcerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastru
ctural capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessme
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SRR 8B 59/ i & R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

@R : 170512-143338-27407

Reference Number:

HESZ R " : 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission: :

HE3Z E B T 5 g 12/05/2017 14:33:38

Date and time of submission:

ARSI R i S

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FEIEERA  E2/45 %4 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI

@ | Name of person making this comment: . NG

& S

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
lope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s

ercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would
ppear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site formati
n work for the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposi
e the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And itis a
so revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co
and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This M
- | IATOR aspect of the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in orde
Ir not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi
ich should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission fr
a om the public consultation exercise.

'What is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the slopes rele
vant to Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval of the application and su
bsequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the co
mpletion of site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.

The GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request HKR to prepare one w|
ith full details and to inform the public about the full findings prior to submitting the report to th

e TPB. This is essential since HKR has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for p
roper public consultation.
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BLAI e 5/ LR A R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2GR
HEAZIA | '
Deadline for submission: : 12/05/2017
$E3% FA BB P '. 3
Date and time of submission: 12/05/2017 14:32:26
75 TS B I e G R R | SR
The application no. to which the comment relates:
THERA ) /51 . . 4z4& Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: - NG
p ks
Details of the Comment :

pplication Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay . .
bjection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.

ear Sirs,
refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplemcntary information for Applicati
n Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan Limited on 7 April, 2
17, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR”).
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:
The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinan
ce to develop the site.
And the Applicant replied: :
F‘he applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership o
the site.
This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request conceming the Applicant’s ri
t and capacity to develop the apphcatlon site. It is highly regrettable that the Applicant has be
allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this fundamental questlon has not been address
as part of the public consultation.
e TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for pubhc comment. If the cor
espondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n
t been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

eed of Mutual Covenant

e Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) dated 30 September, 1982 and he
d in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners of]
e Discovery Bay lot.

e other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put forward by the
pplicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop the application site. This is
ntrary to the principles of free and open consultation set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.
draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. While th
DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site, the Applicant refer
only to establishing ownership.

is distinction is important.

¢
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' C, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of \.mdxvxded sh
r:;tthix: le)nhgre Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we must at all times remem
ber that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot as private property to develop as the
y please. The rights and obligations of all owners are governed by the DMC. .
o understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the Discovery Bay Lo
t, we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay DMC and the terms of the origi

nal grant of land from the Government.

Reserved Portion. . - : . ; »
The original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September, 1976 and lod#

ed in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS6122) required that the Grantee set aside the “Reser
ed Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of services that are required by all the o
ers of the Lot. ¢ : Z
refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/1-DB/2 submi
ed by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.
LO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):
ea 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the approved MP
.OE7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a)
orms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Purs
ant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC; every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the ri
t and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common Areas” for all p
arposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as d
fined in the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the
pplication site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC. . '
response, the Applicant stated, inpart: =~ . . ' ~ ~
roposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area
* as defined in the PDMC. . e 8 : o :
The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC: ) :
“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport termi
al, children's playground, public beaches, estate management offices, aviary/botanical garden,
on-membership golf course (if any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or
arts of the Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City Common
G @ “City” is defined as follows in tha DMC: - :
' “The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY CITY” (€ 75 3
(¥ ) including all the buildings therein.” o '
“The Lot” is defined as follows in the DMC:  ~ ~ ;

"A}l that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as The Remaining

, - '?mox; of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions thereto

if any).” : : :
us, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the develo )

1 ' t -al. pment on the Lot to be

Own as stoqvery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of Discovery Bay City. Furthermor

» the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained below.

‘| |A11 “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”
Af‘ga ::hi:e DMC, the definition of. City Common Areas includes the following:
such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City

Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac

filities as defined form the entire “Reserved Portion” and “Min : v A
oned in the Conditions.” (emphasis added) Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” menti

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DM
I C:
‘New Grant No‘.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant No.6947 colle]
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i subsequent modifications of the Conditions.”
t;:ngaggna;%on ls;&) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part of the Lo
or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of mutual covenant. Furthermore,
Speci ndition 10(c) states:

g(eg aI]n(t:hf’ca Deed ot(‘)ﬁdzmxal Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as t
he case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant
> shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis added)
As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common Areas toget
her with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” — e

cept as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company.
parti

Area 6f forms part of the City.Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the New
HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing for sale to third

. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose of providing se
ices to the City. »

Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion

he reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued: - | - o
our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly demon
strated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the applicant and have never been assign
ed to any other party. (Full set of all DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided
for District Lands Office’s reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.) There
fore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute right to develop the applica
lon site. -

I disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic
ant the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant, including the right to deve
lop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the New Grant and by the DMC.
Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares of Area 6f't

o any other party. In truth; HKR have never carried out their obligations under the New Grant to
allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

e above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n
ot have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential housing for commercial rent or s
ale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying out exchanges concemning ownership of the
subject site in secret with Government departments and the TPB, without subjecting these excha
nges to public scrutiny.
[n the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning Ordinance
e TPB. should reject the application until such time that the Applicant releases the relevant doc’
umentation to ‘:sxxbstantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing]
he provisions in the PDMC.” : : ‘
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mgjgaa/gmtﬂﬁﬁ, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
2GR . 170512-143048-73078
Reference Number:
AL ' 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: :
H3X BB : ' 12/05/2017 14:30:48
Date and time of submission: . v
AMGSMENER | —
The application no. to which the comment relates:
TRERA L ERER 44 Mr. WOLF DUEHRIN
G Name of person making this comment: G
pazhas ]
Details of the Comment :

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

ovemnment departments have not been consulted on lifting the population cap of 25,000 under |
|he Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan.

JParagraph 5.4 of the Explanatory Statement for the approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Pla
n S/I-DB/4 (“OZP”) states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban residential development comprisi
g mainly low-density private housing planned for a total population of about 25,000 with suppo|
ing retail, commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR™), submitted|
e Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow|
e construction of two residential towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

n 1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E”) to the District Lands

ffice/Islands (“DLO/Is”) proposing to increase the number of residential flats at Discovery Ba

y to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, th
s w_ould enablq development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the e
sting OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2). ,

oughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generall

) ( . ¥ y used 2.5 persons per
at as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant’s own figures, the propopszl
or 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also not

that, according to the official 2016 government b
at for Islands District as a whole is 2.9. y-eensm, o averags nmber of peraons pec

t is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I

eyond the current permitted limit, -DB/2 would lift the population at Discovery Bay




PEMS Comment Submission H2 / 2

embers shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant made any request t
amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither has any government departm

t been consulted whether the population limit should be raised.

ence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning Board should require
at the Applicant justify an increase in population beyond the current limit permitted under the
)ZP. Furthermore, government departments and the public should be oonsulted. ' )
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LSRR F/ R & R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5aw | 170512-142922-47425

Reference Number: .

PRI ) 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

23X BRI : ' 12/05/2017 14:29:22

Date and time of submission: : 429:

HAG RIS E S

The application no. to which the comment relates: .

FHRERA ) G2/2718 : %4 Mr. WOLF DUEHRIN

‘ Name of person making this comment: _ G

gzt

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

ttention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department Acknowledging the contin
ed public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC, FSD has issued t
o paragraphs of comments which are contained in the “Responses to Government Department
1. In its first paragraph, the FSD requires HKR to clarify that an access in the form of a statutory
VA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f. This is the firstr
gnition of serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6f boundary.

. Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings Depar
ent requirements, it will be "USELESS" without a conformmg further EVA link to Parkvale
ve.

. HKR’s response simply says that such an EVA access will be provided without clarifying ho

. I believe that the Buildings Department should now require HKR to provide detailed evidenc
as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f from Parkval|
Drive, as a condition precedent to approval of the Application given the proximity of the buildi
gs, the storm water drainage provision and the immediately encroaching terrain.

. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with un
indered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, polic
vehicles and also for other emergency services including City Management Security Officers a
nd electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.




PEMS Comment Submission ‘ H1/1

6131

5048 905 S/ IR 4 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SHE 170512-144537-36724
Reference Number: ]
AR _ .
Deadline for submission: : j 120512017 -
3 A B F 4537
Date and time of submission: 12/052017 14:45:37 _
AR , -
The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA , &2/ - %4 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI
Name of person making this comment: NG
R
Details of the Comment : .

bject to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —~
e PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This is em
hasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view o
the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in DB.
gically all these developments need to be considered together by the PD in a holistic manner s
that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac]
ored into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in DB should be p

t on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo
t it.
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$h18 81 e S8/ B iZHE 18 F, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
S5 G 170512-123502-94800
Reference Number:

PR FRRA 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

| BB : ' " 1200502017 12:35:02

Date and time of submission: : : 3
FBRAIR e A | T R
The application no. to which the comment relates:

PRERA ) B/ 44 Mr. Ken Bradley
Name of person making this comment: :
EREN
Details of the Comment :

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

Government departments have not been consulted on lifting the population cap of 25,000 under {
e Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan.

aragraph 5.4 of the Explanatory Statement for the approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Pla
S/1-DB/4 (“OZP™) states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban residential development comprisi
g mainly low-density private housing planned for a total population of about 25,000 with suppo|
ing retail, commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR”), submitted
e Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow
e construction of two residential towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E”) to the District Lands

ffice/Islands (“DLO/Is”) proposing to increase the number of residential flats at Discovery Ba

to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, th

is would enable development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the e
isting OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

ughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally used 2.5 persons per
at as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant’s own figures, the proposal
or 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also DOtfH

that, according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of persons per
at for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.
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embers shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant made any request t
amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither has any govemment departm
t been consulted whether the population limit should be raised.

ence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning Board should require
at the Applicant justify an increase in population beyond the current limit permitted under the
ZP. Furthermore, government departments and the public should be consulted.




B1l/3

£AVAD LOLLLLICLL OUDLIUSSION

Bhia gl 5/ AL R K R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SEEGH 170512-123306-82734
Reference Number:

HRE A ' 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: .

HEAZ E 3 B Tl , 12/05/2017 12:33:06
Date and time of submission: _ )

FBIOSRI G . Smrnh

The application no. to which the comment relates:

Name of person making this comment:

podzhea
Details of the Comment :

pplication Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay
bjection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.

ear Sirs,

refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information for Applicati
on Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan Limited on 7 April, 2
017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR”).
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:
The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinan
ice to develop the site.
And the Applicant replied:
The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership o
[f the site.
‘ This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the Applicant’s ri

t and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable that the Applicant has be

allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this fundamental question has not been address
as part of the public consultation.
e TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. If the cor
pondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n
t been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

of Mutual Covenant

e Lot is owned under a Deed ot: Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) dated 30 September, 1982 and he
din t}xe Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners of]
e Discovery Bay lot.
e other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments
' . ‘ _ put forward by the
pplicant to subs}an_hate that it has the right and capacity to develop the application site. This is
ntrary to the principles of free and open consultation set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.

draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. While th

DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Appli : ]
only to establishing ownership. v pplicant to develop the site, the Applicant refer

s distinction is important.

file:/A\pld-egis2\Online_Comment\170512-123306-R9724 Cammant V T ND A Lect  sninnimns =
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nder the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of undivided sh
es in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we must at all times remem
er that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot as private property to develop as the
please. The rights and obligations of all owners are governed by the DMC.

o understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the Discovery Bay Lo
we must have a thorough understanding of the Dnscove(y Bay DMC and the terms of the origi
al grant of land from the Government. -

eserved Portion
e original grant of land at stcovexy Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September 1976 and lodr
ed in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1S6122) reqmred that the Grantee set aside the “Reser
ed Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of services that are required by all the o
ers of the Lot.
refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Apphcatxon No. Y/1-DB/2 submi
ed by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.
LO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):
ea 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the approved MP
.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a)
orms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Purs
ant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the ri
t and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common Areas” for all p
oses connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as d
fined in the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the
pplication site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.
response, the Applicant stated, in part:
roposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area
” as defined in the PDMC.
The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:
“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport termi
[nal, children's playground, public beaches, estate management offices, aviary/botanical garden,
non-membership golf course (if any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or
parts of the Service Area a.nd all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City Common
Arm »

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY CITY” ( fii &
;% ) including all the buildings therein.”
“The Lot” is defined as follows in the DMC:

- “All that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as The Remaining
ortion of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions thereto |
if any).”
us, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on the Lot to be
own as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of Discovery Bay City. Furthermor
e, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”

As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

“++such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City,
Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac
[ilities as defined form the entire “Reserved Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” menti
oned in the Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant No.6947 colle
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tively and any subsequent modifications of the Conditions.” .
pecial Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part of the Lo
or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of mutual covenant. Furthermore,
pecial Condition 10(c) states: ) : ‘

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (2) hereof, the Grantee shall:

i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as t
¢ case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant
shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis added)
such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common Areas toget
er with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” - ¢
cept as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company.

ea 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the New Gran|
, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing for sale to third parti
. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose of providing se
ices to the City. _ :

ocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion

e reply to the DLO/Is* comments dated October 2016 continued: .
our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly demon
trated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the applicant and have never been assign
to any other party. (Full set of all DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided
or District Lands Office’s reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.) There
ore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute right to develop the applica
ion site. :

disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic
t the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant, including the right to deve
op any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the New Grant and by the DMC.
urthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares of Area 6ft

any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations under the New Grant to
locate undivided shares to Area 6f. '

e above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n
t have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential housing for commercial rent or s
e. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying out exchanges concerning ownership of the
bject site in secret with Government departments and the TPB, without subjecting these excha
ges to public scrutiny.
the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning Ordinance,
e TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant releases the relevant doc
entation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing
e provisions in the PDMC.” : : -
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BRiE 85 BN/ IR B R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
S5 170512-104017-54843
Reference Number: VoW ,

PR IR 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission: 1

ME’”R@‘“} : o . 12/05/2017 10:40:17
Date and time of submission: ' :
ARGRMEWES , - ook
The application no. to which the comment relates:

FMEAJ ﬂ%/%ﬁ M Mr. M. SMITH
Name of person making this comment:
RN
Details of the Comment :

T object to this application as explained below
Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key|
ement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
s to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
access to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
nder BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
h constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
he event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res|
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
ntinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
he Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
only to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
Bay which is irrelevant.
egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
nted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar|
rower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
ability of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
nts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
dvale V?llagc and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance
s, fire ap;_)ha.nce or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
[nformation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
ttention away from th'e ad.!accnt surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
reality, the su{roundxngs impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
as now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
0 an adequate F.VA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have P
ointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
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ELEE B e B R I ¥ R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
et b

: 170512-103840-43012
Reference Number:

R ' ' ‘ , 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

235 F RS A ’ 12/05/2017 10:38:40

Date and time of submission:

A AR R S EREE

/1-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates: %

RN ) TR | . s My M.SMITH
Name of person making this comment: f"’

= R ;
Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below.
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parlcvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha|'
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
hallenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by
e revelatlon that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly i impact on the “Pa
sageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo
), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, 1
ealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village
esidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
y refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r )
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many

B residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop

ly explained, in a manner befithng its unportance to the PD, relevant government departments
d the public.
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umnq‘wumu&nmﬂ, Making Comment on Plunning Application / Review

S9RM 170512-103451-95183
Reference Number:

A0 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

HRE ENIRIH . 12/05/2017 10:34:51
Date and time of submission:

ﬁﬂlﬂgﬂlﬂq’mtﬂn ' % Y/I-DB/Z

The application no. to which the comment relates:

BN E2/40 © 44 Mr. M. SMITH

Name of person making this comment:

b2
Details of the Comment :

pplication Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay
bjection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.

car Sirs,

refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information for Applicati

n Y/1-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan Limited on 7 April, 2
17, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR™).

e District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:

¢ applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinan
to develop the site, ; : .

d the Applicant replied:

¢ applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership o
the site. ;

is is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concemning the Applicant’s ri
t and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable that the Applicant has be

allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this fundamental question has not been address
as part of the public consultation.

e TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. If the cor
espondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n
t been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

Deed of Mutual Covenant

ntrary to the pripciplw _of free and open consultation set out in the Town Planning Ordinance
draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. While th

DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Appli i i
et ekl y pplicant to develop the site, the Applicant refer

I'his distinction is important.
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nder the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of undivided sh
es in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we must at all times remem
er that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot as private property to develop as the
please. The rights and obligations of all owners are govemed by the DMC.

o understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the Discovery Bay Lo
we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay DMC and the terms of the origi
al grant of land from the Government. ;

éserved Portion - 5 * g ?

¢ original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September, 1976 and lo

ed in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1S6122) required that the Grantee set aside the “Reser

ed Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of services that are required by all the o
ers of the Lot. , P X

refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/1-DB/2 submi

ed by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

LO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

ea 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the approved MP

.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a)

orms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Purs

ant to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the ri

t and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common Areas” for all p

ses connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as d

fined in the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the

pplication site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.

response, the Applicant stated, in part:

roposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area

" as defined in the PDMC. .

The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport termi
al, children's playground, public beaches, estate management offices, aviary/botanical garden,

Eon—membership golf course (if any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or
arts of the Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City Common

Areas.”

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY CITY” ( ffi#t

(% ) including all the buildings therein.”

“The Lot” is defined as follows in the DMC:

" “All that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as The Remaining

?gnio:; gf Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions thereto
if any).

Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on the Lot to be

own as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of Discovery Bay City. Furthermor

e, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”

As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

“++-such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the City. These City,
mmon Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac

ilities as defined form the entire “Reserved Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” menti

oned in the Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant No.6947 colle

A
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tively and any subsequent modifications of the Conditions.” : _

pecial Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part of the Lo
or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of mutual covenant. Furthermore,
pecial Condition 10(c) states: i

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:

i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided shares in the lot or, as t
e case may be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant
shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis added)
such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common Areas toget
er with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” — e
cept as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company.

ea 6f forms part of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the New
HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing for sale to third parti
. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose of providing se
rices to the City. -

location of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
e reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:
our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly demon
trated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the applicant and have never been assign
to any other party. (Full set of all DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided
or District Lands Office’s reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.) There
ore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute right to develop the applica
ion site.
disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic
t the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant, including the right to deve
op any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the New Grant and by the DMC.
urthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares of Area 6ft
any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations under the New Grant to
locate undivided shares to Area 6f.

e above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n
t have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential housing for commercial rent or s

bject site in secret with Government departments and the TPB, without subjecting these excha
ges to public scrutiny.
the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning Ordinance,
e TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant releases the relevant doc
entation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing]
e provisions in the PDMC.” :
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. 6133
ER a8 e 5/ 5 1 & R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SFEN - 170512-103648-97336
Reference Number:

BRI 120512017
Deadline for submission:
‘MEMRB%M ‘ ‘ ©12/05/2017 10:36:48
Date and time of submission:
IR R T
The application no. to which the comment relates:
FHRERA ) ER/5T8 %4 Mr. M. SMITH
Name of person making this comment:
R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with dnscharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ntinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
ility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.
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B AR /i R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
S5EN _ | 1170512-145426-66909

Reference Number:

HRAX U 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

RXEMREE M : ©. 12/05/2017 14:54:26
Date and time of submission: ; : :

FTBAAII R A - - R
The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA  &2/45H0 _ | ¢ A Mrs. M. LEE
Name of person making this comment: = -

R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
ercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would
ppear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site formati
n work for the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposi
e the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And itis a
so revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co
and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This M
OR aspect of the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in orde
not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi
should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission fr
m the public consultation exercise.
t is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the 'slopes rele
ant to Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval of the application and su
sequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the co
pletion of site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.
The GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request HKR to prepare one w
th full details and to inform the public about the full findings prior to submitting the report to th
TPB. This is essential since HKR has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for P
per public consultation.
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EREa N /B IR B R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2%EW 170512-145220-34188
Reference Number:

AR | 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

HE3X BRI o e 12/05/2017 14:52:20
Date and time of submission:

ARSI . . AR
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Name of person making this comment:

W RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below - ’
lope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
ercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it wo
1d appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site for
ation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li
¢) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would ha
e to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10
W-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will b
subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been deli
erately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkva
e Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “p
blic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.
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SR4E 8 e 5/ IZ R 1 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

2EHM : 170512-145323-66920
Reference Number: '

HEAZ R 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

23X F A B B ] , : 12/05/2017 14:5323 . |

Date and time of submission:

ARG - -

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TIRBRA ) &/ | e A Mrs. M.LEE

Name of person making this comment:
R
Details of the Comment :

pplication Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay :
bjection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.

ear Sirs, )

refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information for Applicati
on Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan Limited on 7 April, 2
017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR™).
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:
The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinan
ce to develop the site.
And the Applicant replied:
The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership o
f the site.
. This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the Applicant’s ri
t and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable that the Applicant has be
allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this fundamental question has not been address
as part of the public consultation.
he TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. If the cor
espondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n
t been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

eed of Mutual Covenant

e Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC”) dated 30 September, 1982 and he
d in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners of]|
e Discovery Bay lot. .
¢ other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put forward by thel
pplicant to subs}anpate that it has the right and capacity to develop the application site. This is
ntrary to the pn_nclplw of free and open consultation set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.
draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. While th

DLO/1s refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site, the Appli
only to establishing ownership. = ¥ i dpthom e
is distinction is important.
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nder the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of t.xndmded sh

in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. Howeyer, we must at all times remem

er that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot as private property to develqp as the

please. The rights and obligations of all owners are governed by the DMC.

o understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the Discovery Bay Lo

we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay DMC and the terms of the origi
grant of land from the Government. ~

eserved Portion : \ 3 '

e original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 Septcmber3 1976 ?d lod|

ed in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1S6122) required that the Grantee set ?Sldc the “Reser

ed Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision of services that are required by all the o
ers of the Lot. ' ’

refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/1-DB/2 submi

ed by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

LO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

ea 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the approved MP

.OE7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) ’)

orms part of either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Purs

t to Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the ri

t and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common Areas” for all p

urposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the same subject to the City Rules (as d
fined in the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the

pplication site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.

response, the Applicant stated, in part:

roposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area

" as defined in the PDMC.

e following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport termi
, children's l?laygmund, public beaches, estate management offices, aviary/botanical garden,

on-membership golf course (if any), cable-car system (if any),

. the heliport and the other part or
arts of the Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City Common

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:

D




PEMS Comment Submission H1/2

BRI 5/ & R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SEIGWR
Refereics Namber: | 170512-145114-19169

e i

Deadline for submission: 12/05/2017

PRAZ B B

Date and time of submission. 12/05/20_17 14:51:14

A BRER B R Y RSR

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

FHIERA , E5H

F A Mrs. M. LEE
Name of person making this comment:

poek=a)
Details of the Comment :

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

kovemment departments have not been consulted on lxﬁmg the populatlon cap of 25,000 under t
e Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan. .

aragraph 5.4 of the Bxplanatory Statement for the approved Discovery Bay Outline Zomng Pla
S/1-DB/4 (“OZP”) states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-uxban residential development comprisi

g mainly low-density private housing planned for a total population of about 25,000 with suppo|
ing retail, commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR™), submitted|
e Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow|
e construction of two residential towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E”) to the District Lands
ffice/Islands (“DLO/Is”) proposing to increase the number of residential flats at Discovery Ba
to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, th
is would enable development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the e
isting OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

ughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally used 2.5 persons per
at as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant’s own figures, the proposal
for 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also not

that, according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of persons per f]
at for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

t is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I-DB/2 would lift the population at Discovery Bay
eyond the current permitted limit.
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embers shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant made an;
amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither hgs? any govunma}:ltrsgzm

t been consulted whether the population limit should be raised.

ence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Plannin, i

t nside A atic [ g Board should
the Applicant justify an increase in population beyond the current limit permitted undr::;l lt’hut;e
ZP. Furthermore, government departments and the public should be consulted.
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0553 1 e /2R 4 B B, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 @E%R : 170512-145000-82951
Reference Number:

PR ' 12/052017
Deadline for submission: _ ‘

| IR B REE : . e
| Date and time of submission: : . 12/05/2017 14:50:00

ABRAVI Y - | s

The application no. to which the comment relates:

| THRERA, E&/45H0 o % A Mrs. M. LEE
Name of person making this comment: :

R

Details of the Comment : .

object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —

e PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This is em
hasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view o
the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in DB.

gically all these developments need to be considered together by the PD in a holistic manner s

that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac|
red into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in DB should be p
t on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo
t it.
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6135

B A5 B el 55/ DR R . Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

o 170512-115924-61211
Reference Number:
HET R 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
3 B R EE

o 12/05/2017 11:59:24
Date and time of submission:

FBHEIA M R 4R SR § e
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2
THEERA ) G550 .

Name of person making this comment:

RS
Details of the Comment :

call for the rejection of the application based on the following:

a) the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed rezoning would not generate adverse infr
tructural, environmental and geotechnical impacts on the surrounding areas;
) approval of the application would set an undesirable precedent for other similar rezoning app
ications, the accumulative impact of which would overstrain the exnstmg and planned infrastruc
e capacities for the area.

C) the existing hiking trail would be affected by the proposal; and the proposed new access roa
connecting to Parkvale Drive would cut and extinguish part of the existing hiking trail.

) In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lantau Concept Plan 2007,
iscovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Recently, the Lantau Devel
pment Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strategic economic and ho
ing development, North-eastern Lantau Node for leisure, entertainment and tourism developm
t and East Lantau Metropolis as a long-term strategic growth area. Discovery Bay is not reco
ended as a strategic growth area under planning at this stage.

E) Based on the applicant’s latest submission, Director of Environment expresses reservation o
the acceptability of the proposed development under the subject rezoning application from wat
quality assessment perspective as the applicant has not demonstrated that all practicable mitig

tion measures reducing the pollution loading on Total Inorganic Nitrogen (TIN) level to the sur
ounding receiving water body are exhausted.

) Apparently” the applicant has adopted a figure of 2.5 persons per flat. Nevertheless, accordi
to DLO’s letter dated 11.9.2014 to the applicant commenting on the proposed D1scove1y Ba mr
7.0B, it was stated that “based on the latest information of 2011 Census, the average househo
d size is 2.7 in Discovery Bay”. The applicant should justify the assumption of 2.5 persons per f}
at in this case. This issue needs to be addressed, as the household size affects the population fig
¢ and thus the estimation of demands on infrastructure. If the average household size is 2.7, ev
the 10,000 flats previously proposed in the draft Discovery Bay MP7.0E will mean a populati
n 0f 27,000, which will already exceed the maximum population of 25,000 in the Discovery Ba
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sy MRy

OZP. Based on the applicant’s proposals, it is obvious that the applicant’s intention is to excee
the 25,000 population by an addition of 4,003 persons (1,190 in the subject application + 2,81
in Application No. Y/I-DB/3), and the water demand by an addition of 1,722 cu.m./day (512 i
the subject application + 1,210 in Apphcauon No. Y/I-DB/3).

G) There are some 124,000m2 domestic GFA allowed in the “R(C)2” zone (Plan Z-la) of the D
very Bay OZP which have not been incorporated in the prevailing MP and yet to be implem
ted under the lease. In other words, there is scope for further residential development thhm
planned residential area without resorting to rezone the Site.
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558§ N /3R & B, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
2R

Reference Number:

170512-140617-94167

PEALPRSA

2 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

PR E AR

Date and time of submission: . 12/05/20 17 14:06:17

ARG RESE

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

TIRERA . ER/410H

44 Mr. Peter A. Crush
Name of person making this comment:

poarkza
Details of the Comment :

object to the proposal. I have submitted three previous proposals giving details of my objection

ost important are the concerns about the adverse traffic impact the development would have o
the existing Parkvale Village. ( See my comment ref #1109 submitted 04. April 2016)

so none of the concerns raised by the small owners of Discovery Bay in respect of their rights
der the Deed of Mutual Covenant have been addressed. Notably the intention of the developer
o make use of a private "PASSAGEWAY" as means of access for heavy construction vehicles
d later as a means of access for new residents .
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6137

meﬁﬁla&‘&tﬂﬁ [, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

Pt =t T 170511-235540-80549
Reference Number: :

PR 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: )

St T ' 17.23:55:40
Date and time of submission: ' 11/05/2017.23:55:

| s s

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

FHERA ) E5/5H

Mr. Wi
Name of person making this comment: . Rk ong

| mREey
Details of the Comment :

f—HEHMBMARATESHR MY DORERE -

(B B A W RR I ER SRR - 48 ol R B S 1L B ’
BRI EAMEEE » CEETERN - R
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/ Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

Reference Number:

Deadline for submission:

Date and time of submission:

The application no. to which the comment relates:

i

Name of person making this comment:

Details of the Comment:
6f—

170511-235236-64835

12/05/2017 -«

11/05/201723:52:36

Y/1-DB/2

Mr. David Chan

1/1
6138
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1

6138
| ppapg e /R R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
Ref. o Number 170511-235134-02393
erence 3
sy 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: . : :
H3 FNA BB o 3 I
Date and time of submission: 11/05/2017 23:51:34
ABREER N R
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2
TRERA , £5/5WH
Name of person making this comment: FA Mrs. Ho
o R
Details of the Comment : -
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The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/1-DB/2
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Name of person making this comment: 4t Mr. Nick Wong
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The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA , 250

: . Wong Hon Cho;
Name of person making this comment: #uf Mr. Wong Hon Chong
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Details of the Comment :
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The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB/2
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The application no. to which the comment relates:
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Name of person making this comment: I
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The application no. to which the comment relates:

FREBAA ) EB/ER 3 A Mrs. Anna Putina
Name of person making this comment:

B

Details of the Comment :

o the Town Planning Board

bjection against the rezoning of Area 6f in Parkvale area, Discovery Bay

e application must be rejected. - )
{The project is not feasible and comes at high costs to environment and citizens that will have to

e born by the public, not the applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant HKR, in the resub
ission, is ignoring all valuable comments made by the public and concerned citizens.

e sewage from this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind the Ferry a
ea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad
itional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

has ignored all traffic safety concens for all of DB, possible traffic blockages to Midvale
Parkvale, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency access in these areas.

e proposed construction site access via Parkvale village is violating incorporate owner rights.

ermore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. HKR has failed to propose alte
tive site access and construction waste management plan.

is clear from the latest submission and new masterplan that the population will breech 25,000
idents.

inally, all currently ongoing construction projects in DB are poorly managed with frequent nois|
complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable of managing such lar]

e scal::ed projects without significant risks to the people and environment: The application must b
rejected.

incerely,

a Putina




PEMS Comment Submission , H1/1

6148
RS e /A I R, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SHEW; 170512-090907-35857
Reference Number:
HEACIRIH . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: ,
HEAX H A BB .010-
Date and time of submission: LA 0HRT
ﬁmﬂﬁl‘] HNREE

The applicatnon no. to which the comment relatu. Y/1-DB/2

FRERA 540

44 Mr. Andreas Obereck
Name of person making this comment: - =

R
Details of the Comment :

o the Town Planning Board

bjection against the rezoning of Area 6f in Parkvale area, Discovery Bay

The apphcatlon must be rejected.

The project is not feasible and comes at hxgh costs to environment and citizens that will have to
e born by the public, not the applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant HKR, in the resub
ission, is ignoring all valuable comments made by the public and concemed citizens.

The sewage from this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind the Ferry a
ea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad
itional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all of DB, possible traffic blockages to Midvale
d Parkvale, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency access in these areas.

e proposed construction site access via Parkvale village is violating incorporate owner rights.

ermore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. HKR has failed to propose alte;
ative site access and construction waste management plan.

t isdclear from the latest submission and new masterplan that the population will breech 25,000
esidents.

inally, all currently ongoing construction projects in DB are poorly managed with frequmt nois
complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable of managing such larr

e scalt:grojects without significant risks to the people and environment: The application must b
rejec
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Date and time of submission:
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The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA , E2/4T8 ' S:4 Mr. Yau Wing

Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

e proposed new development area was classified as for staff quarter. The site has been idled
r 30 years and as explained by the developer, the desire for staff quarter has gone because of th
availability of better, various and more frequent public transport now. The area is ugliness if lo
king out from Parkvale and Hillgrove as well as down from the look out point up the hill behin
. Why do we continue to let the site idling, particular when residential sites are under provided
HK? From the development submission and supplement information, there will have a beautif]
ied landscaped deck beside two buildings and the local community can enjoy therein. It is good
d the environment will be prettily improved. I therefore support the development definitely.
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The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB/2

FRERA , 850
Name of person making this comment: 564 Mr. Wong

Y
Details of the Comment :
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Reference Number:
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The application no. to which the comment relates:
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Name of person making this comment:

= RN
Details of the Comment :

ERAE g R 5B R 1 L Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

170512-144428-70436

12/05/2017

"12/05/2017 14:44:28 ~

Y/1-DB/2

5 Mr. W

object to this application as explained below

Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
xercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it wo

d appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site for

ation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li
¢) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would ha
e to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10
W-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will b

subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been deli
erately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkva
e Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “p
blic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.
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The application no. to which the comment relates:

FHRERA, E2/45H e
Name of person making this comment: ;t:t Ms ong

pid k=) .
Details of the Comment :

do not support and call for the rejection of the application on the following grounds

a) the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed rezoning would not generate adverse infr
ctural, environmental and geotechnical impacts on the surrounding areas; and
) approval of the application would set an undesirable precedent for other similar rezoning app

ications, the accumulative impact of which would overstrain the existing and planned infrastruc
capacities for the area.
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The application no. to which the comment relates:

rﬁﬁm.l ﬂ%’%m M Mr. Mr. MY

Name of person making this comment:

& R
Details of the Commment :

[support, more residential units made . |
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W _Town Planning Board , . 6 1 5 5
XH: Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION

I object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —

The PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This is emphasised in
the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view of the current DB Masterplan
consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in'DB. Logically all these developments need to be
considered together by the PD in a holistic manner so that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and
North Lantau can be considered and factored into future government plans. In this context all development
proposals in DB should be put on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and
what to do about it. : ' ' '

Ed Rainbow
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FHH: : Edwin Rainbow

FiEEM: 12805820174 213 A 19:02

W : Town Planning Board

- Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION'

I object to this application as explained below

Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s request for a
Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper exercise using outdated
information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it would appear from the GPRR that
references to future slope stability work and subsequent site formation work for the access road to Area 6f
that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-life) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite. the 3 Woods
high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more
CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral
Court) will be subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been
deliberately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village
residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “public consultation”
exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise O

Ed Rainbow
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dL R . Town Planning Board

EHE: ' Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION

I object to this application for the reasons set out below.

Ownership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate development
potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undivided shares
remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject which has been disputed by
many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it will only provide detailed information
on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise
and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC members to be only provided with such information on the day of

1
the meeting! And without this information being reviewed by the Department of Justice.

Ed Rainbow |
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I object to this application as explained below

Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key element of
the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided as to i.ts construction
through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable access t? the site such as: the
part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavemeht under BD regulations and the effect of
additional construction and operational traffic on it; width constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability
. of larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; pqtgntial lack of emergency
access to Parkvale Drive in the event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian
area used by residents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR
continues to not submit, in its Fl, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under the Reports
to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not considered the specific road
(i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer only to DB roads overall and their

interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery Bay which is irrelevant. q

Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions pointed out the
inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even narrower private pedestrian
passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings for use as both construction and
permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the inability of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on
this narrow access, raising the possibility of accidents or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only
access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent Midvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency
vehicles such as ambulances, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social

perspective.

Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw attention away
from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, in reality, the surroundings
impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments has now recognized that an adequate
EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects to an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale
Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have pointed out are impractical and inadequate. The 'Planning and
Buildings Departments must demand that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how ~ch
adequate access would be provided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alterna..ve
access from Discovery Valley Road. : : .

Ed Rainbow
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W \ Town Planning Board
xE: . Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION ~

I object to this application as explained below.

Planning controls of DB are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and Outline Zone Plan (OZP)
relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of undivided shares and management units
under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of interest regarding population
data, in that current figures are provided by its wholly owned subsidiary, DB Services Management Limited.
HKR is knowingly acting in'such a way as to be flagrantly disregarding the current ceilings on the total number
of flats and population and it would appear that the TPB and the Planning and Lands Departments are ignoring

“what HKR is doing.

Ed Rainbow
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el Town Planning Board

Ed-H : Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION

I object to this application as explained below.

Consultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete with HKR’s responses
inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Further Information. for HKR to provide a
geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted” and “will be.done later” to evade issues and not respond .
properly to government departments which have to deal with these complicated issues.

Public Consultation is inadequate and non—transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no way be considered as
“consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the public that this is what we intend to do!
And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds of FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It
cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and
commercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that
information from being publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed ir-the
public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and will be referreir o
the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.

Ed Rainbow

1)
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Wit ‘Town Planning Board _ : 6 1 55
EH: . Fwd: Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION )

I object to this explanation as explained below. -

The use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual Covenant, i
essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice that it has the legal right tc
use the “Passageway”, and'b_oth the PVOC and many DB residents have challenged HKR’s position. The issue o
the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by the revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access tc
Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Passageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explainet
above and in section G below), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTI
Category 1 (highest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise
residential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, revealed theil
intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village residents. And it is only now
revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consistently refused to provide! Therefore this
@ pplication should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to rebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”
the ownership of which is disputed by many DB residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL

Category 1 slope has not been properly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant
government departments and the public.

Ed Rainbow
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R : YA-DB/2 Area 6f -

i Peninsula Quorum.docx

To whom it may concern,
| would like to oppose the planned development of Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f.

Yours faithfully,
James William Anthony Bunker

6156



To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Objection to: " Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f

Dear Sir/Madam,

The two villages most obviously affected (due to their proximity to the 6f development),
are PARKVALE ("THE WOODS") and HILLGROVE - however, the consequences of this
development will have far-reaching effects on the future character of the whole of

Discovery Bay.

Simply put, we already feel the pressure 6n the roads caused by the closure of the
transport hub at the Plaza. On an event day, we feel relief when the day trippers go
home and DB returns to "normal”.

The two proposed, relatively high-density, apartment blocks at the south end of DB will
create a permanent and excessive pressure on the roads, even after the (elevated) Plaza
transport hub is restored. The new residents from the additional apartments
would never experience the tranquility and balance that is the essence of
Discovery Bay, making it one of the few desirable places to live (and not just a place to
shop, eat and sleep).

Increasing the population would have obvious benefits for the developer, however the
individual owners (shareholders in the lot), will struggle to feel benefit. Indeed, there
are disadvantages:

o Our infrastructure is old and was not designed to go beyond the agreed 25,000
population - to grow further could have costly consequences in terms of maintenance. @
° The current developments around the Plaza and near the reservoir, would both

provide additional attractions for visitors. Owners have sacrificed the private car in
favor of minimum traffic using communal transport, which is what DB is designed for.
Owners already feel the negative effects of increased traffic, which includes

more communal buses and more DB registered vehicles and the “delivery vehicles “. An
increased population, especially at the south end of Discovery Bay, would exacerbate
the road traffic problems, which has reached its design limit.

There is a 25,000-population limit imposed by the current OZP. This issue is not
addressed in the submission and if not raised with the TPB by the residents of DB,
they will have been seriously misdirected and ultimately have negative
consequences on our lifestyle.

Our dt.asire to preserve our lifestyle alone, may not be enough to persuade the Town
Planning Board to reject the 6f Application, however, happily, there are a number of

elements existing that place restrictions on development and all owners and residents
have every right to complain.

The current submission misleads on the question of population:

The'sul.)mission completely ignores MP 7.0E and pretends that the TPB should be
basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a).

There are other issues:




6156

1. The Lands Department has pointed out that their questions about our ownership
of the lot have not been answered and yet the consultant, Masterplan, says that they
have explained this to the TPB directly. None of this discussion, which is

fundamental for individual owners (owners of undivided shares), is on the public
record. We have a right to know what has been said, and considered, in a statutory

public consultation. @
i~ Area 6f is part of the "Reserved Portion" under the New Grant and HKR does not

have unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant i lmposes restrictions on the
_Reserved Portion.

Yours faithfully,
James William Anthony Bunker

Owner:
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EH: Fwd: Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f - OBJECTION FROM HILLGROVE VILLAGE OWNERS -

K TPB Area 6f Right to Develop Site (1).docx; TPB Area 6f RS Population.docx

resend

From: Edwin Rainbow

Date: 12 May 2017 at 18:43
Subject: Re: Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f - OBJECTION FROM HILLGROVE VILLAGE OWNERS

To: Town Planning Board <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Ce: Alice Li NSRS Dominic
y: -

Ho at Yahoo s e . dvin Tam
, Janice Fung < e . JOHN ANTWEILER & SHIRLEY NG .

"KIMBERLEY KENG <SGt sy, ' AU M.K." <"
Martyn Keen NSNS | CHAEL McGUIRE M "Mr. Edmund
Fan" SRR |\ (. | am Wai Man" <|tama, "MV (s. Umehara Yukiko"
<IN . Nicola Wepener R — | WN(ERNI
R WRTHETIR

@

Attn. Town Planning Board

(copied to Hillgrove Village Owners Committee members)

PLAZA VIEW
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Along with Parkvale Village, Hill Vi s ; _ .
ot ioriiel. ge, Hillgrove Village is the village that would be most directly, if the 6f development

As I look at how things would look (from the above pi is goi
: picture), I already see what is going to happen. Our villages
\\a//?ll]lld bgchrcrll_e more like normal Hong Kong housing estates. The proposed buildings tower above the Parkvz;gle
age buildings like a monsterous UBW completely destroying the character of Discovery Bay "Old Town".




igi i Bay dwellings were always clustered in villages and each r.etair}s its special "village
' :I;‘fn(i)tr;%l?: lthl?;s;::;'ezys ne)vlv villages came along, they never overpowered the earlier villages nearby. The effect
' :)ncserenity tranquility was minimal and any visual impact proportional. For the benefit of Hong Kong the
~ planning board should strive to preserve this balance in "Old DB".

ﬁ‘ members of the Hillgrove VOC, and the owners I have had contact with (around 25%), have received all the

red to and none has asked me not to include them in this collective objection. They are of

. documents I have refe ' . I
l course free to object or approve individually, but I am confident that th.e T_PB will receive very few, if any,
| Hillgrove resident owners, offering a reason to approve the above application.

I - - - - - .
From the beginning Discovery Bay was different from anywhere else in Hong Kong, it remains unique to this day .

and should not be allowed to lose its unique character as long as there are : legal; regulatory; administratiw?
contraints; and, above all, owner’s rights, to be respected. I would add to this the need for good town planning to

; -offer optional lifestyles within Hong Kong - the DB lifestyle should be preserved. It has proved itself.

- I have included, herewith, two of the attachments received by many owners:

: One of the attachments talks about "our'" co-ownership of the lot, together with HKR.*

There is a distinction between HKR's "ownership" and their right to "develop”. Also, discussi9n5 wi}h 70
Government appear to have have been held in secret and we have been excluded from these discussions. 1he

exchange of information must be made public.

: The other attachment tells us that our DB population should be limited to 25,000 and that the 6f
| proposal will take us beyond that.

There are several uncertainties in the Application by HKR.

It may even be possible for HKR to show that the population of Discovery Bay will not exceed 25,000 if 6f
at the time it would be approved, but highly unlikely, if not impossible, that the 25,000 population limit
would be respected after the previously approved, but as yet unbuilt developments, at the north end

are included.

Owners deserve to have complete clarity on the true potential population after the north end and 6f have
both been fully developed.

; I have not included the work done by our neighbours at Parkvale. PYOC Comments on Application Number !
; DB/2 submitted by Kenneth J. Bradley J.P. - Parkvale Village Owners Committee Chairman, submitted on 11 th

. May 2017, . We take note that Parkvale Village has identified at least 16, very good reasons for the TPB not to

- approve the 6f Application.

! I confidently state that I am representing Hillgrove Village and place my trust in the Government departments

; concerned and that the TPB will reject the Y/I-DB/2 A icati . .
" reasons referred to herewith. ] rea 6f Application after due consideration of the many

~(on behalf of the Hillgrove VOC )

- Ed Rainbow.



Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay

Objection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to
develop the site.

Dear Sirs,

] refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary information
for Application Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by Masterplan
Limited on 7 April, 2017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company

" Limited (“HKR”).
The District Lands Office/lslands ("“DLO/Is") stated:

The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town
Planning Ordinance to develop the site.

And the Applicant replied:

The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board
establishing the ownership of the site.

This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the
Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable
that the Applicant has been allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this
fundamental question has not been addressed as part of the public consultation.

The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public
comment. If the correspondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB
should conclude that there has not been an open consultation and reject the
application forthwith.

Deed of Mutual Covenant

The Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC™) dated 30 September,
1982 and held in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently
over 8,000 co-owners of the Discovery Bay lot.

The other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put
forward by the Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop

the application site. This is contrary to the principles of free and open consultation
set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.

| draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments
- above. While the DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop
the site, the Applicant refers only to establishing ownership.

This distinction is important.



Under the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of
undivided shares in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we
must at all times remember that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot
as private property to develop as they please. The rights and obligations of all
owners are governed by the DMC.

To understand the right and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the
Discovery Bay Lot, we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay
DMC and the terms of the original grant of land from the Government.

Reserved Portion

The original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September,
1976 and lodged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. 1S6122) required that the
Grantee set aside the “Reserved Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision
of services that are required by all the owners of the Lot.

| refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/I-
DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

DLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the
approved MP 6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters”
in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) forms part of either the “City Common Areas”
‘or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under
Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common
Areas” for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the
same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant is
required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site
without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.

In response, the Applicant stated, in part:

Proposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is
“City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC.

The folloWing is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens,
lawns, transport terminal, children's playground, public beaches, estate
management offices, aviary/botanical garden, non-membership golf course (if
any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or parts of the
Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City
Common Areas.” ‘ '

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:



" “The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY
CITY” ( #95%% ) including all the buildings therein.”

“The Lot" is defined as follows in the DMC:

“All that piecé or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as
The Remaining Portion of Lot No. 385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions theretp
and any further extensions ther_eto (if any).”

‘Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on
the Lot to be known as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of
Discovery Bay City. Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose,
as explained below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”
As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

“ ..such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the
City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as
defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire
“Reserved Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” mentioned in the
Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New
Grant No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications of the
Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any
part of the Lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of
mutual covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee
shall: '

~ (i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided
shares in the lot or, as the case may be, cause the same to be carved
out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not assign,

except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis
added)

As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common
Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common

Facilities as defined” —'except as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary
company.

Area 6f forms part of the Ciﬁy Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the
New Grant, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing



. for sale to third pan.ies. Area 6f must remain part of the City Reta?ned Area, and used
for the purpose of providing services to the City.

Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
The reply to the DLO/Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:

In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct,
itis clearly demonstrated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Ful{ sef of all .
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided for District Lands
Office’s reference directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.)
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute

right to develop the application site.

| disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares jpso facto gives
the Applicant the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant,
including the right to develop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the
New Grant and by the DMC. :

Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares
of Area 6f to any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations
under the New Grant to allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

The above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the
Applicant does not have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential
housing for commercial rent or sale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying
out exchanges concerning ownership of the subject site in secret with Government
departments and the TPB, without subjecting these exchanges to public scrutiny.

In the interest of upholding the public consultation process under th i

. ' € Town Plannin
Ordinance, the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant i
releases_ thg relgvant.documentation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop
the application site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC "

o



6187
Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay

Government departments have not been consulted on lifting the
populatlon cap of 25,000 under the Dlscovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan.

Paragraph 5.4 of the Explanatory Statement for the approved D|scovery Bay '
Outline Zoning Plan S/I-DB/4 (“OZP”) states:.

The Discovery Bay development.is a self-contained sub-urban
residential development comprising mainly low-density private housing
planned for a total population of about 25,000 with supporting retail,
commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

On 25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited
(“HKR”), submitted the Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to
amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow the construction of two residential

towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

On 1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E”) to
the District Lands Office/lslands (“DLO/Is”) proposing to increase the number
of residential flats at Discovery Bay to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved
Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, this would enable
development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the
existing OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

Throughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally
used 2.5 persons per flat as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using
the Applicant's own figures, the proposal for 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E
would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also note that,
according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of
persons per flat for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

It is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I-DB/2 would lift the population at
Discovery Bay beyond the current permitted limit.

Members shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant -
made any request to amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP.

Neither has any government department been consulted whether the
population limit should be raised.

Hence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning
Board should require that the Applicant justify an increase in population

. beyond the current limit permitted under the OZP. Furthermore government
departments and the public should be consulted.
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£H: - Application No. Y/1-DB/2-6f OBJECTION - : .

I object to this application as explained below.

A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the sea next to the
ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgrove Village. It is clear from
HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR continues to minimise the pollution
impact of dis'c.harge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs which are already above
acceptable levels, thereby increasing the probability of, e.g.,, red tides in DB waters. The emergency
arrangements involving a permanent connection to the government sewage system have not been adequately
addressed by DSD which naively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in
effect giving HKR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has
emphasised throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that the
sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.
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[ object to this application as explained below.

HKR is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water supply but, as previously
pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the SiuHo Wan Water Treatment Works.
(SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not available for the foreseeable future), there is
only one, which is a potable water supply to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water’
treatment plant and using water from the DB reservoir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the
provision of fresh water to the Area 6f Residents if and when the water quality does not comply with
Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water
quality standard currently adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal to
build a private supply system is, in view of its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficulties, an
attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long term development, if
any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constructed for further HKR

6evelopment projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temporally withdrawn) and those which

ure implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation? -

lza Rainbow
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I object to this application as explained below.

Attention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f applicuzlition. This is based on the
following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I - DB/2C dated 17" February 2017):

[. Planning intention of DB: | | |
| a. Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lantau
Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Recently
the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strategic
economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic growth area under
planning at this stage.”

b. “Discovery Bay is intended for a ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total domestic GFA of
' 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in population would have to be
considered in the context of the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail ’)
feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”

c. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development concept of
Discovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.
The current application, if approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning
applications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total
area of 26,789m2, the accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in population
would further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing
infrastructure capacities.” :

2. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:

a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptability of the

proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in support of the
rezoning proposal.”

b. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant and private water supply
system as alternatives, he considers that EPD and WSD should take into account the proposed
development in future expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facilities. In this regard
DEP advises that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treatment and CE/Dev (2) advises

that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum population of 25,000 which is the population
ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.” ' .

3. Public Comments

“While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major public concerns on
the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastructural capacities
amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessments”.

“As regards the right under the PDMC to convert the access road for use by the proposed development, -

DFO/IS, LandsD considers that the applicant should substantiate his right/capacity to develop the Site
without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”

I1za Rainbow
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I object to this application as explained below.

“The latest Fl continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and pretenqs that the TPB
should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is whether the po!)ulatuon of.DB. slTouId
be raised above the 25,000 limit currently imposed by the OZP. This has-not even been identified as an issue in the

submission, which in effect means the TPB is being deliberately misled.

The issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the many i§sue§ r?ised by
" the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to breaching of the 25,000 population limit for DB

and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan submission made by HKR.

No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change in the population
of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population statistics independent of HKR is
fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of conflict of interest in the preparation and use of
population statistics which undermines the public consultation and planning application processes and this wi' he

referred to the Ombudsmen for investigation.

Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could provide additional information
on the current population and persons per unit. This information is expected to be available later in 2017.

Iza Rainbow
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I object to this application as explained below. e i & 7\ asmae wsa

Ownership of the site has been an issue from the outset of this application and has been the subject of many
public comments. e.g Area 6f is part of the “Reserved Portion” under the New Grant and HKR does not have
unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant imposes restrictions on the Reserved Portion.

LandsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership remain unanswered. HKR’s consultants,
Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to the TPB. The Lands Department should
reject HKR’s request to leave its detailed views on this subject within the “commercially sensitive information”
contained in HKR’s letter to the DLO dated 3™ August 2016 and referred to in Section E below.

With none of this is on the public record, HKR has turned a public consultation process into a private dialogue with
thfaPB which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

The RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17" February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, “Compliance with the
“Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements”, that the applicant is the sole “current land owner” and detailed
information would be deposited at the meeting for Members’ inspection. From the outset of this application, this

HKR view of ownership has been contested by many DB owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages
of FIL.

The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30™ September 1982 has notionally divided the Lot into
250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Department requires the applicant to prove that there are sufficient
undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed development.

It is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise that HKR should expect:

1. RNTPC members and Planning Department officials to see for the first time and inspect detailed
information deposited at the meeting.
""’ The public not to have an opportunity to inspect and comment on the information.

3. The Planning Department not to refer the information to relevant bodies such as the Legal Department.

The question of the undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.

Iza Rainbow
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| object to this application as explained below. -

Slope ;éfew of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s request for a
Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper exercise using outdated
information been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would appear from the GPRR that references to
future slope stability work and subsequent site formation work for the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1
slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have'to be destroyed
and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal
Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the
proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD,
Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “public
consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise. -

)

-

What is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the slopes relevant to Area 6f,
and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval of the application and subsequent to site works starting,
for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the completion of site specific ground investigation
works and laboratory testing.

The GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request HKR to prepare one with full details and

to inform the public about the full findings prior to submitting the report to the TPB. This is essential since HKR has
for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for proper public consultation.

Iza Rainbow
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I object to this application as explained below.

Attention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging the continued public
objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC, FSD has issued two paragraphs of comments
which-are contained in the “Responses to Government Departments”: - :

"1. Inits first paragraph, the FSD requires HKR to clarify that an access in the form of a statutory EVA would be
provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f. This is the first recognition of serious issues
to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6f boundary.

2. Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings Department
requirements, it will be "USELESS" without a conforming further EVA link to Parkvale Drive.

3. HKR’s response simply says that such an EVA access will be provided without clarifying how. I believe that
the Buildings Department should now require HKR to provide detailed evidence as to how it intends to
6 provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f from Parkvale Drive, as a condition precedent
~ to approval of the Application given the proximity of the buildings, the storm water drainage provision
and the immediately encroaching terrain.

4. Itis a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with unhindered
access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, police vehicles and also
for other emergency services including City Management Security Officers and electricity and gas utility
staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.

Iza Rainbow
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To: Secretary, Town Planning Board

Date: 12 May, 2017

Dear Sirs,

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

| take pleasure in submitting the attached comment to the Town Planning Board in respect of the subject

Application.

Yours sincerely, »
Andrew Burns oﬂ



To:  Town Planning Board

From: Andrew Burns
Date: 12 May, 2017

Re:  Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay
New proposal to provide Public Open Space at Area 6f

In the latest gist of further information for Application No Y/I-DB/2, received by the Town
Planning Board on 10 April, 2017, the Applicant states that 1,190 sq.m. of Public Open Space
will be provided at Area 6f. This is in addition to at least 1,190 sq.m. of Private Open Space.

The previous gist of further information, received on 29 November, 2016, had made no
mention of Public Open Space. The Applicant has not provided any explanation for the
addition of Public Open Space in the latest submission, nor do the plans identify the location
of the Public Open Space.

The total site area of Area 6f is given as 7,623 sq.m. Adding the Public and Private Open
Space together (a minimum of 2,380 sq.m.), the Applicant is proposing to devote over 31%
of the site area to Open Space. Given the constraints including the steep slopes and the
need to provide for the building footprint, emergency vehicular access and the sewage
treatment works, it is not clear how such a large area of Public and Private Open Space can
be provided on the site.

The New Grant dated 10 September, 1976 (I1S6122 in the Land Registry) makes no specific
mention of the requirement to provide Public Open Space within Area 6f. In addition, there
is no mention of the requirement to provide Public Open Space in the Discovery Bay Deed of
Mutual Covenant dated 30 September, 1982.

Therefore, the Applicant should be required to clarify the location and purpose of the
proposed Public Open Space and Private Open Space, and provide the reference to the
documents lodged with the Land Registry that specify the requirement to provide Public
Open Space at Area 6f. Responsibility for management and maintenance of the Public Open
Space should also be clarified.

The proposal to provide Public Open Space at Area 6f represents a significant change to the
original submission by the Applicant, and should be subject to further public consultation
once the above clarification has been submitted to the Town Planning Board.

Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns
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K TPB Area 6f RS Water Supply.pdf

To: Secretary, Town Plannlng Board

Date: 12 May, 2017

Dear Sirs, -

Re: Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay. Supply of Potable Water.

| take pleasure in submitting the attached comment to the Town Planning Board in respect of the subject
Application.

Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns



To:  Town Planning Board

From: Andrew Burns (~

Date: 12 May, 2017

Re:  Application No. Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay
Supply of Potable Water .

I refer to the Response to Comments included with the further information for Application
Y/I1-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board by Masterplan Limited on 7 April, 2017, on
behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited (“HKR").

In response to comments raised by Water Supplies Dept (“WSD"), the Applicant provided
sketches outlining two water supply options, one from the Government water system
(option 1) and one from the Discovery Bay reservoir (option 2). The reply further stated:

Please be confirmed that the applicant has no preference, and can adopt either
water supply option 1 or option 2 for the Area 6f development.

It is difficult to take this comment at face value.

In a letter dated 10 July, 1995, Mr. Jeremy Marriott, Executive Director of Hong Kong Resort
Company Limited (“HKR”) wrote to the City Owners’ Committee (“COC”) to seek the COC’s

agreement to close the Discovery Bay water treatment works and switch to the Government
water supply.

In support of the proposal, Mr Marriott wrote:

Flood pumping and saltwater flushing would add about $2 m. to CM waterworks'
annual overheads which are currently about 58 million. Some 75% of total
overheads are attributable to the water treatment works, which will become more
expensive to operate as the plant ages and because of anticipated stricter
Government requirements; for example with regard to chlorine storage. -

mu§, in 1995 the annual running cost of the water treatment works was 75% of about $8
million, or about $6 million. Accounting for inflation, this is equivalent to about $9.5 million

in current dollars — before factoring in the higher government standards referred to by Mr.
Marriott.

The Discovery Bay Deed of Mutual Covenant (“omc”
owners for expenses that are solely attributable to n

running the dedicated treatment works will be born
development alone.

) explicitly forbids charging existing
ew developments. As such, the cost of
e by the owners of the Area 6f
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According to the proposal, there will be 476 flats in the new development. Hence, these 476
owners will each pay almost HK$20,000 per annum solely for the provision of potable water.
Like all other owners at Discovery Bay, the Area 6f owners will also share the costs of
maintaining the existing Discovery Bay-wide water distribution system. Other expenses,
including the cost of running the private sewage treatment works for Area 6f, will only add
to the financial burden faced by t.h'e future owners of Area 6f flats.

The significant extra charges involved are likely to impact the sales price of flats in the
development. This Is why it Is difficult to believe the statement that the Appllcant has no

preference as to the source of water supply for Area 6f.

WSD has stated on numerous occasions that there is no additional capacity at the Sai Wan
Ho water treatment works to supply the Area 6f development. The New Grant for Discovery

lot.

Should the Town Planning Board approve the Area 6f development, it should make explicit
the requirement that potable water to Area 6f shall be provided from the Discovery Bay
reservoir (ie, Option 2), so as to preclude future disputes between the Applicant and WSD
and ensure that there is no disruption to the supply of potable water to the exnstmg users in

Discovery Bay.

Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns
12 May, 2017

Bay explicitly states that the Government does not undertake to supply potable water to the

i)

L
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xH: Application Y/I-DB/2, Area 6f, Discovery Bay :
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Dear Sir,

I raised lﬁy obje&ion to the above appﬁcation at Area 6f, Discovery Bay for Vmainly.2 reasons, one is the objebﬁqn ’
to the secrecy of the applicant's right and capacity to develop the site and secondly the government departments
have not been consulted on the lifting of the population cap of 25000 under Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan. ‘I

enclose the letters of objection for your consideration.

Deborah Wan




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

Government departments have not been consulted on lifting the
population cap of 25,000 under the Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Plan.

Paragraph 5.4 of the Explanatory Statement for the approved Dlscovery Bay
Outline Zoning Plan S/I-DB/4 (“OZP") states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban
residential development comprising mainly low-density private housing
planned for a total population of about 25,000 with supporting retail,
commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

. On 25 February, 2016, the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company Limited

(“HKR”), submitted the Section 12a Application No. Y/I-DB/2, proposing to
amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow the construction of two residential
towers at Area 6f comprising a total of 476 flats.

On 1February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E") to
the District Lands Office/lslands (“DLO/Is") proposing to increase the number
of residential flats at Discovery Bay to 10,000, from 8,735 under approved
Master Plan 6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, this would enable
development at Discovery Bay up to the limit under the approved OZP (ie, the
existing OZP prior to any amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

Throughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally
used 2.5 persons per flat as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using
the Applicant’s own figures, the proposal for 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E
would result in a population of 25,000. Members should also note that,
according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of
persons per flat for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

It is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I-DB/2 would lift the population at
Discovery Bay beyond the current permitted limit.

Members shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant
made any request to amend the population limit of 25,000 set out in the OZP.
Neither has any government department been consulted whether the
population limit should be raised.

Hence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning
Board should require that the Applicant justify an increase in population
beyond the current limit permitted under the OZP. Furthermore, government
departments and the public should be consulted.

Deborah Wan



Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay

Objection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to
develop the site.

Dear Sirs, -

| refer to the Respohse to Comments included with the supplementary information
for Application Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”") by Masterplan
Limited on 7 April, 2017, on behalf of the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company

Limited (“HKR”).
The District Lands Office/lslands (“DLO/Is") stated:

The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town
Planning Ordinance to develop the site.

(%4 And the Applicant replied:

The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board
establishing the ownership of the site.

This is the second time that the DLO/Is has made the same request concerning the
Applicant’s right and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable
that the Applicant has been allowed to reply to the TPB in secret, and that this
fundamental question has not been addressed as part of the public consultation.

The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public
comment. If the correspondence cannot be released for reasons of privacy, the TPB
should conclude that there has not been an open consultation and reject the
application forthwith.

"‘ Deed of Mutual Covenant

The Lot is owned under a Deed of Mutual Covenant (‘DMC") dated 30 September',
1982 and held in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently
over 8,000 co-owners of the Discovery Bay lot.

The other owners of the Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put
forward by the Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop

the app!ication site. This is contrary to the principles of free and open consultation
set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.

| draw your attention again to thg two extracts from the Response to Comments
abovg. While the.DLOIIs refers to the right and capdcity of the Applicant to develop
the site, the Applicant refers only to establishing ownership. :

This distinction is important.




- Under the DMC, all of the land of the Lot is held in common through ownership of
undivided shares in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one of the owners. However, we
must at all times remember that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the Lot
as private property to develop as they please The rlghts and obhgatlons of all

owners are governed by the DMC. ' meestrrul

3 To understand the_nght and capacity of any owner to develop any part of the .
Discovery Bay Lot, we must have a thorough understanding of the Discovery Bay
DMC and the terms of the original grant of land from the Government.

Reserved Portion

The original grant of land at Discovery Bay (the “New Grant” dated 10 September,
1976 and lodged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS6122) required that the
Grantee set aside the “Reserved Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision
of services that are required by all the owners of the Lot.

| refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/I-
DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

DLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the
approved MP 6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify if “staff quarters”
in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) forms part of either the “City Common Areas”
or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under
Section | of the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common
Areas” for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment of the
same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant is
required to substantiate its right / capacity to develop the application site
without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.

In response, the Applicant stated, in part:

Proposed staff quarters in Area 6f have never been built. The subject site is
“City Retained Areas” as defined in the PDMC.

~ The following is the definition of City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens,
lawns, transport terminal, children's playground, public beaches, estate
management offices, aviary/botanical garden, non-membership golf course (if
any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or parts of the
Service Area.and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City
Common Areas.” ' '

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:



“The whole of the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY
CITY” ( #5% &) including all the buildings therein.”

“The Lot" is defined as follows in the DMC:

“All that piece or parcel of land registered in the District Land Office Island as
The Remaining Portion of Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thqreto
. and any further extensions thereto (if any).”

Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on
the Lot to be known as Discovery Bay City. City Retained Areas are part of
Discovery Bay City. Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose,
as explained below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”
As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

« ..such part or parts of the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit of the
City. These City Common Areas together with those City Retained Areas as
defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire
“Reserved Portion” and “Minimum Associated Facilities” mentioned in the
Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:

“New Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New
Grant No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications of the
Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any
part of the Lot or the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a deed of
mutual covenant. Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee
shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number of undivided
shares in the lot or, as the case may be, cause the same to be carved
out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grantee shall not assign,

except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary company...” (emphasis
added)

As such, the Appl'icant may not assign the Reserved Portion — “These City Common
‘Areas together with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common

Facilities as defined” - except as a whole to the Grantee's (HKR's) subsidiary -
company.

/h\lrea 6f forms part of the Ci_ty Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the
ew Grant, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing
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for sale to third parties. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used
for the purpose of providing services to the City.

Allocation of Undlvided Shares to the Reserved Portlon

The reply to the DLO/Is' comments dated October 2016 continued:

In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct,
it Is clearly demonstrated that the undivided shares of Area 6f are held by the
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set of all
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided for District Lands
Office’s reference directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.)
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6f and has absolute
night to develop the application site.

| disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares jpso facto gives
the Applicant the absolute right to develop Area 6f. The rights of the Applicant,
including the right to develop any part of the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the
New Grant and by the DMC.

Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares
of Area 6f to any other party. In truth, HKR have never carried out their obligations
under the New Grant to allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

The above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the
Applicant does not have the right and capacity to develop Area 6f for residential
housing for commercial rent or sale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying
out exchanges concerning ownership of the subject site in secret with Government
departments and the TPB, without subjecting these exchanges to public scrutiny.

In the interest of upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning
Ordinance, the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant
releases the relevant documentation to “substantiate its right / capacity to develop
the application site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”

Deborah Wan
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xE: : Application relating to 6F Discovery Bay 6 1 6 1

Find below my objection to the Application for development
Sent from Mail for Windows10 -~~~ "~
Dear Sir

Application Y/I-DB]Z Area 6f Discovery Ba.y
Objection to secrecy on the applicants right and capacity to develop the site

| note that in the Response to comments the Applicant has advised that the applicant has had correspondence with the
Town Planning Board in‘substantiating its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinante to develop the site.

There should be total transparency in this regard and the correspondence should be released.

I am an owner in Discovery Bay. Discovery Bay does not give any one owner the rights to develop the land.

Others more learned that me can attest to the Deed of Mutual Covenant, the Reserved Portion, City Retained Areas and the
Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion. .

I would refer you to the details in the above regard in detailed letters provided by other Objectors to the' scheme.
Fo‘b‘*e avoidance of doubt | object to the proposed development.

Susan Ho
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Reference Number: ;

PEAZ PRI 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
B2 EH BRI : - , 12/05/2017.15:02:32
Date and time of submission: , | ; _
The application no. to which the comment relates:
Name of person making this comment: :
Q@ | mRE
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below
espite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.!.1 4 that a key!
lement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
ccess to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
der BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
struction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
he event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
tinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
e Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
red the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
nly to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
ay which is irrelevant.
egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
ted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar|
ower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
bility of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
ts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
idvale V.illage and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance!
, fire ap;_)hance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
formation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
ttention away from tl3e adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
as now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
Aan adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have p
inted out are unpractical apd inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
oth'?itelc-ilKR provides a detailed d9cumented proposal as to how such adequate access would be p
vided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from




cation / Review

ﬁtﬁﬂfﬁ aiﬂiﬁﬁ&EE Making Comment on Planning Appli
S5 170512-145724-18809
Reference Number: . ;

HEAZ PRI 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

| X HHRE o . 12/05/2017 14:57:24
‘| Date and time of sﬂbnﬁ's;ion: ‘ ¢ )

A BRI R G GRS

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

FRERA  EH/LH % A Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

BRFN

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.

ttention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application. This is based
n the following assessment (Section 11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I - DB/2C dated 17th Febr
ary 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:

Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant

au Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Rece
tly the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strate
ic economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic growth area
der planning at this stage.”

. “Discovery Bay is intended fora ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total domestic|
FA of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in population would have t

be considered in the context of the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail
feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”
. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development conbept of
iscovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.
e current application, if approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning ap
lications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total ar
of 26,789m2, the accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in pdpulation A
uld further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing infr
tructure capacities.”
: h}mﬁact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:
. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil
ity of the proposed development althou i i g
gyl o propogal.” gh he has submitted relevant technical assessments in sup
. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment i
r supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD and WgSD should tall)(l:Iilxtlt?)n :crc),rol;::ih‘?tr
; ;_aosed deyelopment in futur_e expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facli)l
ties. In this regard DEP advises that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ent and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop

ulation of 25,000 which i i iling i : ;
8 Boblic G I\;:s ch is the population ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”




PEMS Comment Submission H2/2

- “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major publi
ncerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastru

tt:’x:al capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessme
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a8 /R E R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 @ ‘ 170512-145833-78594
Reference Number:

BRAL IR 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

X Em&ﬁﬁiﬂ : : : g " 12/05/2017 14:58:33
Date and time of submission: . : : ; :
A S R - —

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA ) &40 F A Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :.

object to this application as explained below.

is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re water supply but,
previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho Wan
ater Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not availal
le for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is a potable water supply to be provided
)y re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using water from the DB reservo
ir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f
esidents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu
ity recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre
tly adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal to build a
rivate supply system is, in view of its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficultie
, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long ter
development, if any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constru
cted for further HKR development projects which are implied by the Area 10b application (temp
orally withdrawn) and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?
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PEMS Comment Submission Hi/1

| 48 e /B34 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
£FER , 170512-145627-90017
Reference Number: X

i | 12/0512017

Deadline for submission:

3z B R e .o 12/05/2017 14:56:27

Date and time of submission:

AR 2 o

The application no. to which the comment relates:

FRERA . E5/5THE % A Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

LD
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explamed below.

e latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and prete
ds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is
hether the population of DB should be raised above the 25,000 limit currently imposed by the

ZP. This has not even been identified as an issue in the submission, which in effect means the

B is being deliberately misled.
e issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the many
issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to breaching of}

e 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan s

bmission made by HKR.

o further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i
n the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population s
tatistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of
conflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which undermines the publi
c consultation and planning application processes and this will be referred to the Ombudsmen fo
r investigation.

Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could provide addi
tional information on the current populauon and persons per unit. This information is expected t
0 be available later in 2017.

L)
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58/ B3R 2, Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S @ 170512-150128-51255
Reference Number: - -
i | 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: :
Eﬁ&ﬁf’eﬂ ) ’ ’ Z 12/05[2017 15:01':28

1 Date and time of submission:

AR B R R

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

THRERA &5/5H

F A Mrs. M. LEE
Name of person making this comment:

R
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
onsultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete wit
HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Furth
Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted”
d “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments whH

ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
ublic Consultation is inadequate and non—transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in no w
y be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the
ublic that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds
£ FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons
Itation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re
wnership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from
eing publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed in th
public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and
1ll be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.




PEMS Comment Submission H1/1

SRR B 5/ 1 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

- : ? 170512-150030-50028
Reference Number: : .

mx - . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submi;siop:

HE3Z AR A t 1270572017 15:00:30
Date and time of submission: . —_ hils

HMGABEHES o -

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA ) 5/ % A Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below. '
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
hallenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by

e revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
ageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo
), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, 1
vealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village

sidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
ly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many.
B residents and the PVOC, and to.demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop

ly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
d the public.




PEMS Comment Submission H1/1

SRR B 5/ 1 R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

- : ? 170512-150030-50028
Reference Number: : .

mx - . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submi;siop:

HE3Z AR A t 1270572017 15:00:30
Date and time of submission: . —_ hils

HMGABEHES o -

The application no. to which the comment relates:

THRERA ) 5/ % A Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this explanation as explained below. '
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
hallenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by

e revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
ageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo
), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
ighest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, 1
vealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village

sidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
ly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many.
B residents and the PVOC, and to.demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop

ly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
d the public.
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BR85S/ IZ IR E R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

- 2B . 170512-145932-66393
‘Reference Number: )

HESZRR 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: ; |

HR3ZH SRR 5 % © T 12/0502017 14:59:32

. .| Date and time of submission:

5 BRATAS B o 55 4R SR

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

FRERA . R4 . 3% A_Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

= REES _
Details of the Comment :

[ object to this application as explamed below.
sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
ve Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
continues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
ability of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
HKR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.
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Bh48 81 /A% HE i B Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

iy ' . 170512-145525-68473
Reference Number: §

ed 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: o
WREMERM - b, T 12/05/2017 14:55:25 °
Date and time of submission: PO e
A5 BRI B R Y 4R R v 2 n—

The application no. to which the comment relates:

TRERA . #2450 % A Mrs. M. LEE

Name of person making this comment:

RS

Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below. 8 o .
wnership of the site has been an issue from the outset of this appllcatlpn and has been the subj
t of many public comments. e.g Area 6f is part of the “Reserved Portion” }Jnder the Ne.w _Gran
and HKR does not have unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant imposes restrictions

n the Reserved Portion. : . .
andsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership remain unanswered. HKR’s co

tants, Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to the TPB.

e Lands Department should reject HKR’s request to leave its detailed views on this subject wi
in the “commercially sensitive information” contained in HKR’s letter to the DLO dated 3rd A
gust 2016 and referred to in Section E below.

With none of this is on the public record, HKR has turned a public consultation process into a pr
ivate dialogue with the TPB which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

e RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17th February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, “Compli
with the “Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements”, that the applicant is the sole “curr:::I
land owner” and detailed information would be deposited at the meeting for Members’ inspecti
n. From the outset of this application, this HKR view of ownership has been contested by many.
B owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages of FI.

e Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30th September 1982 has notionally divi

ed the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Department requires the applicant to pr

ve that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them for allocation to the proposed dev

lopment.

[t is clearly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise that HKR should expect:

1. RNTPC members and Planning Department officials to see for the first time and inspect detail
information deposited at the meeting.

. The public not to have an opportunity to inspect and comment on the information.

3. The Planning Department not to refer the information to relevant bodies such as the Legal De
artment.

he question of the undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.
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= %k U Eﬁa/&*?‘(ﬁtﬁﬁ B Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 170512-173927-86679
Reference Number:

RAZRIHA 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
HX AR se 12/05/2017 17:39:27
1 Date and time of submission: .
AR GRS , .,
The application no. to which the comment relates:
TEERA ) /2508 -+ Ms. Margaret O'Dono
Name of person making this comment: ghue
B R
Details of the Comment :.

object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —
Consultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete wit
HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds of Furth
r Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as “Noted”
d “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments whj
ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
ublic Consultation is inadequate and non—transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it canin no w
y be considered as “consultation”, but has to be regarded as an information exercise telling the
ublic that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds
f FI which has literally had to be dragged out of HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons
tation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re
wnership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from
eing publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed in th
public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and
ill be referred to the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.
e use of Parkvale Drive, defined as a “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed of Mutual C
venant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
it has the legal right to use the “Passageway”, and both the PVOC and many DB residents have
J|challenged HKR’s position. The issue of the “Passageway” has been made more complicated by
e revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa
sageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo
), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1
: 'ghe'st consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise re
idential bujldings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage of the application, 1]
vealed their intentions, but not in a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village
esidents. And it is only now revealed by the submission of the GPRR which HKR has consisten
ly r-cfused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to r
build Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”, the ownership of which is disputed by many
DB res1depts and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop
erlc)l/ tt;lxplmlr)lle:d, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments
e public.

sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the se
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Iplications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total ar

a next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ontinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
ability of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
nection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving

R an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
[the sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.

Attention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6f application. Tlns is based
Jon the following assessment (Section-11 of the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17th Febr
ary 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:

a. Section 11.2 states that “In terms of strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant
au Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Recel
ntly the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strate
gic economic and housing development,..... DB is not recommended as a strategic growth area
nder planning at this stage.”

. “Discovery Bay is intended fora ...... total planned population of 25,000 and a total domestic
GFA of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in population would have t

o be considered in the context of the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail
ed feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”

. The proposed development “should be justified in the context of the development concept of
Discovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.
he current application, if approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning ap

ea of 26,789m2, the accumulative effect of developing those land with increase in population w
ould further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstrain the existing infr
astructure capacities.”

2. Impact Assessments of the Proposed Scheme:

a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil
ity of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in supg
port of the rezoning proposal.”

b. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatment plant and private wat

er supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD and WSD should take into account the prj
oposed development in future expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ities. In this regard DEP advises that ..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the exxstmg water supply system is based on a maximum pop
ation of 25,000 which is the population ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”

3. Public Comments

. “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major public|
oncerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastru
tural capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessme

h tS”.

b. “As regards the right under the PDMC to convert the access road for use by the proposed dev
clopment, DLO/Is, LandsD considers that the applicant should substantiate his right/capacity to
develop the Site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”

e latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores MP 7.0E and prete
nds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is
hether the population of DB should be raised above the 25,000 limit currently imposed by the
OZP. This has not even been identified as an issue in the submission, which in effect means the

PB is being deliberately misled.

R Py VP O P, | 1SINneEMmMN17
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e issues raised and discussed by the various government departments do not address the many
issues raised by the VOC and others in earlier submissions, particularly in regard to breaching of
e 25,000 population limit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan s
bmission made by HKR.
o further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i
the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population s
tatistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of
conflict of interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which-undermines the publi
c consultation and planning apphcatxon processes and this will be referred to the Ombudsmen fo

PEMS Comment Submission ,
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ﬁﬁﬂeﬁﬁ/&&?ﬁﬂjﬁﬁ, Ma king Comment on Planning Applicatioh / Review |
SR/ 170512-173540-81315
Reference Number: A
FRAZ PRI

L 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

3% S R

A . 12/05/2017 17:35:40
Date and time of submission: ;

3 RRATASIE] R 5 4R T

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

TRERA . /010

4&4 Mr. Neil Russell
Name of person making this comment:

B R
Details of the Comment :

object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —
e PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developments in DB. This is em
hasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view o
the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in DB.
Logically all these developments need to be considered together by the PD in a holistic manner s
that the impact on the current infrastructure of DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac
ored into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in DB should be p
t on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo
tit.
Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s
equest for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper
exercise using outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it wo
1d appear from the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site for
ation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li
fe) slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would ha
e to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10
SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will b
subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has been deli
erately not explained by HKR and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkva
e Village residents and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre of a valid “p
blic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.
wnership and rights of development in DB involves the final determinant of the ultimate devel
pment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi
ided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic
has been disputed by many owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w
i1l only provide detailed information on this issue at the meeting of the RNTPC. This attitude is
learly unacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC
embers to be only provided with such information on the day of the meeting! And without this
information being reviewed by the Department of Justice.
Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key
lement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a

to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
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PEMS Comment Submission N2/2

laccess to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
under BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
e event of an accident; safety, as the proposcd access to the site is a pedestrian arca used by res
idents and the public; and HKR's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
Intinues to not submit, in its F1, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
¢ Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
only to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
Bay which is irrclevant. ' ' '
Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
nted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar|
ower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
ability of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
ts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
Midvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance
s, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
attention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
n reality, the surroundings impact on Arca 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
has now recognized that an adequate EVA within Arca 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
o an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have p
ointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
d that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how such adequate access would be p
rovided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from
Discovery Valley Road.
Planning controls of DB are ignored in respect of the Master Plan (MP) and Outline Zone Plan
OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation of undivided shares and ma
nagement units under the Deed of Mutual Covenant (DMC). Furthermore, HKR has a conflict of]
interest regarding population data, in that current figures are provided by its wholly owned subsi
diary, DB Services Management Limited. HKR is knowingly acting in such a way as to be flagr
antly disregarding the current ceilings on the total number of flats and population and it would a
ppear that the TPB and the Planning and Lands Departments are ignoring what HKR is doing._J
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Deadline for submission:

BN e A/ IZ R & R Making Comment on Planning Apélication / Review

25
170512- 5
Reference Number: 512-210314-06228
ot 12/05/2017

HE3 FI A B

Date and time of submission: 12/05/2017 21:03:14

5 BRI R ST ARSR

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

THRERA B2/

Ms. Sil Preusske
Name of person making this comment: 3= Ms. Sil Preussker

R

Details of the Comment :

s a resident and owner in DB I am strongly objecting to the plans of HKR and/or affilliates to
uild new apartment blocks behind Parkvale. DB facilities are already insufficient, starting from
usses over schools to sewage, road and supermarkets. Residents already suffer from 3 major co

nstruction sites (noise, traffic, workers) at the golf course, the plaza and the reservoir. The envir

nmental.impact will be heavy: barking deer, bats and rare reptils and insects live in these hills a
d the natural stream going down there, and a detailed survey should be done on the impact on n

atural habitats of valuable wild species.
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| | | | 6156
BRRHHEZREER Maidng Comment on Plé.nning Application / Review
f::ffe Nanabar: 170512-230413-99082
feﬁlﬁffor submission: 20l
X H A B Bl

Date and time of submission: 1210512017 2?:04:13.

ARAYHRI PR

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

TIRERA . B/

Name of person making this comment: 54 Mr. G H Koo

B R
Details of the Comment :

[it's good to utilize potential of the land that accommodates the need of the community. i |
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BB B 5/F R H E R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

S5 @ 170512-233502-45659
Reference Number: _
PEALIRIA 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission: A

RIXEMEEE 12/05/2017 23:35:02
Date and time of submission: x .
AR RS Mo

The application no. to which the comment relates:

5 U YNIg

Mr. Niall Greenan
Name of person making this comment: R '

B RN
Details of the Comment :

‘Eobject to the proposal on the basis of the limited access to the site both during and after constru
tion and the negivitive impact on the surroundings and natural habitats.

HI1/1
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e mg | . 5158
B8 5/ IR U R Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
SEEW | : 170512-153226-54667
Reference Number:

HRZIH . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission: : _
X BRI - : LT 12/05/2017 15:32:26

Date and time of submission:

FABRASEIEE R

'| The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2

THRERA ) 25/

Name of person making this comment: 44 Mr. Chan Yun Yum

R

Details of the Comment :

support the application as we need extra housing units for the whole of Hong Kong
mmunity.

aving been working and living in DB over 20 years, the site is big enough with adequate facilit
ies to cater for this extra housing units.
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BE S EZRELER Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

SH & 170512-151754-87039
Reference Number: :

HRSTIR 12/05/2017

Deadline for submission:

REAMRAE - 12/05/2017.15:17:54

‘Date and time of submission: _

A BRATAII R ST 4R ST

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

TRERA ) &5/

Name of person making this comment:

f‘ R Ry
Details of the Comment :

[Support the development - |

44 Mr. F.X.Wong




|

PEMS Lomment dSubmission mi/l

65170

B 55 e /AN iZ R LY R Making Cohzment on Planning Application / Review
Pk 170512-161208-36756
Reference Number:
PRI
Deadline for submission: 41512087
WX ENIREN . . —
Date and time of submission:™ . A, .12/05/2917 16:12:08"
AR R AER ' - : -
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/-DB2

MR A E2/4708 44 Mr. Alexander Atepol
Name of person making this comment: ikkhin
& R ‘P
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below.
sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6f with discharge directly into the se
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro
e Village. It is clear from HKR’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR
ntinues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i
crease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob
bility of, e.g., red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a permanent con
ection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na
ively assume that HKR will turn off the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving
KR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise
throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that
e sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.

Thank you for considering my comments,

lexander Atepolikhine
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| ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂ&ﬁtﬂﬁ% Making Cémmant on Planning Application / Review

SBEHT 170512-160956-67804
Reference Number:
ST _— 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
Maﬁﬁi%ﬁﬂ 2 12/05/2017 16:09:56
Date and time of submission: . .
BRI 4R .
The application no. to which the comment relates: YA:DB/2

TRERA ) B/ /N Miss JENNIFER AT
Name of person making this comment: EPOLIKHINE
RN
Details of the Comment :

object to this application as explained below
espite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key)
lement of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a
to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from the unsuitable
ccess to the site such as: the part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavement
der BD regulations and the effect of additional construction and operational traffic on it; widt
constraints of Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and co
truction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in
e event of an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res
idents and the public; and HKR’s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR co
ntinues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under
e Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f and continue to refer
nly to DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery
ay which is irrelevant. :
egarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi
ted out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar
wer private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings
for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. We have pointed out the in
bility of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide
ts or conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent
idvale Village and to Area 6f and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance,
, fire appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from a practical and social perspective.
ormation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6f itself and has attempted to draw
ttention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i
reality, the surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments
now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6f will be USELESS unless it connects t
an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which we have p
inted out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must deman
that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how such adequate access would be P

vided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from
iscovery Valley Road.

you, Jennifer
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ﬁﬁﬁlﬂiﬁlﬂﬁﬁtﬂﬁ H Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
256N ' 170512-164145-30825
Reference Number: ‘

PR . . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
&& R : . 12/05/2017 16:41:45 -

Date and time of submission:

ARSI EREE -

The application no. to which the comment relates: LB
CHRERA 5 /4R  #-Ms. Sophia Lau-Duehrin
Name of person making this comment: g '
R
Details of the Comment :

e part of Parkvale Drive is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD regulations and the e

ect of additional construction and operational traffic on it, will limit the ability of larger vehicl

es to pass each other, potential lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive in the event of accid
ents; safety, as the the site is used by residents .
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@ Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f
: 10/05/2017 09:45 6 1 7 3
" I, '70d@pland.gov.hk
From: ~ Itb Tham [
To: “tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>, ‘
3 Please respond to Itb Tham q

To whom it may concern,
I would like to oppose the planned development of Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f.
Yours faithfully,

)

Tham Moo Cheng Peninsula Quorum-1.pages



To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Obijection to: Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f

Dear Sir/Madam,

WO Vi o their proximity to the 6f
The two villages most obviously affected (due to their proximity
developmeng, are PARKVALE ("THE WOODS") and: HILLQROVE - however, the
consequerices of this development will have far-reaching effects on the future

character of the whole of Discovery Bay.

. - 2 3 FiES
Simiply put, we already feel the pressure on the roads cgused by the closuTe 0
tran‘s)p):)':t hub at the Plaza. On an event day, we feel relief when the day trippers go

home and DB returns to "normal”.

The two proposed, relatively high-density, apartment blocks at the south end of DB

will create a permanent and excessive pressure on the roads, even after the . {'
(elevated) Plaza transport hub is restored. The new residents from the a}ddutlonal \e p
apartments would never experience the tranquility and balance that is .
the essence of Discovery Bay, making it one of the few desirable places to live
(and not just a place to shop, eat and sleep).

Increasing the population would have obvious benefits for the developer, however
the individual owners (shareholders in the lot), will struggle to feel benefit. Indeed,
there are disadvantages:

Our infrastructure is old and was not designed to go beyond the agreed 25,000
population - to grow further could have costly consequences in terms of
maintenance.

*The current developments around the Plaza and near the reservoir, would both

provide additional attractions for visitors. Owners have sacrificed the private car in

favor of minimum traffic using communal transport, which is what DB is designed for.

Owners already feel the negative effects of increased traffic, which includes i
more communal buses and more DB registered vehicles and the “delivery vehicles *. O
An increased population, especially at the south end of Discovery Bay, \
would exacerbate the road traffic problems, which has reached its design limit.

There is a 25,000-population limit imposed by the current OZP. This issue is

not addressed in the submission and if not raised with the TPB by the

residents of DB, they will have been seriously misdirected and ultimately
have negative consequences on our lifestyle.

Our dgsire to preserve our lifestyle alone, may not be enough to persuade the Town
Planning Board to reject the 6f Application, however, happily, there are a number of

eler.nents existing that place restrictions on development and all owners and
residents have every right to complain.

The current submission misleads on the question of population:

The supmi_ssion completely ignores MP 7.0E and pretends that the TPB should
be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a).
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* There are other issues:
1.The Lands Department has pointed out that their questions about our ownership of
the lot have not been answered and yet the consultant, Masterplan, says that they
have explained this to the TPB directly. None of this discussion, which is

fundamental for individual owners (owners of undivided shares), is on the
public record. We have a right to know what has been said, and considered, in a

statutory public consultation.

2.Area 6f is part of the "Reserved Portion" under the New Grant and HKR does not
have unfettered ownership of the area. The New Grant imposes restrictions on the
Reserved Portion.

Yours faithfully,
Tham Moo Cheng
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