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From:
To:

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

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

che lam
"tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>, 
Please respohd to che chung francis lam

Dear Sir,
I refer to the captioned application and forward my objection to the captioned 
application as per my attached letter.

Regards! 
Francis Lam 
Owner of ■

糧
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Application Y/l-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/l-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/ls”）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/ls 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.

I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments 
above. While the DLO/ls 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, ail 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. 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/I- 
DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

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

Area 6 fis  designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the
approved MP 6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters”
in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) forms part o f either the uCity Common Areas^
or the “City Retained Areas” in 什te PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under
Section I o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common
Areas" for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment o f the
same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant is O
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 
aCity 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 o f the 
Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City 
Common Areas.n

“City" is defined as follows in the DMC:



"The whole o f the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY 
C /T T f  偷景灣)including all the buildings therein.”

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

aAU 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 extensiqns 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 o f the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit o f the 
City. These City Common Areas together with those Cffy Retained 扁/*eas 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:

uNew Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New 
Grant No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications o f 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:

u(c) In the Deed o f 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 who/e to the Grantee^ subsidiary company…” (emphasis 
added)

As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved Portion -  t(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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fo r sale to third parties. Area 6f must remain part of the City Retained Area, and used 
for the purpose o f providing services to the City.

Allocation of Undivided Shares to 什le Reserved Portion

The reply to the DLO/ls’ 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 o f Area 6fa re  held by the 
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set o f 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 o f Area 6 fand has absolute 
right to develop the application site.

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

o

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 PDMCJ’

Your Truly,

Francis Lam 

Owner of ■
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To Secretary -  Town Planning Board

APPLICATION NUMBER Y/1-DB/2 TO AMEND DISCOVERY BAY OUTLINE ZONING 
PLAN FOR REZONING 丁HE 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.

I object to the arnendment of the outline Zoning Plan on the following grdunds:- 

PAR T1 -COMMENTS

• The .Applicant Hong Kbng Resort International Limited (HKR) already 
has a number of unused development OZP 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 Brined for a sfsifF quarters 3 storey 
building 170m2GFA and only to accommodate a vety small number of 
people (not an 21,600m2 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 OZP for DB

一 The Increase in population above 25,000 will set a precedent for future 
major expansion and development of DB

一 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

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

- The terrain hazard o f 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

3

1



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

, The existing paSsag掛ray (which is maintained by the residents of
Parkvale Village not HKR) area between Parkvsde DrFve and the start of 1 
the walking trail leading <o the 6/f site area does not provide a 5m buffer 
zone between vehicles and the existing 3 No Woods residential 
taaldings

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

Ttie present hiking i|ra1l;starts |n the ar^a inisfeich a new access road W 
planned, and for which Existing rode slopes will need to be cut, in

very close proximity te the 3 No Woods residential buildings and in the 
area of the hiking trial

, The DB 右ZP for a popul^ioh p f  25,00b was drawn up td: address the
need to conserve the natural environment and to provide low-density 
developirrehts corhpatlbie with the surrounding natural s itin g

- The existing Grystaf and Gorafi5©urt residential developments are 
situated immediately below the existing tree covered steep slope on 
谢lich the 6/f development will impinge, and which will need to be 
reforrtieql, major retaining walls constructed, and the negative effect 
further exacerbated by the plan to situate an insrtu STP in the basement 
area to which access will be required and which may also have further 
impact oh the existing terrain and slopes

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

t . 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 provided as to the impact on Uie iocaf 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 
development 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 forTransports（x>mments and the Wlasterpfan Ltd 
application fails to address the inability of the existing access road to 
safely or adequately serve the 6^ development comprising 476 No new 
flats and the huge increase in population passing in some cases within 
at few centimeters of the existing 3 No Woods residential blocks 
(comprising an existing 252 flats) (ie. no $ metre buffer zone) wdiich as
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proposed would use thd access fpdd 场nd passageway to get to area 6Zf

， The q的  tif insitu STP& In Dfe is surely a backwodd Step fdr plsicovery
Bay, Lantau and Hong Kong residents. It will negatively impact the 
health of all existing residents and visitors. The emergency plans in the 
穿做nt of a breakdown are a disgrace.

， The statement that the extent of slope cutting is minirnized 1$ misleading 
ae proper geotechnical assessment report for the 6Zf development has 
been submitted, merely the reissue of 20 日nd 30 year old surveys which 
will hot reflect present conditions and water run off (No GPRR)

- The eiivirontneinial impacts df the dfscharge of partially treated sewage 
into the 名ea at Discovery Bay< in ah 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 & separate waiter supply would be in doubt, particularly 
^iven the existing reservoirs location, and its pesticide exposure to 
treated water ran off from the golf courses situated above the reservoir

”  It is unclear whether the cost of running separate sewage arid water
supply systems will be borhe by HKR or passed onto the existing and/or 
new residents of DB

-  The significant infrei$tru6t(]|^ rbqdked 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 
hot been developed and the balance of area 2B

« The 10(b) if reSubrhitted and permitted development wilt 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 h白ve the 
infrastructure, to serve a community of more than 25,000 persons

- The 6/f development is purely an opportunistic commercial venture hy 
the applicant, without any regard whatsoever to the original condept for 
DB under the O2P. 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 PARTZ-SPEC旧 C OBJECTIONS

As 15 Pages attached at Annex A

3



W\RSTERPLAN REVISION 70E (REVISION DATE 1 FEB 2017)

PART 3
, • • •

The applicant has also submitted revised Masterplan ZOE Revision 1 dated 1st 
February 2017 which is not referred at all in the above Application for Area 6f!

I attach a cbpy of my Objections dated 29.3.17 as submitted to the Islands and District 
Office to the 7.0E Revision i  Master Plan which i believe to be pertinent and material to 

•the rezoning application VZ1-DB2 for area 6f.

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

As attached at Annex B

PART 3 -  COMMENT合 ON THE APPLICANTS £)ISCO\/ERY BAY OZP

4
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Th e PD stresses th e  need fo r a  holistic approach 10 considering developm ents in DB. Th is 
is em phasised in the substantive RNTPG Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in 
view of the current DB M asterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR 
{developments in DB. lo gically  all these developm ents need to be considered together by 
the PD in a holistic m anner so that the im pact on th e  current Infrastructure o f DB and North 
Lantau can be considered 岧rid factored into future governm ent plans. In this context ail 
developm ent proposals in DB should fee put on hold until the PD has sufficient information 
tQ consider the total im pact and w hat to: do about it.

I object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained b e lo w -



SJbpe safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDt^s 
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (（SPRR). Only now has a desktop dnd paper 
exercise using  ̂outdated information been submitted as a so called GPRR. And disturbingly it 
would appearfrom the QPRR that references to future slope stability ^/ork dr）d subsequent site 
formation work the access road to Area that the CTL Category 1 (highest s：dnseqti6nces— 
to-life) slope (1GSWtB/C218) directly opposite Woods high rise residentiafbuildings would 
have to destroyed and rebuilt. And it is also revealed thgt two more CTL Categoty 1  $lopes 
(10SW-B/C i9 4  ?ibove Coral and Crystal Cpiirts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will 
Be subject to significant changes. This MAJOR aspect of the proposed development has bieen 
deliberately not explained by HKR and its consuffarits in order not to alert and alarm the PD, 
Parkvale Village resident? and the general public to an issue which should be at the centre qf a 
valid "public oohsultationw exierci^e. This is a  serious omission from the public consultation 
exercise；

I object to this application as explained below

o



I object to  th is application for the reasons set ou t below.

Ownership and rights of development in DB Involves the final determinant of the ultimate 
development potential of the Lot. (under the Land grant ^nd Master Plan) which is the 
number Of undivided shares remaining for altocatlon tp ^rry new  development 即 汝 e Lot. 
This is 5 subject which has been disputed feymany owners arid this PVOC. In the b test Ff th e 

. applicant states that it will e>nly provide detailetJ infdrfnation bn this issue at the meeting of 
the RNTPC, This attitude 1$ dearly.tinacceptable in a public consultation exercise and it 
should riot be acceptable to BNTRC twembers to be only provided with such information on 
the day o f the meeting! And without this information being reviewed by the Department 城 

Justice.



Despite Annex C  of the October 2016 Further information stating In paragraph i.1 .1 .4  that 
a key element of the development is the "acces全 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 o f Parkvale Drive which Is designed 
as a pedestrian1 pavement under 8D regulations and th^ effect of additional construction 
and operational traffic on it; width constraints o f  Parkvale Drive which limit the ability of - 
larger vehicles, inddding bus^s and construction vehicfes, to pass One another; potential 
lack of emergency access to Parkvale Drive ;in the event o f an accident; safety, as the 
proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the pubH c;穸rid HKR's 
lack of consideration o f alternative access to ih a  site, HKRi continues to hot subm it, in its FI, 
a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians ^which is listed wnder the Reports to be , )  

submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not considered the 
specific rttad (i»e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to  the access to Area 6f and continue to refer only 
td DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder 6 f Lantau outside o f Discovery 
Bay which is irrelevant.

Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access th6 PVOC has M a liit s  four previous submissions 
pointed out the inadequacy of both the qarrow and sharply winding Parkvale Oflve and the 
even narrower private pedestrian passageway >ehind the existing 3 W oods high rise 
residential fatiildlngs for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 
W e have pointed out the inability of heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, 
raising the possibility of accidents o r  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 irt 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 Parkvaie 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.

I object to this application as explained below



Planning controls of DB are ignored In respect o f the Master Plan fMP) atid Outline Zone 
Plan (OZP) relatldnship, the 25zOOO population ceiling and the allocation p f undivided shares 
and.management Units under the Deed of. Mutual Covenant (DMC). Furthermore, HKR has 
3 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  he flagrantly disregarding the current ceilings on the total dumber o f flats and 
population and I t  would appear ih a t the TPB Planning gnd lands Departments are
ignoring what HKR is doing.

I object to this application as explained below.



Consultation with government departments a'nd bureaux has been inad.ecjuate and incomplete 
with MKR's responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly |Srovlded>J(lt has taken 6 rounds of 
further Information for HKR to provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses Comments in c h  郎 

*Noted^ and Wwlll be done late# to evade issues and :'not respdhd property to government 
t^partments which have to.de白I with these complicated issues.

Public Consultation is inadequate arid non-transparent, andy as practiced by HKR, H can in no 
way be considered ad ^consultation**, but;.has to be regarded as an information exercise telling 
the public that this is what 讲e Intend tb dol And an information exercise that has involved 5 
rounds of FI which has literally had to be dragged out qf HKRI (f canrtot be acceptable in 9 广)

public <30nsultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide What is l6g〒lly and Cornmercially 
sensitive (re ownership p f  Passageway and allocation of Undivided shares) and to kfeep that 
Information from being publtcly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant 
must be placed in the public domain：50 the public can comment on ft. This js a serious matter 
o f  public concern and will reFerred to the Ombudsmah, Departmettt of Justice and District 
Councillor.

I object to this application as explained below.



I object to this explanation as explained below.

The use ofParkv^ie Drive》defined 脓 a 叩瑪sa g e w a / 物 the Parkvale Village Bheed o f Mutual 
Covenant, is essential for access to Area Sf. HKR continues to refuse pp make public its 
advice that it has the legal right to use the ^Passagew a^ and both the PVOC and many DB 
residents have challenged HKR's position. The issue of the ^Passagew s//has been made 
more tpmftlicated by the revelation that tile Emergency Vehicle Access to  Area Gf wifi 
significantly &npact on titfe ^Passagew a/\ Another impact, as revealed In the GPPR (as 
explained above and in section JS below ),飪 tbat ttKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to 
demolish and rebuild the €TL Category i  (highest consequence-to-life) slope {1QSW-B/C 
218) directly Opposite the 3 Wbt>ds high rise fiesidehtial buildings. HKR 漭nd its tonsultants 
have 谢rfy n o w ,试 this late stage g f  the applicatronz revealed their intentions, but riot Tn a 
way that fe ciesrly stated W  She 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 he rejected, gis. the intention o f HKR to rebuild Parkvale 
Drive, inducting the "Passageway^ the cwnenship which Is disputed by many D.B 
residents 綱 +d the PVOC, and to  riemolish/rebuild a C11 X^tegory 1 slope lias not been 
properly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the f D ,  relevant gtsvernment 
departtnents and the public.



I Object to tfiTs application as explained below;

A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included In Area '6f with discharge directly into f  hp
sea next t s  the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe： or the open nuflah, which is  adjacent •
Hillgrove Village, tt is dear 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 ane already abow  acceptable levels, thereby 
tflcreasfng ttie probability of, red tides in DB Waters. The emergency arrangements 
invoking a permanent connectidh tt> the government Sewage system have not been 
adequately addressed by OSD which naively assume that HKR will turn off the connection

' after讲e emergency. DSD' is tn Effect, giving HKR an  iihapprovedpermanent connection to oxwmientEMi：|: to 關 cw
government Infrastructtire which it has emphaisised throughout tbSs exercise is not 
available to  KKR. Not sutpnsingly HKR's .Consultants say that the sewage proposaf "is 
considered not an efficientse«ta^plannihg^trateg^'i



HKR is  misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re 奴ater 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 riot availabie for the foreseeable future), is only one, which is g potable water 
supply to be provided by re-opening; after：$6 years, the DB water treatment pfent and using 
water from the OB. reservoir, In addition there appe&rs to tro backup plan for the 
provision of fresh water the Area Residents If and when the i^rater guality does not 
comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality cecomrneftfled by the World Health 
Organization, which is the water quality starfedard 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 梅  engineering diffieuhies/ cost arid management difficulties, an attempt to mislead the
TPB $ince it is almost certain that HKR would 娜與 for the long term cJeveTopment, if any, of 
government Infrastructure. And will private water systems be constructed for further MKR 
development projects which am implied by. th e  Area 10b application (temporally 
withdraw^} and those which are implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?

I object to this application as explained below.



Attention is drgyvn 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 相 ted 17th 
February 2017):

1. Fianhing Intention of DB:
a. Section 11.2 states th^t ^ln terms o f strategic planning context, according to the Revised: 

tantau Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was ： not recommended further 
development. Recently the Lantau development Advisory Committee recommends 
North Lantau Gorrjdor for strategic economic and housing development...... DB is not
recommended as a strategic growth area under planning at this stage/
^Discovery Bay is intended for a  tota l planned population of 25,000 ^ud a total 
domestic GFA of 900,683m2 upon full development". "Any E it h e r  increase in 。  
population w i i l d  have to b6 considered in the context of the general planning 
intention for the area arid subject to detailed feasibility investigation on infrastructure 
鶴 nd environrriemat capacities/7

c. The proposed development ^should be justified in fh會 context of the development 
concept of discovery Bay which is intended 1x）r a holiday resort >and 
residentiaf/corhmerdal development. The current application, if  approved, w o u ld  set 
an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning applications. W e n  there ar^ five  "OU 
(Staff Quarters) ^pnes oh th e  QZP (Plan Z-7) with a ： total area o f  26,789rh2, the 
accumulative effect o f d解 eloplhg those land with increase iri population Would 
further depart from the original development concept of DB and overstraih the 
existing infrastnictum opacities.”• • t... ,. •' •

X  Impact Assessments o f the Proposed Scheme:
a. applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructdral 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 O 
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 t h a t … the applicant th<ake his 
own provision for sewage treatment grid 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. "While C for 下 has no comments on the inclusion of the existing access road, the major 

public concerns pn 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 fight under the PDMC to convert the access road for use by the 
proposed development, DLO/ls# LandsD considers that the applicant should substantiate 
his right/capacity to develop the Site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.W

t object to this application explained below.



The latest FI continues tQ be misleading orr population. It com pletely ignores MP 7.0E and 
pretends that the TPB should b* basing Its population considerations on MP S.0E7h(a). Th e  
issde is whether the  population p f  DB should be raised above； the 25,000 lim it currently 
imposed by the 6ZP. This has not gven been identified as an issue in  the sub mission, which in 
effect means th e  T^E^ls being deliberately misled. .

The issues raised and discussed by the various governm ent departm ents do not address the 
jpany issues raised by the VOC and otbefs in earlier subm issions, particularly rn regard to  
breaching o f the 25,000 population lim it for DB and do not m ention ip any way the separate P B  
Masterplan subm ission made by HKR.

Mp further d e ^ lo p m e n t should be aiiowed until the fundanrtentarissue o f the proposed change 
the population o f DB together with the issue o f th e  absence o f sound and accurate 

population statistics independent df' HKR is fully, ap6nly and publically addressed. There is  a 
m ajor issue o f conflict p f interest in the preparation and iise  of population statistics w hich  
underm ines the  public consultation and planning application processes and this w ill be referred
to  the Om budsm en for investigation;

Attentidii a lso  drawn to  the possibility that the governm ent 2016 bi-census cbtiid provide 
additional inform ation  the current population and persons p^r unit. Th is Inform ation is 
expected to be available later in 2^017.

I object to this application a$ explained below.



I object to this application as explained beldw*

The latest FI continues to  be misleading ari population. H completely ignores MP lO E  gnd 
bret^rfds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on . MP 6.0E7h(a). The 
issue is whether the population of DB should be raised «rbove the 25,000 limit currently 
imposed by the OZP* This has even been identified as an issue in the Submission, which in 
effecf xneanstheTPB is being deliberately misled. •

The issues raised and discussed various governm ent departments do not address the
many issues taised by 曲e. V O C n d  0th6rs In  earlier submissions, particularly in regard to 
breaching of the 25,000 population limit for Dh and do not mehtion In any wiay the separate DB 
Masterplan submission made by HKR：

No farther development should be allowed until tfte fundamental issue 6 f the proposed change 
in the population of DB together with the Issue o f the absence o f sound and accurate 
population statistics Independent s»f HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There Is a 
major issue o f conflict o f interest in the preparation and use of population statistics which 
undermines the public consultation dnd planning application processes and th is  will be referred 
to the Ombudsmen for investigation.

Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 加 ’16 bi^cehsus could provide 
additional information on the current population and persons per unit. Th is in fo rm atio n 's  
expected to fee avaiiabfe later in 3017.



Ownership o f 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 o f  the "Reserved Portion" under the Mew
Grant dnd HKR does not have unfettered ownership p f the area. The New Grant Imposes
restrictions on the Reserved Portion.

• • *
LandsD continues to point out that its questions 的out ownershfjj remain unanswered. HKRys 
consultants, Masterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to the 
TPB. The Lands Department should reject HKfVs request to leave its detailed views on this 
subject within the "commercially $ensUive information" contained In HKR's letter to the DtO  
dated 3rd August 2016 and referred to in Section E below.

With none o f this is on the public record, HKR has turned a public consultation process Into a 
private dialogue with the TPB which the PD must realise puts it in an inVJjdidus position.

The RNTPC Paper No. Y / | -  DB/2C ddted 17th February 2017 stated in paragraph 3, ^Gompliance 
with the "Owner^s Consent/Notificationw Requirements^, that the applicant is the sole "current 
land owner" and detailed information would be deposited at the m6ettng for Members* 
inspection. Ffprn the outset of this application, this HKR view of ownership fras been contested 
by many DB owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at alt stages of FI.

The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30th Septem ber 1982 has notionally 
divided the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Departm ent requires the applicant 
to prove ^ la t  there are sufficient undivided shares retained by them fo r allocation t a  the 
proposed developm ent

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

1. RNTPC members and Planning Department officials to see fo r the first tim e and inspect 
detailed information deposited at the meeting.

2. The public not to have an opportunity to inspect and com m ent 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 ds explained below.

-扇



Slope safety of both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity Is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDE^s 
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR), Only now has a dfesk t叩  and paper 
exercise using outdated information been submitted as 9 so cdlled GPRR. Disturbingly, it would 
appear from the GPRR that references to future §lope stability work and subsequent site 
formation work for the access, road to Area 6 f that, the C^tegoi*y 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) 
directly opposite the 3 Woods high rise residential feyildings would have to be destroyed and 
rebuilt. And it is also revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C194 above Coral 
and Crystal Courts and 10SW-6/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant 
changes. This MAJOR aspect of thfe 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.

Wftat Is heeded ttovtf for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment o f the slopes 
relevant to Area 6f? and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval o f 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 GBO should reject this Inadequate and unsound ^ P R R "  and request HKR to prepare one 
with full details and to inform the public about the fuHUftdings prior to subm itting the report to
抵相县.TJjis is essential since HKR has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for 

费roper public ednsultation.

1 object to this application as explained below.



Attention is drawn to the Com m ents from Fire Services Departm ent. Acknowledging the  
continued public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman of the PVOC, F5D has 
issued two paragraphs of comments which are contained in the "Responses to Government 
D epartm ents'

1. in its. first paragraph, the FSD require^ HKR to d arify  that access in the form of la 
statutory EVA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 说  Th is 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 Pequlrements, it will be "USELESS" Without a conforming further EVA link to 
Farkvale Drive.

3. HKR's response sim ply says that such an EVA access will be provided without clarifying how. 
雇 believe th a t the Buildings Department should npw  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 
proxim ity o f the -buildings, the storm W ater drainage provision and the im m ediately 
enemetching terrai n.

4. it is  a basic civil right and social-responsibility that any new development provided with 
unhindered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambufences, 
{SOlice 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.

I object to this application as explained below.
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P a r i B.

Riep*ySlip.

f o :  B i ands District Office
(Attn: Mr. Jimmy LAM, Fax 脉 : 28 il2 2 9 1，Email: jimmy_cyjam@had.gov.hk)

(LandsD*s file reference : LD S 98/CLTZ61V  JEt7.0))

Proposed Discovery Bay Master Plan 7;酿 (Revision Date: 1 Feb 2017) 
Discovery Bay,Lanfeu feiand, New TeMtories

Lot No. 3 始 R.P. hi 0 ‘D. 352 and the fextensbns thereto .

1 / We* 1 I  support the above proposal.

L~1 i|^ve no e^mment pn the above proposal.

滅 W 細 隨 举 u-娜 一 :

E-mail Address :



Fax to
Attn; Mr Jimmy Lam (for District Officer)
Islands District Office
Harbour Building
20/F, 38 Pier Rd, Central
Hong Kong

Proposed Discovery Bay WlasfeF Plan 7.0E -  Revision February 2017 
Discovery Bay, L如 tau Island, New Territories (Lot No 385 RP in DD and 
Extensions thereto} ..............  』 丁

I write to object the Proposed Master Plan 7.0E (Revision 1 Dated 4；*  Feb 2017 on the 
following graynds^

1) The present applications for the rezbning o f Areas, Bf and 10£> incfuding the  further 
information submitted to date fails to address the fundamental issue in regard to 
the overall ctevel叩 ment of Discovery 8ay into a community exceeding 10,000 
residential units and a maximum population 25,000 persons upon full 
development.

2) The <^mbihed increase in th e . population <?f 1600 unils and  4,000 dhd 1600 
persons by the 6f and 10b rezonTng applications would increase the Discovery Bay 
population to above 11,600 units and 29,000 persons a fact not mentioned in the 
submission.

The 胡aster Plan 扠evi㉟ bn 07E dated 1 Feb 2017 submitted by the Applicant has 
Already increased the population to at least 25,000 (even using the low figure of 
2.5 persons per residential unit) ahd ̂ /ithoiit the area 6f and 10b applications.

3) The t^zonihg to residential areas of Area 6f (marked as staff quarters on the 
场cisting Master Plan) and Area 10b (marked as Service Are轴  Staff, Quarters and 
various other non residential elements on th白 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 170m2 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

■ • 暑 •

4) th e  matter of Undivided Shares (maximum 250,000) under the Discovery Bay City 
Deed must be addressed before any Master Plan Revision or future development 
is considered. 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.

There 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



made public and open to scrutiny by ail the owners of properties and the residents 

of Discovery Bay.

Furthermore the entire 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.# • •

5） The proposed Master Plan Q7E does not align with the current OZP 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 fieveloprnent is considered. The 
discrepancies include but are not limited t o :

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

ii) white area 穹t area or adjacent to M3, N4(a) and N4(b)

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

iv) the various areas N2 occupied by Siena ciubhouse, Wedding Chapel etc 

時 the Park in ar«a N8

vi) (ho various Marine Areas and Beach(bounded by red linesi)

vii) the location pT the area to be designated as the Transport Interchange Link at 
the North o f DB is not shown

6) 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 I 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 Discovery Bay ie. not 90m high comprising 20 storeys on top of a 20m high 
podium.

7} 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 effect o f introducing partially treated sewerage into the already 
contaminated sea in the vicinity of Discovery Bay or to address the relevant Water 
Supplies Department concerns in regard to separate water supply systems and its 
quality, and the additional cost of operating a separate system, these ultimate 
additional costs likely to be borne by all the residential owners of Discovery Bay.

9) 10b development requires unnecessary marine reclamation work which will
further negatively impact the quality of the adjacent marine areas and marine life.

2



10) The reclamation of the 1 節 鐵 etch of coastline may be 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 Horrg Kong.

11) 、The ^eher^l planning intention for South Lantau gind Discovery Bay Is for the
conservation of the natural envrronment and to provide for .low density 
developments compatible with the surrounding settings； The Master 尸Ian revision 
appears to totally ignore this basic planning concept.

f  2) No reason is stated for the reason 梅r the change in the number o f housing uriife ie. 
the decrease in Area N1 South of 166 No Units and the increase in Area N1 North

- of 1431 No Units (item B(1) pefeps). The applicant needs to explain and provide 
details of why the change in the density ©f development in areas N1 North and 
South. . Again the height of the proposed towers in Area N1 North Sre proposed a 
25 storeys, again greater, than the present height of the high rise buildings in 
Discovery Bay and this would鞠 t a dangerous precedent.:

I 姆 Similarly in respect Area NB what is Ihe reason for the change and what is the 
difference of the ferm Open Space to Park (item B (ii) refers). This needs to be 
dearly explained,

14) jft respect of item B (iv) Public Recreation Facilities proposed for Area 2a.

ITie inforrpation for the fi/Ialti Recreational Centre (13,060m勺 相 6s not provide 
information as to the height, size and configuration of any proposed buildings in 
this sensitive area which js 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 hot be compatible with the present 
Discovery Bay OZP planning intention or natural environmental requirements.

The area 2b would be better med hy 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.

15) The proposed tee Rink in Area 9a) appears to occupy the whole of the Ground 
Floor 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 G/F Srea are required.

1句 No. mention is made as to ihe proposed use of Area 2b and what is intended to b6 
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.

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

3
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Gerterallv I

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 OZP, or the public owners 
and residents of property in Discovery Bay.

No further change of use: of areas development. of Discovery Bay should be 
considered or permitted until a revised Master Plan is produced by the Developer yyhich 
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 ^5,000 and which prevents the future development of 
Shy and all land and any .^nd 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 likd, 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 6f Discovery Bay；

Robert Smith

4
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From:
To:

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

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

John Antweiler 
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,

Dear Sirs:
I 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, would 
exceed the stipulated 25,000 residents limitation. The application 
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 of 
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. 
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 scope 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/i
12/05/2017 14:11

to: tpbpd@piand.gov.hk

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

Dear sirs'
Please find attached my comments on HKRzs Application No. Y/l-DB/2.

My address is | 
Yours faithfully

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



12 May 2017

Secretary, Town Planning Board 

Application Number Y/l-DB/2

Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext. (Part) in D.D. 352, Discovery B a y -T o  rezone the application site from  
"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Staff Quarters (5)'* to "Residential (Group C} 12"

' • * : : 
I am an owner of a residential flat in Parkvale Village, Discovery Bay, the village adjacent to Area 6i, 
through which HKR proposes to access Area .6f. I 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 I 
think it is appropriate to further develop Discovery Bay, I believe that HKR's plans to build tw o 18 
storey buildings, including 476 flats, of 21,600 m2 GFA on a platform created to accommodate a 
170m2 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 o f 25,000 currently 
imposed by the OZP is not breached, or that it is only exceeded after the consequences o f 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 o f 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. I believe that this number is based on replies from residents to requests from City 
Management to provide the number of residents. As I never respond to such requests, as I expect 
other residents do, I 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 a叩 ears 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 o m ore CTL Category 1 slopes above 
and adjacent to Coral and Crystal Courts will be subject to  significant changes. These would be 
significant consequences o f approving the application w hich w ould have a significant impact on the 
residents o f Parkvale village, w hich have not been fu lly  evaluated and w hich should have been m ade 

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

The CEDD should reject the GPRR which HKR has subm itted in its latest FI and require HKR to  
com plete an acceptable GPRR w hich fully explains the consequences o f the proposed developm ent 

on the slopes in Area 6f and in Parkvale Village.

3. Proposed Access to Area 6f
I and others have com m ented 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 pavem ent under BD 
regulations and is incapable o f sustaining additional construction and operational traffic; the w idth 
o f Parkvale Drive limits the ability of larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to  
pass one another; the potential lack o f emergency access to  Parkvale Drive in the event o f an 
accident; lack o f 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 subm issions m ade by the 
Chairm an of the Parkvale Village Owners' Committee.

Even HKR recognises the lim itations of Parkvale Drive as access to Area 6f. Despite it noting in its 
application that the developm ent of Area 6f would have no adverse im pact on surrounding areas, it 
sent an e-m ail to the Chairm an o f the Parkvale Village Owners' Com m ittee which stated "W e (the 
Applicant) are aware o f the potential traffic im pact on the neighborhood. A s  such, HKR is  
favo rab ly  considering to  build either a tem porary or perm anent haul road from  Discovery V a lle y  
Road.” Despite its com m ent, HKR has not mentioned either the potential traffic impact or the 
possibility o f an alternative access from Discovery Valley Road in either its Application or its Further 
Inform ation. HKR should be required to explain w hy this issue has at best not been dealt w ith 
transparently, or at w orst concealed, as this is a m atter o f considerable significance and public 
concern.

The FSD has at last recognized that an adequate em ergency vehicular access (EVA) within Area 6 f 
w ill 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 fo r  the EVA to meet the  
regulations and as there is no gap at all between W oodbury Court and Parkvale Drive, the proposed 
sole access does not m eet EVA requirements.

Furtherm ore, 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^ 
in 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

T^e Discovery Bay Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) is a document which cannot be 
changed as changing it would require the agreement of all owners in DB. It notionally divides DB 
into 250,000 equal undivided shares and allocates these shares to a num ber of different uses The 
number of undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new  developm ent on the Lot is 
^ e re fo re  the final determinant of the extent of further developm ent of Discovery Bay. However



. A  record o f how the undivided shares have been allocated and o f those rem aining for further 
development must be made available fo r public inspection, o r at least by the ow ners of units in 
Discovery Bay, as they have an interest in ensuring that the limits imposed by the Discovery Bay 
Principal Deed o f Mutual Covenant, to which'they are parties, are not exceeded.

Furthermore, not disclosing this critical information is dearly  unacceptable in a public consultation 
exercise and it should not be acceptable to RNTPC m em bers to be only provided with such 
information on the day of . the m eeting and w ithout this inform ation being review ed by the . 
Department of Justice.

.5 . Sewage Treatment
HKR proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatm ent plant (STP), in the basement and ground floor 
o f the proposed buildings, to serve the proposed developm ent as the Director o f Environmental 
Protection (DEP) has stated that the Siu Ho Wan Sewage Treatm ent W orks' (SHW STW ), which 
currently treats all sewage from Discovery Bay, has no spare capacity to cater fo r sew age 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 th e  open nullah, 
which is adjacent to  Hillgrove Village, although it is clear from HKFVs com m ents that th e  latter is the 
intended approach; and, in the event o f the STP breaking down, divert the treated sew age to the 
SHWSTW, despite the DEP stating that the SHW STW  does not have the capacity to  receive the 
sewage from  the proposed development.

HKR continues to minimise the pollution impact of discharge o f sewage into the sea, w hereas it will 
increase the U N  and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the 
probability of red tides in DB waters. The EPD has stated that "N ot until the applicant has . 
dem onstrated that all practicable m itigation measures are exhausted, we have reservation on the  
acceptability o f the proposed developm ent from  water quality assessm ent point o f  v/'ev/'.

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 statem ent, being ^To provide world-class 
wastewater and storm water drainage services enabling the sustainable developm ent of Hong 
Kong*'?

Furthermore, I fail to understand how using the SW HSTW  in the event o f an em ergency can be 
feasible when the DEP has stated that the SW HSTW  has no spare capacity to accept sew age from the 
proposed development.

Given that the approximately 19,000 current residents o f Discovery Bay enjoy sew age disposal 
facilities provided by the government and the governm ents considerable efforts to im prove sewage 
disposal in Hong Kong over recent years, building a standalone STP to serve the 1,190 potential 
residents of the proposed developm ent seems a retrograde step and I 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 fo r such a small num ber of residents be econom ic, given that 
the residents of a development in Area 6 f will have to pay the cost o f doing so?

Even HKR’s own consultants note that a local STW  m ay cause uan offensive sm ell and is health 
hazard" (HKR's application, A叩 endix A, paragraph 5.6.4.1) and that the sew age proposal "is 
considered not an efficient sew age planning s tra te g y  (October Further Inform ation, Annex G 
MRevised Study on Drainage, Sewage and W ater S u p p ly ,  paragraph 5.6.1.4).

6. W ater Supply

As it has been informed it cannot provide potable w ater to Area 6f from  Sui W an Ho, w hich 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 w ater treatm ent ’works, a new  pumping station, a new service
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reservoir and new w ater main down D iscovery 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 fo r connecting to the governm ent w ater supply was the low 
standard o f drinking w ater that residents experienced from  the reservoir. There is no detail over 
how the water quality for the Area 6f developm ent w ill be so significantly im proved above past 
failures.

In addition, there appears to be no backup plan fo r the’ provision o f fresh w ater to the Area 6f 
residents if and when the water quality does not com ply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Quality 
recommended by the W orld Health O rganization, which is the w ater quality standard currently 
adopted by the W SD fresh water supply system .

Furthermore, it does not appear econom ic to build the proposed infrastructure to supply the 
potential 1,190 residents of the proposed developm ent, who, alone, will need to bear the costs of 
operating the new standalone system, as the other residents o f DB w ill not benefit from  it.

7. Planning Departm ent Does Not Support The Application

In its RNTPC Paper No. Y/l -  DB/2C dated 17th February 2017, the Planning departm ent stated that it 
does not support the application because: (a) the applicant fails to dem onstrate th a t the proposed 
rezoning would not generate adverse infrastructural, environm ental and geotechnical im pacts on 
the surrounding areas; and (b) approval o f the application would set an undesirable precedent for 
other sim ilar rezoning applications, the accum ulative im pact o f w hich w ould overstrain  the existing 
and planned infrastructure capacities fo r the area.

Sim on Minshait 9
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Development at Discovery Bay
12/05/2017 14:48

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Frank Stewart 
tpbpd@piand.gov.hk， 
Hiroko Stewart

From:
To:
Cc:

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 n
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
工 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!工 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 工 have seen
from the Resort for our area is a step down for us.
Thank you,
Frank Stewart
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2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,• To:

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

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/l -

th •
DB/2C dated 17 February 2017):

1. Planning Intention of DB:
a. Section 11.2 states that "In terms o f strategic planning context, according to 
the Revised Lantau Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not 
recommended fo r further development. Recently the Lantau developm ent 
Advisory Com m ittee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strategic 
econom ic and housing development...... DB is not recom m ended as a strategic
growth area under planning at this stage/'
b. "Discovery Bay is intended for a ...... total planned population o f 25,000 and
a total domestic GFA o f 9007683m2 upon full developm ent". "Any further 
increase in population would have to  be considered in the  context o f the 
general planning intention for the area and subject to  detailed feasib ility  
investigation on infrastructure and environm ental capacities."
c. The proposed development "should be justified in the context of the 
development concept o f Discovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort 
and residential/com m ercial developm ent. The current application, if 
approved, w ould set an undesirable precedent for sim ilar rezoning 
applications. G iven there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP 
(Plan Z-7) w ith a total area o f 26,789m2, the accum ulative effect o f 
developing those land w ith increase in population w ould  further depart from 
the original developm ent concept o f DB and overstrain the existing 
infrastructure c a p a c it ie s ,

2. Impact Assessm ents of the Proposed Scheme:
a. r/The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and 
environmental acceptability o f the proposed developm ent although he has 
submitted relevant technical assessments in support of the rezoning 
proposal/'
b. Although the applicant proposes to  provide an on-site sewage treatm ent 
plant and private water supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD 
and WSD should take into account the proposed developm ent in future 
expansion plan o f Siu Ho Wan Sewage and W ater Treatm ent facilities. In this 
regard DEP advises th a t ..… 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 o f 25,000 which is the population ceiling in 
the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force."

3. Public Comments
a. "While C for T has no com m ents on the  inclusion o f the existing access 
road, the major public concerns on the design population o f Discovery Bay and 
insufficient water and sewage infrastructural capacities am ongst others are 
generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessm entsw.
b. "As regards the right under the P D M C to  convert the access road for use by 
the proposed developm ent, DLO/lsz LandsD considers that the applicant 
should substantiate his right/capacity to  develop the Site w ithout prejudicing 

the provisions in the PDMC."

4.
Despite Annex C of the October 2016 Further Inform ation stating in paragraph 
2.1.1.4 that a key elem ent o f the developm ent is the “access road", there  is still 
no specific inform ation provided as to  its construction through  Parkvale  v illage . 
There are many issues arising from the unsuitable access to  the site such as: the 
part o f Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavem ent under BD 
regulations and the effect o f additional construction and operatiohal tra ffic  on it; 
width constraints of Parkvale Drive which lim it the ability o f larger vehicles, 
including buses and construction vehicles, to  pass one another; potential lack o f 
em ergency 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 o f consideration of alternative access to the site. HKR continues to 
not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessm ent on Pedestrians which is listed 
under the Reports to be submitted. Transport Departm ent statem ents 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 the ir interface 
with the remainder of Lantau outside of Discovery Bay which is irrelevant. 
Regarding Traffic and Em ergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous 
submissions pointed out the inadequacy o f both the narrow and sharply w inding 
Parkvale Drive and the even narrower private pedestrian passagew ay behind the 
existing 3 Woods high rise residential buildings for use as both construction and 
permanent traffic access to Area 6f. W e have pointed out the inability o f heavy 
vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility o f 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 em ergency 
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  th e  adjacent surroundings saying that 
they will not be impacted. However, in reality, the surroundings im pact on Area 
6f, and the FSD in the latest Departm ental Com m ents 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 m ust demand that HKR provides a detailed docum ented proposal as 
to how such adequate access would be provided and as to w hy they have ignored
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Comments on Application No. Y/卜DB/2: Area 6f, Lot 385 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D. 
352, Discovery Bay 
12/05/201716:10

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

From:
To:
Cc:

Len Buchi
'lpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>, 

AMY YUNG
Please respond to Len Biichi

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

Lienhard BUECH|12.5.17To Town Planning Board on Area 6fApplication.pdf



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

Your Sincerely, 
Kristy Yeo 
Midvale Village

6124

o

o



To: Secretary, Town Planning Board 

(Via em ail: t pbpd@ pland.gov. h k }

Application No.: TPB/Y/l-DB/2
f  »

Dear Sirs, •

Com m ents on Application No. Y/l-DB/2: Area 6f. Lot 紐 5 RP & Ext (Part) in D.D: 352[ Discoy_gnLB_gy

?

I am an owner and resident of Discovery Bay, Lantau. W hile I 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 o f Discovery Bay, as well as on the ownership and investment for all o f us as joint owner of the 
Lot.

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

1. Inadequate and unreliable inform ation has been provided by HKR and a Risk Assessm ent has not 
been undertaken.

2. The PD stresses the need for a holistic approach to considering developm ents in DB. In this context 
all developm ent 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 M aster Plan (M P) and O utline 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 developm ent in DB Involves the final determ inant o f the ultimate 
developm ent potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of 
undivided shares remaining for allocation to any new developm ent on the Lot. This is a subject which 
has been disputed by many owners

5. Consultation w ith government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete w ith  
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 (S T W )isto b e  included in Area 6f w ith discharge directly into the sea 
next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah It is clear from HKR's com m ents 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 im practical. As 
evident on page 88 of the FI, the site conditions simplv do not allow for the retention of the trees as 
stated in the FI.

o
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Application Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay Objection to the Applicant’s right 
and capacity to develop the site 
12/05/2017 13:05

Please respond to Carmen Li

Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, N otth Point
(Via email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay
Objection to secrecy on the Applicants tight 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 o£ the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company 
Limited (“HKR’）. My objections to the above application are based on the following 
points:
1. Ownership and rights o f development in DB involves the final determinant o f 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 L ot 
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 infonnation 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 tiiis information being reviewed by the Department 
of
Justice.
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”）stated:

T知 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 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. I£



the correspondence cannot be released for reasons o f  privacy, the TPB should condude 
that there has not been an open consultation and rqect the application forthwidu 

Deed of Mutual Covenant
The Lot is owned under a Deed o f Mutual Covenant dated 30 Sq,tember, 1982
and held in the Land R^istiy as Memorial No. K 112018 . There are presently over 8,000 
co-owneasof the Discovery Bay lo t
The other owners o f the Lot have had.no opportunity to review the aiguments put 
forward by the Applicant to substantiate that it has the rig^it and capacity to develop tide 
appHcation site. This is coatraiy to the pimcq,les o f  free and open consuliation set out in 
the Town Planning Ordinance. •
I draw your attenticMi again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. 
While die DLO/Is lefeisto  die right and capacity o f  the Applicant to develop tihe site, the 
Applicant refers only to establishing owneashq>.
*IT̂ s distinction is in^ortant
Under the DMC, all o f  the land o f the Lot is held in common through ownership o f  
undivided shates in the entire L ot The Applicant is one o f  the owners. However, w e must 
at all times remember that no one owner has unrestricted rig^itto treat the L otas private 
property to develop as diey please. The t^bits and o b la tio n s o f all owners ate governed 
bytheDM C.
To understand the d ^ it and capacity o f  any owner to develop any part o f  the EHscoveiy 
Bay Lot; we must have a thoroug^i itndetstanding o f  the Discovery Bay DMC and the 
terms o f  the ordinal grant o f  land from the Govemment.

Reserved Portion
The original grant o f  land at Discovery Bay (the Grant*’ dated 10  S q ）tembei^ 1976 
and lodged in the Land R^istry as Memorial No. IS6122) required that the Grantee set 
aside the ‘^Reserved Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision o f  services 
are lequiied by all the owners o f  the L o t
I refer to the ^espcwose to Comments” dated October 2016  for Application No. 
Y/l-DB/2 submitted by Kfesterplan Limited on behalf o f  .the Applicant.
DLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

A n a  6 fis  desifftatedfor staff quarters under the Section tePubKc Works1* in tbe (^proved MP 
6.0E7b(a). TbeApphcant is required to clarify i f  ltstaff quarters  ̂in tbe ^proved M P  
6.0E7b(a) formspart tff either tbe ,fGty Common ̂ Anas” or tbe ^etcaned A n a sn in /Sfie

PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7  under Section I  of tbe PDMC, every Owner (as defined in tbe 
PDMC) has tbe right and liberty to pass and repass over and along and use tbe tfCity

• Common A n as ’’for allpurposes connected with tbe proper use and enjoyment of tbesame subjed 
to tbe City Rules (as defined in tbe PDMC). Tbe applicant is required to substantiate its right 
/ capacity to develop tbe ^plication site without prejudicing tbe provisions in tbe PDMC.

In tesponse, the Applicant stated, in part
Proposed st^quarters in A n a  6 f  have never been built. Tbe subject site is "Retained 
Anas” as defined in tbe PDMC.

TTie following is the definition o f City Retained Areas from  the DMC:
TJbe piers, tbe bnakivaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lanms, transport 

terminal cbtldrvn'spla f̂fvundj public beaches, estate mana^ment offices, aviatylbotanical
garden, non-membersbip course Qf any), cable-car system (if anyjt tbe heliport and tbe other 

orparts of tbe Service A n a  and all open areas and spaces in tbe City other than tbe City
Common Areas.n

“City*’ is defined as follows in the DMC:
叮be wbok of tbe development on tbeljottobe known as D ISC O V E R Y B A Y  C T T Y ”  f

0



偷景灣)including all the buildings therein.”
“The Lot*，is defined as follows in the DMC: . .

“AH 你atpiece orparcel of land rostered in the District Land Office Island as The Remaining 
portion ofLotNoJSSin D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any farther extensions 
thereto any).w

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 o f Discovery Bay City. 
Furthermore, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained below. .

AU “City Retained Areas” are part o f 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 thebenefit of the City. These City
Common Areas together with those City Retained Are郎  as defined and these City 
Common Facilities as defined form the entire “R e s e m d  P ottioti” and 
Associated Facilities  ̂mentioned in the Conditions.” (emphasis added)

The “Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:
etNeip Grant No.6122, N ⑽ Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant 
No.6947 collectivê  and any subsequent modifications of the Conditions.”

Special Condition 10(a) o£ 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 o f mutual covenant 
Furthermore, Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereoft 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 io 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 — tfThese City Common Areas 
together with those City detained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” 一 
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 Mtms o£ the 
New Grant, HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6f for residential housing for 
sale to third parties. Area 6£ must remain part o£ 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 D LO /Is’ comments dated Octobet 2016 continued:

In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly 
demonstrated that the undivided shaves of./\.rea 6 f are held by ths 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 HKK's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 
2016.) Therefore’ the applicant is the sole land owner of Area 6 f and has absolute right to 
develop the application site.

I disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto gives the 
Applicant the 細 luteri曲t  to develop Aiea 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.
Furthennore,itis irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares of 
A rea6ftOany other party. In ttuth, 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 tike subject site in seciet with Government departments and the
TPB, without subjecting these exchanges to public scrutiny.
In the interest o f upholding the public consultation protess under the Town Planning
Ordinance, the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant
releases the relevant documentation to “substantiajte 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.
This
is emphasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly
relevant in
view of the current DB Masteiplan 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 o f 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 i t
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
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
fotmation work for the access road to Area 6f that the CTL Category 1 (highest
consequences—to-li£e) 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 y
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 a.1a.rtr> the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue which
should be at the centre o f 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 Infoimation 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 o f 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 o£ an accident; safety, as the 
proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by residents and the public on a

^ rday^ today  basis; and HKR 's lack of consideration of alternative access to the site.

HKR continues
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 considered the
specific road . . . .  .
@.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6f which is totally incredible and continue
to refer only to . . .
DB roads overall and their interface with the remainder ofLantau outside of Discovery 
Bay which is irrelevant.
Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in a]l its four previous
submissions
pointed out the inadequacy of both the narrow and sharply winding Padcvale Drive and 
the
even narrower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 Woods hig^i rise 
residential buildings for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. 
The tesidents have pointed out the inability o£ 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 6 f 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 ate 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 td provide alternative adcess from Discovery Valley Road.
5. Consultation with government departments and bureaus 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
H be C° nsideredas Consultation^ but has to be regarded as an information exercise



the residents & public that this is what they intend to do! And an information exercise that 
has involved 5
rounds of FI which has literally had to be dragged out o f 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 feny 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 o f discharge o f sewage into the 
sea,
whereas it will increase the TIN and TPs which ate. 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 infisastructure 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). Furtheimote, 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.

8. HKR is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that diere are two options re water 
supply
but, as previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu 
Ho Wan Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping 
Station
are not available for the foreseeable future), there is only one, which is a potable water 
supply
to be provided by re-opening, after 16 years, the DB water treatment plant and using water



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

Residents if and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for
Drinking-water Quality
recommended by the Wodd Health Organization, which is the watef quality standard
currently adopted .
by the WSD &esh 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?
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
o f sound and accurate population statistics independent o£ HKR is fully, openly and 
publically addressed.
There is a major issue of conflict o£ 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 un it 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 Clia;rfn{in of the PVOC,
FSD has
issued two paragraplis 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 Paikvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f. 
This is
the first recognition of serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6£ boundary.
2. Its second paragraph says that even if the EVA within Area 6f complies with Buildings
Department requirements, it will be &quot;USEDESS&quot; 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
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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 buildings, the stojon water drainage provision and the immediately 
encroaching tertain.
4. It is a basic civil light and social responsibility that any new development is provided 
with
unhindered access at all times for emergency vehicles including jfite appliances,
ambulances,
police vehicles and also for other emergency services including City Management Secuiity 
Officers and electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.

Thank you for yout kind attention. 
Youts sincerely,

Name: Li Ho Ching Carmen
Address: Q
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Application Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay 
12/05/201711:53

to: tpbpct@pland.gov.hk

Lun
To: . tpbpd@pland.gov.hk,  • • •

D e ar Tow n P lann in g Board,

Re: Objection to the Applicant's right and capacity to develop the site in 
the captioned subject
I re fe r to the R esp o nse  to  Com m ents included w ith th e  su pp lem en tary inform ation 
fo r  A pplication  Y /l-D B /2 , filed w ith  the Tow n Planning Board (“TPB") by M asterplan 
Lim ited  on 7 A p ril, 2017, on behalf o f th e  A pplicant, H ong Kong Resort Com pany 
Lim ited  ("H KR” }.

D eed o f M utual C o ve n an t
T h e  Lot is ow ned u n d e r a Deed o f  M utual Covenant (“DM C") dated  30 Septem ber, 
1 9 8 2  and held in th e  Land Registry as M em orial No. IS112018. Th ere  are p resently  
o ve r 8 ,000 co -o w n e rs o f the Discovery Bay lot.
T h e  other ow ners o f  the  Lot have had no opportunity to  review  the  argum ents put 
fo rw ard  by th e  A p p lica n t to  substantiate th at it has th e  right and  capacity to  develop 
th e  application site. Th is  is contrary to th e  principles o f  free and open consultation  set 
o u t in the To w n  P lan n in g  O rdinance.
I d raw  yo ur atten tio n  again to th e  tw o extracts from  th e  Response to Com m ents 
above. W hile the  D LO /ls refers to  the right and capacity o f th e  A pplicant to  develop 
th e  site, the A p p lica n t refers only to  establish ing ow nership.
T h is  d istinction is im portant.
U n der the DM C, all o f  the  land o f  the Lot is held in com m on thro u gh  ow nersh ip  o f 
undivided shares in th e  entire Lot. The A p p licant is o n e  o f the  ow ners. H ow ever' w e 
m u st at all t im es rem em b er that no one ow ner has unrestricted  right to tre at the Lot 
as private p roperty  to  develop as th e y p lease. The rights and obligations o f  all ow ners 
a re  governed by th e  DM C.
T o  understand the right and capacity o f any ow ner to  develop  any part o f the 
D iscovery Bay Lot, w e  m ust have a thorough  u nderstanding o f  th e  D iscovery Bay DM C 
an d  the term s o f the  original grant o f land from  the G overnm ent.

R eserved Portion
T h e  original grant o f  land at D iscovery Bay (the "N ew  G rant" dated 10 Septem ber， 
1976  and lodged in the  Land Registry as M em orial No. IS6122) required that the 
G rantee set aside th e  “Reserved Portion". Th is Reserved Portion is for the provision o f 
serv ices that are required by all th e  ow ners o f the Lot.
I refer to the “Response to Com m ents" dated O ctober 2016 fo r Application No. 
Y/l-D B /2  subm itted by M asterplan Lim ited on behalf o f  the Applicant.
D LO /ls m ade the fo llo w ing com m ent (Paragraph 7):



Area 6 fis  designated fo r  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 I o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the 
right and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the "City 
Common Areas" fo r all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment 
of  the same subject to the City Rules (as defined in the PDMC). The Applicant 
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 6 f 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:
T h e  piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, 
lawns, transport terminal, children's playground, public beaches, estate 
management offices, aviary/botanical garden, non-m embership g o lf course (if  
any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part o r parts of the 
Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City 
Common A re a s ,

"City"' is defined as follows in the DMC:
/fThe whole o f the development on the Lot to be known as "DISCOVERY BAY 
C IT Y "( 偷景灣)including all the buildings therein."

'T h e  Lot" is defined as follows in the DMC:
"4// that piece or parcel o f  land registered in the District Land Office Island as 
The Remaining Portion o f Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto 
and any further extensions thereto (if a n y ) .

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

A ll “Citv 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 o f the Service Area as shall be used fo r  the benefit of the 
City. These City Common Areas together with those City Reta ined 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:
"A/ew Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620f New Grant No.6788 and New 
Grant No.6947 collectively and any subsequent modifications o f the 
Conditions."

Special Condition 10(a) of the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part 
o f 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 M utual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee
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Objection to application no: Y/l 
12/05/201711:59
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DB/2 Area 6f

to: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

che chung lam
To: "tpbpd@pland.gov.hk" <tpbpd@pland:gov.hk>>

Please respond to che chung francis tem

Dear sir,
I 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
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shall:
(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number o f 
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, exceot as a whole to the Grantee's subsidiary 
com pany", (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 o f 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/ls' 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 o f Area 6 f are held by the 
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set o f all 
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided fo r  District Lands 
Office’s reference directly via HKR's letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.)
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner o f Area 6 f and has absolute 
right to develop the application site.

I disagree strongly with the view that ownership of undivided shares ipso facto  gives 
the Applicant the absolute riaht 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 a叩 lication site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC."

Yours sincerely,
Iris Lun
Owner and Occupant
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From:
To:

□  Urgent □  Return receipt □  Sign □  Encrypt □  Mark Subject Restricted □  Expand groups

Objection to application no: Y/l - DB/2 Area 6f 
12/05/201711:59

t0: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

che chung francis lam
"tpbpd@pland.gov.hk"<tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>,
Please respond to che chung francis lam

Dear sir,
I 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 fo r more 
details).
Therefore before the population issue is attended with proper consultation to 
the  various Government Departments, DB residents, and the public, this 
application sha ll be rejected

Regards! 
Francis Larn

Owner of r.TPB Area 6f R5 Population.docx
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Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, D iscovery 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 Discovery Bay
Outline Zoning Plan S/l-DB/4 ("OZP") states:• * • ■ .

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban 
residential development comprising mainly low-density private housing 
planned fora  total population o f 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/l-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/ls”）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/l-DB/2).

Throughout the Y/l-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/l-DB/2 would lift the population at 
Discovery Bay beyond the current permitted lim it

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/l-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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就規劃申請 /覆 核 提 出 意 見  M aking Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參 考 編 號 ’

Reference Number:
170511-150400-36914

提交限期  . .

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 . .■

Date and time o f submission:
11/05/2017 15:04:00

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號

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

「提 意 見 人 」姓 名 /名 稱

Nam e of person m aking this comment:
先 生  Mr. Mr K Bradley

意 見詳情

Details of the C om m en t:
I object to this application for the reasons set out below.
O w nership and rights o f  developm ent in DB involves the  final determ inant o f  the ultimate devel 
opm ent potential o f  the  Lot (under the  Land grant and M aster P lan) w hich  is th e  num ber o fu n d i 
vided shares rem aining for allocation to any new developm ent on the  Lot. T his is a  subject w hic 
h has been disputed b y  m any owners and this PVOC. In  the latest F I th e  applicant states th a t it w  
ill only provide detailed  inform ation on this issue at the m eeting  o f  th e  RN TPC. This attitude is 
clearly unacceptable in  a public consultation exercise and it should n o t be  acceptable to R N TPC 
m embers to be only provided with such inform ation on the  day o f  the  m eeting! A nd without this 
inform ation being review ed by  the D epartm ent o f  Justice.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見  Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

辦 編 號

Reference Number:
170511-145942-06427

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提 交 曰 期 及 時 間 • . . .

Date and time of submission:
11/05/2017 14:59:42 -

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號 •

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

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment:
先生  Mr. Mr K Bradley

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I object to this explanation as explained below.
The use ofParkvale Drive, defined as 汪 “Passageway” in the Parkvale Village Deed o f  M utual C 
ovenant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to m ake public its advice tha 
t i t  has Ihe legal right to use the “Passageway”，and both the PVOC and m any DB residents have 
challenged HKR’s position. The issue o f the “Passageway9, has been m ade m ore complicated by  
the revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6f will significantly impact on the “Pa 
ssageway”. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo 
w), 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 re  
sidential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the application, r 
evealed their 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 o f the GPRR which HKR has consisten 
tly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f HKR to r  
ebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway”，the ownership o f which is disputed by many 
DB residents and the PVOC, and to demolish/rebuiid a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop 
erly explained, in a manner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments 
and the public.

)



pjiMiS Comment Submission

就規劃申請 / 覆核提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P lann ing  A p p lica tio n / Review

辦 編 號 170511-145757-82846
Reference Numberi

提交限期 . . . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

駁日期及時間
D ate and tim e of submission:

11/05/2017 14:57:57

有關的規劃申請編號•
T ke application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. Mr K Bradley
N am e of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情

D etails o f the C om m en t:
I object to this application as explained below.
A  sewage treatm ent works (STW ) is to be  included in Area 6 f w ith discharge directly into th e s e  
a next to the  ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open nullah, w hich is adjacent to Hillgro 
ve Village. It is clear from  H K R ’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, H K R 
continues to m in im ise the pollution impact o f  discharge o f  sewage into the sea, whereas it w ill i 
ncrease the TIN and TPs w hich 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 
iiection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed by DSD which na 
ively assume that HKR will turn o ff the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving 
HK R an unapproved perm anent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise 
d throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly H K R’s consultants say that 
the sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy” .
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就規劃申請/覆核声出意見 M aking Com m ent on Planning Application / Review

參考編號
R eference N um ber:

170511-150228-06354

提交限期
Deadline for  submission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間/ . .

D ate and tim e o f  submission:
11/05/2017 15:02:28

有關的規劃申請編號 •
The application no. to which th e  com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱 先生 Mr. Mr K Bradley
N am e of person m aking this com m ent:

意見詳情
D etails of the C om m en t:

I object to th is application as explained below.
Planning controls o f  DB are ignored in  respect o f the M aster P lan (M P) and  O utline Z one P lan  
(OZP) relationship, the 25,000 population ceiling and the allocation o f  und iv ided  shares and m a  
nagement units under the D eed o f  M utual Covenant (DM C). Furtherm ore, H K R h a s  a  conflict of 
interest regarding population data, in  that current figures are provided b y  its  w holly  ow ned subsi 
diary, DB Services M anagem ent Limited. H K R is know ingly acting in  such a  w ay  as to be flagr 
antly disregarding the current ceilings on the total num ber o f  flats and population  and it w ould  a 
ppear that the  TPB and the P lanning and Lands Departm ents are ignoring w hat H K R is  doing.

Q
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

17051M 5 0 1 12-22227

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間 . 11/05/201715:01:12
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 -
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2 *

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Nam e o f person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:

先生 Mr. Mr K Bradley

I object to this application as explained below.
Consultation, w ith government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete w it 
h H K R’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds o f  Furth 
er Information for H K R to  provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as C£Noted” 
and “will be  done later*’ to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments wh 
ich have to deal w ith these complicated issues.
Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by HKR, it can in  no w 
ay 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 
o f  FI which has literally had to be dragged out o f  HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a public cons 
ultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re 
ownership o f  Passageway and allocation o f  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 o f public concern and 
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department o f  Justice and District Councillor.



就規割申請 / 覆核提出意見 Making Commenton plaDJling Appucation /Review 
參考編號
Reference Num ber:

170511-145623-52337

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 間 .. ..

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

厂提意見人j 姓名，名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:

12/05/2017

11/05/2017 14:56:23

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. Mr K  Bradley
A

I object to this application as explained below.
HKRis 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 availa 
ble 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 reservo 
ir. 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 Qu 
ality recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre 
ntly 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 difficultie 
s, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKK would wait for the long ter 
m development, if any, of government infrastructure. And will private water systems be constru 
cted for ftirther 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?

D



就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Plamung Application / Review

參考編號
R eference Num ber:

170511-141809-25432

提交限期
D eadline for subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間

D a te  and tim e o f  subm ission:
11/05/2017 14j1 8:09

t •

有關的規劃申請編號 •
T h e  application no. to w hich the com m ent relates:

Y /I-D B /2'

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N a m e o f person m aking this comment:

先生 Mr. Mr K  Bradley

意見詳情
D eta ils o f the C o m m e n t:

I ob jec t to this application as explained below.
A  sew age treatm ent w orks (STW ) is to be included in A rea 6 f  w ith  discharge directly  into th e s e  
a n e x t to the ferry  p ier using either a gravity p ipe or the open nullah , w hich is  adjacent to H illgro 
ve V illage. It is clear from  H K R ’s comm ents that the latter is th e  intended approach. Also, H K R  
continues to m inim ise the pollution im pact o f  discharge o f  sew age in to  the sea, whereas it w ill i 
ncrease the TIN  and TPs w hich are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob 
ab ility  of, e.g., red  tides in  DB waters. The emergency arrangem ents involving a perm anent con 
nection  to the governm ent sewage system have not been adequately addressed by  DSD which na 
iv e ly  assume that H K R  w ill turn  o ff the connection after the em ergency. D SD  is in effect giving 
H K R  an unapproved perm anent connection to governm ent infrastructure w hich  it has emphasise 
d throughout this exercise is no t available to HKR. N ot surprisingly H K R 5s consultants say that 
the  sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy” .
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就規i t 申請，覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on Planning Application / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170511-160330-51354

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
D ate and tim e of submission:

11/05/2017 16:03:30

有關的規劃申請編號■
The application no. to which the comm ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱
Nam e of person m aking this comment:

先生 Mr. Mr K  Bradley

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m en t:

I object to this application as explained below.
Attention is drawn to the Comments from  Fire Services Department. A cknow ledging the contin 
ued public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman o f  the PVOC, FSD  has issued t 
wo paragraphs o f comments which are contained in the “Responses to G overnm ent Department
o •
1. In  its first paragraph, the FSD requires H K R to  clarify that an access in the fo rm  o f  a statutory 
EVA would be  provided between Parkvale Drive and the EV A within A rea 6f. This is the first r  
ecognition o f  serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the A rea 6 f  boundary.
2. Its second paragraph says that even i f  the EVA within A rea 6 f  complies w ith Buildings Depar 
iment 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 w ill be provided w ithout clarifying ho 
w. I believe that the Buildings Department should now require H K R to  provide detailed evidenc 
e as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to A rea 6 f  from Parkval 
e Drive, as a condition precedent to approval o f the Application given the proxim ity o f  the buildi 
ngs, the storm water drainage provision and the imm ediately encroaching terrain.
4. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with 皿 
hindered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, polic 
e vehicles and also for other emergency services including City Management Security Officers a 
nd electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case o f  emergency.

□



就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplication / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170511-160138-82033

提交限期 .12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提交白期及時間 • .  .
D ate and time of submission:

11/05/2017 16:01:38

有關的規劃申請編號 •
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Mr K Bradley

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

------------------------ ■■- ■■ 丨 ■■ ■ ■「•nr -.................  1 ■ I '  ’

I object to this application as explained below.
Slope safety o f both Area 6 f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HK R 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 fo future slope stability work and subsequent site formati 
on  work for the access road to Area 6 f that the Category 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposi 
te the 3 Woods high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is a 
Iso revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co 
urts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This M  
AJOR aspect o f the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in orde 
r no t to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi 
ch should be at the centre o f a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission fr 
om  the public consultation exercise.
W hat is needed now for public consultation is fo ra  full and proper assessment o f the slopes rele 
van tto  Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval o f  the application and su 
bsequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the co 
mpletion o f 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  foil 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.



就規劃申請職提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

參考編號
Reference N um ber:

170511-155953-95785

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

醉曰期及時間
D ate and time o f submission:

11/05/2017 15:59:53

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to which the  com m ent relates:

• Y/I-DB/2

r髓見人 j 姓名，名稱
N am e of person m aking this com m ent:

秦生 Mr. M r K  Bradley

意見詳情
Details o f the C o m m en t:
I object to this application as explained below.
Ownership o f the site has been an issue from the outset o f  this application and has been the subj 
ect of many public comments, e.g Area 6 f is part o f the R ese rv ed  Portion” under the New Gran 
t and HKR does not have unfettered ownership o f  the area. The New Grant imposes restrictions 
on the Reserved Portion.
LandsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership rem ain unanswered. HKR’s co 
osultants, 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 wi 
t h in  the “commercially sensitive information” contained in HKR’s letter to the DLO dated 3rd A 
ugust 2016 and referred to in Section E below.
With none o f 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.
The RNTPC Paper No. Y /I^  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 
t land owner** and detailed information would be deposited at the meeting for Members5 inspecti 
on. From the outset o f this application, this HKR view o f  ownership has been contested by many 
DB owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages o f  FI.
The Principal Deed o f 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 
ove tiiat 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 Ihe Legal De 
partment •
The question of the undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見M aking C om m ent 皿  Planning A pplication/ Review

鈴 編 號
R eference N um ber:

170511-155830-77613

提交限期
D eadline for subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時藺

H ate  and tim e o f subm ission:
•11/05/2017 15:58:30 •

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no . to  w hich  th e  com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. Mr K  Bradley
N a m e o f  person  m ak in g  this com m ent:

意見詳情
D eta ils o f  th e  C o m m e n t:

I ob jec t to  th is  application as explained below . J
T h e  latest F I continues to  be  m isleading o n  population. It com pletely  ignores M P 7.0E  and p re te  
n d s  that th e  TPB shou ld  b e  basing  its population  considerations on  M P 6.0E 7h(a). T he issue is 
w hether th e  popu lation  o f  DB should b e  raised above the 25,000 lim it currently  im posed b y  the 
O Z P. Tbis has not even been  identified as an issue in  the subm ission, w hich  in  effec t means the 
T P B  is be ing  deliberately  m isled.
T h e  issues raised  and  discussed b y  the various governm ent departm ents do n o t address the m any  
issues ra ised  b y  Ihe V O C  and others in  earlier subm issions, particu larly  in  regard  to  breaching of 
th e  25,000 population  lim it for D B and do not m ention in  any  w ay  the separate D B  M asterplan s 
ubm ission  m ade b y  H K R .
N o further developm ent should b e  allow ed until the fundam ental issue o f  the  p roposed  change i 
n  th e  population  o f  D B together w ith th e  issue o f  the absence o f  sound and accurate  population s 
tatistics independent o f  H K R  is folly, open ly  and publically  addressed. T here is a  m ajor issue o f  
conflict o f  in terest in  th e  preparation and use  o f  population sta tistics w hich underm ines the pub li 
c  consulta tion  and p lann ing  application processes and this w ill be  referred  to  th e  O m budsm en fo 
r investigation.
A tten tion  is also d raw n to  the possib ility  tha t the governm ent 2016 bi-census could  provide addi 
tional inform ation on  th e  current population  and persons per un it. This inform ation is expected t 
o b e  available later in  2017.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M ak in g  C om m ent on  P lan n in g  A pp lica tion  /  Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

170511-155712-56468

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間

Date and tinie o f submission:
11/05/201715:57:12

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which th e  comment relates:

「提意見人j 姓名，名稱 
N am e of person making this comment:

Y/I-DB/2

先生 M r. M r K  Bradley

意見詳情

Details o f the C om m en t:

I object to th is application as explained below.
Attention is drawn to the fact tha t the PD does not support the A rea 6 f  application. This is based 
on the follow ing assessment (Section 11 o f  the RNTPC Paper No. Y /I — D B /2C  dated 17th Febr 
uary 2017):
1. Planning Intention ofD B :
a. Section 11.2 states that “In term s o f strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant 
au Concept P lan 2007, D iscovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Rece 
ntly the Lantau development A dvisory Committee recommends N orth  Lantau Corridor for strate
gic economic and housing developm ent,......DB is no t recom mended as a  strategic growth area
under planning at this stage.”
b. “Discovery Bay is intended fo r a ........total planned population o f 25,000 and a total domestic
G F A o f 900,683m2 upon full developm ent” . “Any further increase in population w ould have t  
o b e  considered in title  context o f  the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail 
ed feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities?5
c. The proposed development “ should be justified in the context o f  the developm ent concept o f 
Discovery B ay which is intended fo ra  holiday resort and residential/com mercial development. 
The current application, i f  approved, would set an undesirable precedent for similar rezoning ap 
plications. G iven there are five “ OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) w ith a total ar 
ea o f  26,789m2, the accumulative effect o f  developing those land w ith increase in population w  
ould further depart from the original development concept o f DB and overstrain the existing infr 
astructure ed ac itie s .”
2. Impact Assessments o f  the Proposed Scheme:
a. “The applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil 
ity o f  the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in sup 
port o f the rezoning proposal.”

. b. Although the applicant proposes to provide an on-site sewage treatm ent plant and private wat 
er supply system as alternatives, he considers that EPD  and WSD should take into account the pr 
oposed development in future expansion plan o fS iu H o  W an Sewage and W ater Treatment facil
ities. In this regard DEP advises th a t ......the applicant m ake his ow n provision for sewage treat
ment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop 
ulation o f 25,000 which is the population ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”
3. Public Comments
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a. “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion o f  the existing access road, the major public 
concerns on the design population of Discovery Bay and insufficient water and sewage infrastni 
ctural capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning 郎sessme 
nts”.



PEM S Com m ent Subm ission 只 A / X

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Maki吨 C om m ent on P lan n in g  A pp lica tion  / Review

參考編號
R eference N um ber:

170511-151005-26278

提 交 醐
D eadline for subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及哼間 .
D ate  an d  tim e o f subm ission:

. 11/05/2017 15:10:05

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to w hich the  com m ent relates:

Y/I-D B/2 '

「提意見人」姓名，名稱
N am e o f  person  m aking  th is  com m ent:

先生 Mr. M r K  Bradley

意見詳情
D etails  o f the  C o m m e n t:

I object to this application as explained below
Despite Annex C o f the October 2016 Further Information stating in  paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a  key
elem ent o f  the development is the “access road’’，there is still no specific inform ation p rov ided  a 
s to its construction through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising from, the unsuitable 
access to the site such as: the part o f Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavem ent 
under BD regulations and the effect o f  additional construction and operational traffic on it; w id t 
h  constraints o f Parkvale Drive which limit the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and  co 
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack o f  em ergency access to Parkvale D rive  in 
the event of an accident; safety，as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian  area used  b y  res 
idents and the public; and H K R I * * * 5s lack o f  consideration o f  alternative access to the  site. H K R c o  
ntinues to not submit, in  its FI, a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians w hich is listed under 
the Reports to be submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have no t consid 
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to tiie access to A rea  6 f  and continue to refe r 
only to DB roads overall and their interface w ith  the rem ainder o f  L an tau  outside o f  D iscovery 
B ay which is irrelevant.
Regarding Traffic and Em ergency A ccess the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi 
nted out tibe inadequacy o f  botih the narrow  and sharply winding Parkvale  Drive and the even nar 
row er private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 W oods h igh  rise residential buildings 
for use as both construction and perm anent traffic access to A rea 6f. W e have pointed out the in 
ability o f  heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility o f  accide 
nts or conflict between, large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent 
M idvale Village and to A rea 6 f  and preventing access by  em ergency vehicles such as ambulance 
s» appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from  a  practical and social perspective. 
Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on A rea 6 f  itse lf and  has attempted to draw  
attention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they w ill n o t be impacted. How ever, i 
n  reality, the surroundings impact on A rea 6f，and the FSD  in the latest Departm ental Com m ents 
has now  recognized that an adequate EV A  w ithin Area 6 f  w ill be USELESS unless it connects t 
o .an  adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, w hich w e have p 
ointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departm ents m ust dem an 
d  that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how  such adequate access w ould be  p
rovided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to p rov ide  alternative access from  
Discovery Valley Road.

D
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking on Planning Application /  Review

胃  17051M50539-83963
R eference N um ber:

提 交 國  . 12/05/2017
D ead lin e  for subm ission:. . ， • .• • - ，

，父曰 f  导時間 . 11/05/2017 15:05:39
D a te  and tim e o f  subm ission:

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I-DB/2
T h e  application no. to  w hich the com m ent relates:

胃M A 」 先生 M r. M r K  Bradley 
N a m e o f  person m aking this comm ent:

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f  the C o m m e n t:

I ob jec t to this application  as explained below
S lope safety o f  bo th  A rea  6 f  and its im m ediate vicinity is param ount. H K R  h as ignored C ED D ’s 
request fo r a G eotechnical Planning R eview  R eport (GPRR). O nly now  has a  desk top and paper 
exercise  using outdated  inform ation been subm itted as a so called GPRR. A nd  disturbingly it wo 
u ld  appear from  the  G PR R  that references to future slope stability w ork  and subsequent site  for 
m ation  w ork for the  access road  to A rea 6 f  that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences—to-li 
fe) slope (10SW -B /C 218) directly opposite the 3 W oods high rise  residential buildings w ould ha 
ve  to be  destroyed and rebuilt. A nd it is also revealed that two m ore 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 M A JO R aspect o f  the proposed developm ent has been deli 
berately  no t explained b y  H K R  and its consultants in order not to alert and alarm  the PD, Parkva 
le  V illage residents and the  general public to an issue w hich should be  at the centre o f  a valid “p 
ub lic  consultation55 exercise. This is a serious om ission from  the public consultation exercise.
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就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 M aking Com m ent on Planning Application / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170511-204135-05014

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

揖交日期及時間• .

D ate and time o f submission:
11/05/2017 20:41:35 -

有關的規劃申請編號 V/T-DR/?
T h e application no. to which the comm ent relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking this comment:

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
D etails o f the C o m m en t:
object to this application as explained below.
Attention is draw n to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging the contin 
ued public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman o f  the PVOC, FSD has issued t 
wo paragraphs o f  comments which are contained in the “Responses to Government Department 
s”：
1. In its first paragraph, the FSD requires H K R to clarify that an access in the form o f  a statutory 
EV A would be  provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within Area 6f. This is the first r  
ecognition o f  serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the A rea 6 f  boundary.
2. Its second paragraph says that even i f  the EVA within Area 6 f  complies with Buildings Depar 
tm ent requirements, it w ill be "USELESS" without a conforming further EVA link to Parkvale 
Drive.
3. HKR’s response sim ply says that such an EVA access will be  provided without clarifying ho 
w，I believe that the Buildings Department should now require H K R to  provide detailed evidenc 
e as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6 f  from Parkval 
e Drive, as a condition precedent to approval o f the Application given the proximity o f Ihe buildi 
ngs, the storm water drainage jprovision and the immediately encroaching terrain.
4. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with un 
hindered access at all tim es for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, polic 
e vehicles and also for other emergency services including City M anagement Security Officers a 
nd  electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in case o f  emergency.



就規劃申請鵬提出意見 t a k in g  Comment on Planning AppUcation Z Review

參考編號

Reference Number:
170511-204024-21643

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

. 駁 曰 期 及 時 間 . . . - 

P a te  and time of submission:
• 11/05/2017 20:40:24

t

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意 B A j 姓名/名稱

Nam e of person making this comment:
女士  Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
Details o f  the C om m ent: __________________________________
I object to this application as explained below.
Slope safety o f both A rea 6 f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. H K R h as 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. D isturbingly, it  would 
appear from tiie GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site formati 
on work for the access road to Area 6 f  that the Category 1 slope (10SW -B/C218) directly opposi 
te the 3 Woods high rise  residential buildings would have to be. destroyed and rebuilt. A nd it is a 
Iso revealed that two m ore CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW -B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co 
urts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will b e  subject to significant changes. This M  
AJOR aspect o f the proposed development has been ignored by  HKR and its consultants in orde 
r not to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi 
ch should be at the centre o f  a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission fr 
om  the public consultation exercise.
W hat is needed now for public consultation is fo ra  full and proper assessment o f  the slopes rele 
v an tto  Area 6f, and no t to wait, as the report states, until after approval o f the application and su 
bsequent to site works starting, for a  detailed stability analysis to be carried out involving the co 
mpletion o f site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.
The GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request H K R  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 H K R has for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for p 
roper public consultation.



就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Com m ent on Planning A pplication / Review

參考編號
Reference Num ber:

170511-203633-84858

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 .
D ate and tim e o f submission:

- 11/05/2017 20:36:3^

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to which the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
N am e of person  m aking this comm ent:

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C o m m en t:

I object to th is application as explained below.
A ttention is d raw n to the fact that the PD does not support the A rea 6 f application. This is b ased  
on the follow ing assessm ent (Section 11 o f  the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — D B /2C  dated 17th F ebr 
uary2017):
1. P lanning Intention o f  DB:
a. Section 11.2 states that “In term s o f  strategic planning context, according to the Revised L an t 
au C oncept P lan  2007, D iscovery B ay area was not recom m ended for further development. R ece 
ntly  the L an tau  developm ent Advisory Committee recom m ends N orth L antau Corridor for stra te
gic econom ic and housing developm ent,......DB is no t recom m ended as a  strategic growth area
under p lanning  at this stage.”
b. “D iscovery B ay is intended for a  . . . . . .  total planned population o f 25,000 and a total dom estic
G FA  o f  900,683m 2 upon full developm ent” . “Any further increase in population would have  t  
o b e  considered in  the context o f  the  general planning intention fo r the area and subject to detail 
ed feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environm ental capacities.”
c. T he p roposed developm ent “ should be justified in  the context o f  the developm ent concept o f  
D iscovery B ay  w hich is intended for a holiday resort and residential/com m ercial development. 
T he current application, i f  approved, w ould set an undesirable precedent for sim ilar rezoning ap 
plications. G iven  there are five “O U  (S taff Quarters) zones on the OZP (P lan Z-7) with a total ar 
ea o f  26,789mi2, the accum ulative effect o f  developing those land w ith increase in  population w  
ould  further depart from  the original developm ent concept o f  DB and overstrain the existing infr 
astructure capacities.”
2. Im pact A ssessm ents o f  the Proposed Scheme:
a. “The applicant fails to dem onstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environm ental acceptabil 
ity  o f  the proposed developm ent although he has subm itted relevant technical assessments in  sup 
po rt o f  the rezoning proposal.”
b. A lthough the  applicant proposes to provide an on-site, sewage treatm ent p lant and private w a t
er supply system  as alternatives, he  considers that E PD  and W SD should take into account th e  pr 
oposed developm ent in  future expansion p lan o f  Siu H o W an Sewage and W ater Treatment facil
ities. In this regard  DEP advises t h a t ......the applicant m ake his ow n provision for sewage trea t
m ent and CE/D ev (2) advises that the existing water supply system  is based on a  maximum pop  
ulation o f  25,000 which is the population ceiling in the  Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”
3. Public Com m ents



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

o

、□



就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review
參考編號

Reference Num ber:
170511-203528-70678

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提交日期及時間

D ate and time of submission:
11/05/2017 20:35:28

有關的規劃申請編號  •

T he application no. to which the com m ent relates:
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

N am e of person m aking this comment:
女士  Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情

Details of the  C o m m en t:
I 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 W an 
Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not availa 
ble 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 reservo 
ir. In  addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision o f fresh water to the Area 6 f 
Residents i f  and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu 
ality recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre 
ntly 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 difficultie 
s, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long ter 
m development, if  any, o f 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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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lanam g A pplication /  Review

辨 編 號

Reference Number:

提交限期

Deadline for submission:

贼 曰 期 及 時 間  ..

Date and time of submission:.

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號 •

The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱  

Name o f person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details o f  the Com m ent:

170511-203414-83930

12/05/2017

11/05/2017 20:34:14

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

I object to tiiis application as explained below.
A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6 f  with discharge directly into th e se  
a 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 HKRJs comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR 
continues to minimise the pollution impact o f discharge o f sewage into the sea, whereas it w ill i 
ncrease 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 w hich 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 
d throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly H K R’s consultants say that 
the sewage proposal “is considered n o tan  efficient sewage planning strategy” .



就規割申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

參 考 編 號 •

Reference Number:
170511-202859-48201

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間  .

D ate and time o f submission:
11/05/2017 20:28:59

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號 •

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

「提意見 人 j 姓名/名稱

N am e of person making this comment:
女士  Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:
I object to this application as explained belcny
Slope safety o f both Area 6 f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. H K R 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 m ore 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 o f 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 o f  a valid “p 
ublic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.
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鈴 編 號
Reference Number:

170511-202706-54650

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

駭曰期友時間.
D ate and time of submission:

11/05/2017 20:27:06

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the com m ent relates:

YA-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱 女士 M s. Jan Campbell
N am e of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m en t:

I object to this application for the reasons set out below.
Ownership and rights o f  development in DB involves the final determ inant o f  the u ltim ate devel 
opment potential o f  the Lot (under the Land grant and M aster Plan) w hich is the  num ber o f  undi 
vided shares remaining for allocation to any new  development on title L o t This is a  subject whic 
h has been disputed by  m any owners and this PVOC. In the latest FI the applicant states that it w 
ill only provide detailed information on this issue at the m eeting o f  the RN TPC. 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 inform ation on the day o f  the m eeting! A nd w ithout this 
information being reviewed by the Departm ent o f  Justice.

o
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就規劃申請纖提出意見 M aking  C o m m en t on P la n n in g  A ppU cation /  R eview

辦 編 號
R eference N um ber:

170511-203905-80977

提交限期
D eadline fo r  subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間.
D a te  an d  tim e o f subm ission:

• n /0 5 /2 0 1 7  20:39:05

有關的規劃串請編號
T h e  app lication  no. to  w hich th e  co m m en t rela tes:

Y /I-D B/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e o f p e rso n  m ak in g  th is com m ent:

女士 M s. Jan  Campbell

意見詳情
D etails  o f  th e  C o m m e n t:

I object to this application as explained below.
Ownership o f  the  site has been an issue from  the outset o f  this application and h a s  been the subj 
ect o f  m any public comments, e.g A rea 6 f  is part o f  the “Reserved Portion’，un d er the  New G ran 
t and H K R does no t have unfettered ownership o f  the area. The N ew  G rant im poses restrictions 
on the Reserved Portion.
LandsD continues to point out that its questions about ow nership rem ain  unansw ered. H K R’s co 
nsultants, M asterplan, say they have answ ered these questions by  explaining d irec t to the TPB. 
The Lands D epartm ent should reject H K R ’s request to leave its detailed view s o n  this subject w i 
ilHn the “com m ercially sensitive inform ation” contained in  H K R ’s letter to the D L O  dated 3rd  A  
ugust 2016 and referred to in  Section E  below.
W ith none o f  this is on  the public record, HK R has turned a  public  consultation process into a  p r 
ivate dialogue w ith  the TPB which the P D  m ust realise puts i t  in  an  invidious position.
The R N TPC Paper N o. Y/I -  DB/2C dated  17th February 2017 stated in  paragraph  3, “Com plian 
ce w ith the “O w ner?s Consent/N otificationM Requirem ents”, that the  applicant is  the  sole “curren 
t land owner” and detailed inform ation w ould be deposited a t the  m eeting for M em bers，inspecti 
on. From the outset o f  this application, th is HKR view  o f  ow nership has been contested by m any  
DB owners in num erous submissions to the  TPB at all stages o f  FI.
The Principal D eed o f  M utual Covenant (PDM C) dated 30th  Septem ber 1982 h as  notionally divi 
ded the L ot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands D epartm ent requires th e  applicant to p r 
ove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained by  them  for allocation to th e  proposed dev 
elopm ent.
It is  clearly unacceptable in  a public consultation exercise th a t H K R  should expect:
1. RN TPC m em bers and Planning D epartm ent officials to see for the  first tim e and  inspect detail 
ed inform ation deposited at the m eeting.
2. The public not to have an opportunity to  inspect and. com m ent on  the inform ation.
3. The Planning D epartm ent not to. refer the  inform ation .to relevant bodies such as the  Legal D e 
partm ent.
The question o f  the undivided shares n o t being publicly addressed is a disgrace.



頁 1 / 1PEM S Com m ent Subm ission

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見M aking Comment on Planning A pplication/ Review

參考編號
R efe ren ce  N um ber:

170511-203740-06566

提交限期
D ead lin e  fo r subm ission:. » * •

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 •.
D a te  an d  tim e o f  subm ission :

• 11/05/2017 20:37:40

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  app lica tion  no. to  w h ich  th e  com m en t re la tes :

Y /I - D B /2

「提意見人J 姓名/名稱
N a m e  o f p e rso n  m a k in g  th is  com m ent:

女士 M s. Jan  C am pbell

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f  th e  C o m m e n t:

I. ob ject to this application as explained below.
The latest FI continues to be  m isleading on  population. I t com pletely ignores M P 7.0E  and  prete 
ads that the TPB should b e  basing its population considerations on M P 6.0E7h(a). The issue  is 
w hether the population o f  DB should be raised above the 25,000 lim it cu rren tly  im posed b y  the 
OZP. This has not even been  identified as an issue in the  subm ission, w h ich  in  effect m eans the 
TPB is being deliberately m isled.
The issues raised and discussed by  the various governm ent departm ents do n o t address th e  m any 
issues raised by  the V O C  and others in earlier subm issions, particu larly  in  regard  to breaching of 
the 25,000 population lim it for DB and do no t m ention in  any w ay  the  separate DB M asterplan s 
ubm ission m ade by H K R.
No further developm ent should be  allowed until the fundam ental issue o f  the  proposed change i 
a  th e  population o fD B  together w ith  the issue o f  the absence o f  sound and accurate population s 
tatistics independent o fH K R  is folly，openly and publically  addressed. There is  a m ajor issue o f  
conflict o f  interest in th e  preparation and use  o f  population statistics w hich underm ines the publi 
。consultation and planning application processes and this will b e  referred to the Om budsmen fo 
r investigation.
A ttention is also draw n to the possibility that the governm ent 2016 bi-census could provide addi 
tional information on the current population and persons per unit. This inform ation is expected t 
o b e  available later in  2017.



PEMS Comment Submission 貝 l / l

170511-203301-92700

12/05/2017

11/05/2017 20:33:01

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplication / Review  

參考編號
R eference Num ber:

提交限期
D eadline for subm ission:

.提交曰期及時間  

D ate and tim e o f subm ission:

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to  which the com m ent relates:

「提 意 見 人 」姓 名 /名稱  

N am e o f person m ak ing  this com m ent:

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C o m m e n t:

I object to this explanation as explained below.
T he use o fP a rk v a le  D rive, defined as a  “Passageway” in  the  Parkvale V illage D eed  o f  M utual C 
ovenant, is essential for access to A rea 6f. HK R continues to  refuse to m ake pu b lic  its advice tha 
t i t  has the  legal rig h t to  use the “Passageway”，and both  the PV O C  and m any D B  residents have 
challenged H K R ?s position. The issue o f  the “Passagew ay” has been  m ade m ore com plicated by  
the  revelation that th e  Em ergency V ehicle Access to A rea 6 f  w ill significantly im pact on the  “Pa 
ssagew ay” . A nother im pact, as revealed in  the GPPR (as explained above and in  section G belo  
w )，is that HKR, fo r geotechnical reasons, will have to dem olish and rebuild the C T L  Category 1 
(highest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW -B/C 218) directly  opposite the 3 W oods high rise  re 
sidential buildings. H K R  and its consultants have only now, a t this late stage o f  the  application, r 
evealed their intentions, but n o tin  a w ay that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale V illage 
residents. A nd it is on ly  now revealed by  the subm ission o f  the G PRR which H K R  has consisten 
tly  refUsed to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f HKR to r 
ebuild Parkvale D rive , including the “Passagew ay”，the ow nership o f  which is disputed by m any 
DB residents and the  PVOC, and to dem olish/rebuild a CTL C ategory 1 slope has no t been prop 
erly explained, in a  m anner befitting its im portance, to the PD , relevant governm ent departments 
and the public.



頁 1 / 1
PEMS Comment Submission

就規劃申請纖提出意見M赦 g Conunent°n
參考編號

Reference Number:
170511-203141-76069

提 交 限 期 .  .

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:
11/05/2017 20:31:41

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the com ment relates:

. • •
Y /I-D B/2

「提意見人 J 姓名，名稱 女士  M s. Jan Campbell
Nam e of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:
I object to Ihis application as explained below.
Consultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incom plete w it 
hL HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken  6 rounds o fF u rth  
er Information for H K R to  provide a  geotechnical report). HKR uses com m ents such as tsN oted” 
and tcw illbe  done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to governm ent departm ents w h 
ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced b y  HKR, it can in no w  
ay be considered as “cdnsultation”，but has to be regarded as an inform ation exercise telling the 
public that this is what w e intend to do! And an information exercise that has involved 5 rounds 
o f FI which has literally had to be dragged out o f HKR! It cannot be  acceptable in a public cons 
ultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide w hat is legally and com m ercially sensitive (re 
ownership o f Passageway and allocation o f  undivided shares) and to keep that information from  
being publicly commented upon. A ll information provided by the applicant m ust be placed in th  
e public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious m atter o f  public concern and 
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department o f  Justice and District Councillor.

)
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Com m ent on Planning A ppU cation/ Review

參^編號 170511-203016-56901
Reference Number: ，

提交國  12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:. • • •

/ 11/05/2017 20:30:16
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 ——  Y/I-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提思見人j 姓名/名稱 女士 Ms. Jan Campbell
Name o f person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the Com m ent:
I object to  A pplication No Y /I-D B/2 as explained below -
The PD stresses the need for a  holistic approach to considering developm ents in  DB. This is  em  
phasised in  the substantive RN TPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in v iew  o 
f  the current DB M asterplan consultation which spells out the future H K R  developments in  DB. 
Logically all these developm ents need to be considered together by  th e  PD in  a  holistic m anner s 
o that the im pact on the current infrastructure o f  DB and N orth Lantau can b e  considered and  fac 
tored into fiiture government plans. In this context all developm ent proposals in  DB should b e  p 
u t on hold until the PD has sufficient information, to consider the  total im pact and what to do  abo 
u t i t



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

參考編號
Reference Number:

170511-202519-15890

提交限期 • . . •

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提交日期及時間 ， .•
Date and time o f submission:

11/05/2017 20:25:19 -

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名，名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:
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 devel 
opment potential o f the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number ofundi 
vided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic 
h 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 o f 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 o f the meeting! And without this 
information being reviewed by the Department o f Justice.

□
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P lann ing  A ppH cation / Review

參考編號
R eference N um ber:

170511-202352-54584

提交限期
D eadline  fo r submission:

12/05/2017

舷日期及時間
D ate  a n d  tim e of s u b m is s io n : ,

11/05/2017 20:23:52

有關的規劃串請編®
T he app lication  no. to  w hich the  com m ent rela tes:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意M A 」姓名/名稱
N am e o f  person  m ak ing  th is  com m ent:

女士 M s. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f  th e  C o m m e n t:

I ob ject to this application as explained below
D espite A n n e x  C o f  the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key  
elem ent o f  the developm ent is the “access road”，there is still no specific inform ation provided a 
s to its constraction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from  the unsuitable 
access to the  site such as: the part o f  Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavem ent 
under BD  regulations and the effect o f additional construction and operational traffic on it; w id t 
h  constraints o f Parkvale Drive w hich lim it the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and co 
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack o f  emergency access to  Parkvale Drive in  
the event o f  an accident; safely, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian  area used by res 
idents and the public; and H K R 5s lack o f  consideration o f  alternative access to  the site. H K R co  
ntinues to no t submit, in its FI，a Traffic Im pact Assessment on Pedestrians w hich  is listed under 
the Reports to be submitted. Transport Departm ent statements indicate that they  have not consid 
ered the  specific road  (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to A rea 6 f  and continue to refer 
only to DB roads overall and their interface w ith the rem ainder o f L antau outside o f  Discovery 
Bay w hich is irrelevant.
Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions po i 
nted ou t the inadequacy o f  both, the narrow  and sharply winding Parkvale D rive and the even nar 
row er private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 W oods h igh rise residential buildings 
for u se  as both construction and perm anent traffic access to Area 6f. W e have pointed out the in  
ability o f  heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow  access, raising the possibility o f  accide 
nts o r conflict betw een large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent 
M idvale Village and to Area 6 f  and preventing access by  emergency vehicles such as ambulance 
s, fire appliance o r the police. This is unacceptable from  a practical and social perspective. 
Inform ation submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6 f  itself and has attempted to draw  
attention away from  the adjacent surroundings saying that they will no t be impacted. However, i 
n  reality , the surroundings im pact on Area 6f，and the FSD in  the latest Departm ental Comments 
has no w  recognized that an adequate EV A  w ithin Area 6 f  will be USELESS unless it connects t  
o an  adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which w e have p  
ointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departm ents m ust deman 
d that H K R  provides a detailed docum ented proposal as to how such adequate access would be  p 
rovided and as to w hy they have ignored their earlier proposal to provide alternative access from  
D iscovery Valley Road.
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就 規 劃 申 請 磯 提 出 意 見 融 姆 C om m ent o n P lan n m g  A pp lica tion / Review

辦 編 號  ,

Reference Number:
170512-125444-29992

提交限期  •

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

駭 曰 期 及 時 間  …

Date and time of submission:
.1 2 /0 5 /2 0 1 7 1 2 :5 4 :4 4

有關的規劃申請編號  •

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

厂提意見人姓名 /名稱 女士  Ms. Jan Campbell
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the Com m ent:
I object to this application as explained below.
Consultation with government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incom plete w it 
h HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds o fF u rth  
er hiformation for H K R to provide a geotechnical report). HK R uses comments such as ceN oted,s 
and “will be done later*, to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments wh 
ich have to deal with these complicated issues.
Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by  HKR, it can in  no w  
ay be considered as “consultation”, but has to b e  regarded as an inform ation exercise telling the 
public that this is what we intend to do! And an information exercise tfiat has involved 5 rounds 
o f FI which has literally had to be dragged out o f  HKR! It cannot be  acceptable in a public cons 
ultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re 
ownership o f Passageway and allocation o f undivided shares) and to keep that information from 
being publicly commented upon. All information provided by  the applicant m ust be placed in th 
e public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious m atter o f  public concern and 
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department o f  Justice and District Councillor.



就規劃申請履核提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P lann ing  A ppU cation / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

敏 限 期

D eadline for submission:

駭日期及時間
D ate and time o f  submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

T he application no. to which the comment relates:

厂提意見人 j 姓名/名稱  

N am e o f person m aking this comment:

170512-125209-13846

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 12:52:09

Y/I-DB/2

女士  Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
D etails o f the C o m m en t:

I object to this application as explained below
Despite A nnex C  o f  the October 2016 Further Information stating in  paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key  
elem ent o f  the developm ent is the “access road’’，there is still no specific information provided a  
s to its construction through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising from the unsuitable 
access to the site such as: the part o f Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavem ent 
under BD regulations and the effect o f  additional construction and operational traffic on it; w id t 
h  constraints ofJParkvale Drive which limit the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and co 
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack o f  em ergency access to Parkvale Drive in  
the event o f  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 o f  consideration o f alternative access to the site. H K R co  
ntinues to no t submit, in  its FI, a  Traffic Im pact Assessment on Pedestrians which is listed under 
the Reports to b e  submitted. Transport Department statements indicate that they have not consid 
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to A rea 6 f  and continue to refer 
only to DB roads overall and their interface w ith the remainder o fL an tau  outside o f  Discovery 
B ay which is irrelevant.
Regarding Traffic and Em ergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous submissions poi 
Qted out ± e  inadequacy o f  both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar 
row er private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 W oods h igh rise residential buildings 
for use as both construction and permanent traffic access to Area 6f. W e have pointed out the in  
ability o f  heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility o f  accide 
nts or conflict betw een large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent 
M idvale V illage and to A rea 6 f and preventing access by em ergency 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 6 f itse lf and has attempted to draw 
attention aw ay 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 EV A  w ithin Area 6 f  w ill 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 im practical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must dem an 
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 V alley Road.



就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

參考編號•
Reference Number:

170512-125035-80349

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 • .

Date and time of submission:
.1 2 /0 5 /2 0 1 7  12:50:35

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名，名稱
Name of person making this comment:

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
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 devel 
opment potential of the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number of undi 
vided shares remaining for allocation, to any new development on the Lot. This is a subject whic 
h 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 
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.



就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 M aking  C o m m en t ⑽  P la n n in g  A p p lica tion  /R e v ie w

料 編 號
R eference Num ber:

170512-124855-00394

提交限期
D eadline for subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
D ate and tim e o f subm ission:

12/05/2017 12:48:55

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e application no. to which the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱 女士 Ms. Jan Campbell
N am e o f  person m aking this comm ent:

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C o m m en t:

I object to th is application as explained below
Slope safety o f  bo th  A rea  6 f  and its im m ediate vicinity is param ount. H K R  has ignored C E D D 5s 
request for a  G eotechnical Planning Review  Report (GPRR). O nly now  has a  desk  top and paper 
exercise using  outdated information been  submitted as a so called GPRR. A nd disturbingly it w o 
u ld  appear from  the  G PRR that references to future slope stability  w ork and subsequent site for 
m ation w ork  for the  access road to A rea 6 f  that the CTL C ategory 1 (highest consequences—to-li 
fe) slope (10SW -B /C 218) directly opposite the 3 W oods h igh  rise  residential buildings w ould ha 
ve  to be destroyed and rebuilt. A nd it is also revealed that tw o m ore  C T L C ategory 1 slopes (10 
SW -B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Courts and 10SW -B/C 205 adjacent to C oral Court) w ill b 
e subject to significant changes. This M A JO R  aspect o f  the  proposed developm ent has been deli 
berately no t explained by  HKR and its consultants in order no t to alert and alarm  the PD, Parkva 
le V illage residents and the general public  to an issue w hich should be at the centre o f  a .valid “p 
ublic consultation” exercise. This is a serious om ission from  the public  consultation exercise.



就規劃申請，覆 核 提 出 意 見 顧 麵 C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplication  /  Review

參考編號

Reference N um ber:
170512-124731-98707

提交限期

Deadline fo r submission:
12/05/2017

提交日期及時H  . ■
D ate and tim e of submission:

12/05/2017 12:47:31 •

有 關 的 規 劃 申 請 編 號 •

T he application no. to w hich th e  com m ent re la tes:
Y /I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名，名稱

N am e of person  m aking this com m ent:
女士  M s. Jan Campbell

意見詳情

Details of the C o m m en t:

I object to Application No Y/I-DB/2 as explained below -
The PD stresses the need fo ra  holistic approach to considering developm ents in  DB. This is em  
phasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in  v iew  o 
f th e  current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future H K R  developments in D B . 
Logically all these developments need to be considered together by  the PD in  a holistic m anner s 
o that the impact on the current infrastructure o f  DB and North Lantau can b e  considered and fac 
tored into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in  DB should be  p  
ut on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total im pact and what to do abo 
u t i t

~ z - --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------- !



就規割申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Com m ent on P ianm ng A pplication / Review

參考編號
Reference N um ber:

170512-124403-80655

提交限期
D eadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間 . •
D ate and tim e of submission:

12/05/2017 12:44:03

有關的規劃申請編號•
T he application no. to which the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person  m aking this comment:

女士 Ms. Jan Campbell

意見詳情
Details of the C o m m e n t:

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

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

Paragraph 5.4 o f  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 
ng mainly low-density private housing planned fo ra  total population o f about 25,000 with suppo 
rting 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 o f  two residential towers at Area 6f comprising a total o f476 flats.

On 1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft Master Plan 7.0E (“MP 7.0E”）to the District Lands 
Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”）proposing to increase the number o f  residential flats at Discovery Ba 
y 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 lim it under the approved OZP (ie, the e 
xisting 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 汪 population o f 25,000. Members should also not 
e that, according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number o f persons per f  
lat 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.
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. • • • ■ •
Members shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant m ade any request t 
o amend the population limit o f25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither has any government departm 
ent been consulted whether the population limit should be raised.

Hence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, the Town Planning B oard should require 
that the Applicant justify an increase in population beyond the current lim it permitted under the 
OZP. Furthermore, .government departments and the public should be consulted. . .

Q

O
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就規劃申請/覆棱提出意見 M aking Com m ent on Planning Application / Review

鈴 編 號  v '
R eferen ce  N u m b e r:

170512-124552-84348

提交限期
D ead line  fo r  subm ission :

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間
D a te  a n d  tim e  o f  subm ission :

12/05/2017 12:45:52

有關的規劃申請編號.
T h e  ap p lica tio n  no. to  w h ich  th e  co m m en t re la te s :

Y /I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
N a m e  o f  p e rs o n  m ak in g  th is  com m en t:

女士 M s. Ja n  Cam pbell

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f  th e  C o m m e n t :

A pplication Y /I-D B /2. A rea  6f. D iscovery B ay
O bjection to secrecy  on  the  A pplicant’s righ t and capacity to develop  the  site.

D ear Sirs,
I re fe r to the  R esponse to Com m ents included w ith  the supplem entary  inform ation for A pplicati 
on  Y /I-D B /2, filed  w ith  the  T ow n Planning B oard  (“T PB ”) b y  M asterp lan  L im ited  on 7 A pril, 2 
017, on b eh a lf  o f  the  A pplicant, H ong K ong R esort C om pany L im ited  (“H K R”).
T he D istrict L ands O ffice/Islands (“DLO /Is”）stated:
T he applicant is  required  to substantiate its righ t and capacity  un d er the  Tow n Planning O rdinan 
ce to  develop the  site.
A nd the A pplicant replied:
The applicant has had  correspondences w ith T ow n Planning B oard  establishing the  ow nership o 
f  th e  site.
This is t it le  second tim e that the  D LO /Is has m ade  the sam e request concerning th e  A pplicant’s ri 
ght and capacity  to develop the  application site. It is h ighly  regrettab le  that the A pplicant has be 
en  allow ed to rep ly  to the TPB in  secret, and tha t this fundam ental question has no t been address 
ed as part o f  the  public  consultation.
T he TPB should im m ediately  release the relevan t correspondence fo r public com m ent. I f  the  cor 
Fespondence cannot be  released  for reasons o f  privacy, the  TPB should  conclude that there has n  
o t been  an  open consultation and reject the application  forthwith*

D eed o f  M utual Covenant
T he Lot is  ow ned under 汪 D eed o f  M utual C ovenant (“D M C ”) dated  30 Septem ber, 1982 and he 
Id in  the Land R egistry  as M em orial N o. IS112018. T here are presen tly  over 8,000 co-ow ners o f  
the D iscovery B ay  lot.
T he other ow ners o f  the L o t have  had  no opportunity  to rev iew  the  argum ents p u t forward b y  .the 
A pplicant to substantiate that it has the right and  capacity  to develop the application site. T his is 
contrary to  the principles o f  free and open consultation  set ou t in  th e  Tow n Planning Ordinance.
I d raw  your attention again to the  two extracts from  the  R esponse to  Com m ents above. W hile th  
e D LO /Is refers to the righ t and capacity o f  th e  A pplican t to develop the site, th e  A pplicant refer 
s on ly  to establishing ow nership.
This distinction is im portant.
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Tn d e r th e  DMC all o f  the land o f  the Lot is held in comm on through ownership ofundivided sh 
lares i n the entire L o t The Applicant is one o fth e  owners. However, we m ust at aU tunes rem em  
^er that no one owner has unrestricted right to Ueat the Lot as private property to develop as the

nlease The rights and obligations o f all owners are governed by the DMC.
mderstandthe right and capacity o f any owner to develop any part o f th e  Discovery B ay Lo

we must have a thorough understanding o fth e  Discovery Bay DM C and the terms o fth e  origi 
lal grant o fland  from the Government 

IReserved Portion
k he original grant o f  land at Discovery Bay (the £tNew Grant” dated 10 September, 1976 and lod 
red 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 o f  services that are required by all the 6

...aers o f  the L o t . .  .
k refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/l-DB/2 sub皿 
[ttedby Masterplan Limited on behalf o f  the Applicant.
JDLO/Is made the following comment (Paragraph 7):

rea 6 f  is designated for staff quarters under the Section “PubEc W orks55 in  the  approved M P
|6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters” in tiie approved MP 6.0E7h(a) 
Jfonns part o f  either the “City Common Areas” or flie “City Retained Areas” in  the PDMC. Purs 
lantto  Clause 7 under Section I o f  the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in  the  PDMC) has the ri 

jght and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Com m on Areas” fo r all p
）oses connected w ith the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same subject to the  City Rules (as d 

lefinedin the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its right /  capacity to develop the 
lapplication site without prejudicing the provisions in the  PDMC.
uh response, tiie Applicant stated, in part:
{Proposed staff quarters in Area 6 f  have never been built. The subject site is “C ity Retained Area 

as defined in  the  PDMC.
fThe following is the  definition o f  City Retained Areas from  the DM C:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, law ns, transport tenn i
Inal, children 's playground, public beaches, estate m anagem ent offices, aviary/botanical garden, 
jnon-membership g o lf course ( if  any), cable-car system (if  any), the heliport and the other part or
）arts o f  the Service Area and all open areas and spaces in  the City other than the City Common 

reas.” .
“City” is defined as follows in the  DMC:
“The whole o f  the development on the Lot to be know n as “DISCOVERY BA Y CITY” （偷景 

|灣）including all the buildings therein.55
“The Lot” is defined as follows in  the DMC:
“All that piece or parcel o f  land registered in the D istrict Land Office Island as The Remaining

iPortion o f  Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any furtiier extensions thereto 
( if  any)•” ，

p 'hus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the developm ent on the Lot to be 
Discovery Bay City. C ity  Retained Areas are part o f  Discovery B ay City. Furthermor

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

“City Retained Areas” are part o f the “Reserved Portion”
，per t^e DMC, the definition o f  City Common Areas includes the following: . •
• • -such part or parts o f th e  Service A tea as shall be used  for the benefit o f th e  City. These City

Common Areas together w ith those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac 
ilities as^de&ied form  Hie entire “Reserved Portion” and “M inim um  A ssociated Facilities” mentii 
oned in the Conditions, (emphasis added)
|T^e “Conditions” is defined as follows in  the DMC:

“New Grant N o .6122, N ew  Grant N o.6620, N ew  Grant No.6788 and New Grant No.6947 colie
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ctively and any subsequeat modifications o f  the Conditions.”
Special Condition 10(a) o f  the N ew  Grant states that H K R  m ay not dispose o f  any part o f the  Lo 
t o r  the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a  deed o f  m utual covenant Furthermore, 
Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed o f  M utual Covenant referred to  in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
(i) A llocate to the R eserved Portion an appropriate num ber o f  undivided shares in  the lot or, as t 
he case m ay be, cause the same to be carved out from the lot, w hich Reserved Portion the Grant 
ee shall not assign, except as a whole to the  G rantee’s subsidiary com pany.. .” (emphasis added) 
A s such, the A pplicant m ay hot assign the Reserved Portion -  “These City Com m on Areas toget 
her w ith those City Retained Areas as defined and fliese City Com m on Facilities as defined”  _  e 
xcep t as a  whole to the  G rantee’s (HKR*s) subsidiaxy company.
A rea  6 f  forms part o f  the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the term s o f  the New Gran 
t, H K R  have no righ t w hatsoever to develop A rea 6 f for residential housing for sale to third parti 
es. A rea 6 f  m ust rem ain  part o f the City R etained Area, and used for the purpose o f  providing se 
rvices to the City.

A llocation o f  U ndivided Shares to Uie Reserved Portion
T he reply to the D L O /Is5 comments dated October 2016 continued:
In  our response to coihm ent item  6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it  is clearly demon 
strated that the undivided shares o f  Area 6 f  are held by  tiie applicant and have never been assign 
ed  to  any other party. (Full set o f  all DM C, Sub-DMGs and Sub-sub-DM Cs have been provided 
fo r D istrict Lands O ffice’s reference directly v ia  HKR’s letter to  DLO dated 3 A ug 2016.) There 
fore, the applicant is the  sole land owner o f  A rea 6 f  and has absolute right to develop the applica 
tion  site.
I disagree strongly w ith  the view that ownership o f  undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic 
an t the absolute righ t to develop Area 6f. The righ.ts o f  the Applicant, including the right to deve 
lop any part o f  the lot, are defined and strictly lim ited by  the N ew  Grant and b y  the DMC. 
Furtherm ore, i t  is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares o f  Area 6 f  t 
o any  other party. In  truth, HKR have never earned out their obligations under the N ew  Grant to 
allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

T he above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n 
o t have the right and capacity to develop Area 6 f  for residential housing for comm ercial rent or s 
ale. To date, tiie A pplicant has persisted in  carrying out exchanges concerning ownership o f  the 
subject site in  secret w ith  Government departments and the TPB, w ithout subjecting these excha 
nges to public scrutiny.
In  the  interest o f  upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning Ordinance, 
the  TPB should reject the application until such tim e that the Applicant releases the relevant doc 
um entation to “substantiate its r ig h t/  capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing 
the  provisions in  the  PD M C .” .
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lam ung A pplication / Review

轉 編 號
Reference Num ber:

170512-125921-52890

提交限期
Deadline fo r submission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間
D ate and time of submission:

12/05/2017 12:59:21

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to w hich th e  com m ent relates:

« •
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

N am e of person m aking  this com m ent:
女士 Ms. Jan  Campbell

意見詳情
Details o f the  C o m m en t:

I object to this application as explained below.
A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in  Area 6 f  with discharge directly into the se 
a 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 o f sewage into the sea, whereas it w ill i 
ncrease 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 b y  DSD which na 
ively assume that H K R  will turn o ff the connection after the emergency. DSD is in  effect giving 
HKR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise 
d throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. N ot surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that 
the sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.
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就規彎[申請/覆核提出意息  M aking  C om m ent on P lanning  A p p lica tio n / Review

參考編號

Reference Number:
170512-125713-68398

提交限期  、

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提 交 日 期 及 時 間 •• .

D ate and time o f submission:
- 12/05/201712:57:13

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意見人 j 姓名/名稱
女士  Ms. Jan Campbell

N am e of person making this comment:

意見詳情
D etails o f the C om m en t:
I object to this explanation as explained below.
T he use ofParkvale Drive, defined as a ^Passageway59 in the Parkvale Village Deed o f  Mutual C
ovenant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha
t i t  has the legal right to use the “Passageway9'  and both the PV O C and m any DB residents have 
challenged H K R ’s position. The issue o f the “Passageway” has been  made m ore complicated by 
the revelation that tiie Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6 fw ill significantly impact on the “Pa 
ssageway9*. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in section G belo 
w ), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, will have to demolish and rebuild the CTL Category 1 
(highest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW-BZC 218) directly opposite the 3 W oods high rise re 
sidential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the application, i 
evealed their intentions, but n o tin  a way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale Village 
residents. And it is only now revealed by the submission o f  the GPRR which HKR has consisten 
tly  refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f  HKR to r  
ebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “PassagewayI * * * 5'  the ownership o f  which is disputed by many
DB 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 
and the public.
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就規割申請履核提出意見 M aking Com m ent on Planning Application / Review

輯 編 號
Reference Number:

170512-144322-53458

提 交 醐
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
D ate and time o f submission:

12/05/2017 14:43:22

有關的镜劃申請編號

T he application no. to which the com ment relates:
YZI-DB/2

r提 意 以 j 姓名/名稱
N am e of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. WOLFDUEHRI 
. NG

意見詳情
D etails o f the C om m ent:
I obj ectto  this application for the reasons set out below.
Ownership and rights o f development in  DB involves the final deteraiinant o f  the ultimate devel 
opm ent potential o f  the Lot (under the Land grant and Master Plan) which is the number o f  undi 
vided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on the Lot. This is a  subject whic 
h h as  been disputed by  many owners and this PVOC. In  the latest FI the applicant states that it w  
ill only provide detailed infoimation on this issue at the meeting o f  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 o f  the meeting! A nd without this 
information being reviewed by the Department o f  Justice.
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劃申請屢按提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplication /  Review

辨編號
Reference Number:

170512-144212-79298

駭 哪
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

駭 B 期及時間. .•
Date and tim e o f  submission:

• 12/05/2017 14:42:12 •

有關的規劃串請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人J 姓名/名稱
Name o f  person making this comment:

先生 Mr. WOLFDUEHRI 
N G

意見詳情
Details o f  the C om m ent:

I object to  this application as explained below
Despite A nnex C  o f the October 2016 Further Inform ation stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a  k ey  
element of the development is the “access road”, there is still no specific information provided a 
s to  its construction through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising from  the unsuitable 
access to  the site such as: the part o f Parkvale D rive which is designed as a pedestrian pavem ent 
under B D  regulations and the effect o f  additional construction and operational traffic on it; w id t 
li constraints o f  Parkvale D rive which lim it the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and  co  
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack o f  emergency access to Parkvale D rive in  
the event o f  an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used b y  res 
idents and  the public; and HKR*s lack o f  consideration o f  alternative access to the site. H K R  co  
ntinues to  not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Im pact A ssessm ent on Pedestrians which is listed under 
the R eports to b e  submitted. Transport D epartm ent statements indicate that they have not consid  
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to A rea 6 f and continue to  refer 
only to D B  roads overall and their interface w ith the rem ainder o fL an tau  outside o f  D iscovery 
Bay w hich is irrelevant
Regarding Traffic and Em ergency Access the PV O C has in all its four previous submissions p o i 
ated out inadequacy o f  both the narrow  and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar 
rower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 W oods high rise residential buildings 
for use as both construction and perm anent traffic access to A rea 6f. W e have pointed out the in  
ability o f  heavy vehicles o r busses to pass on this narrow  access, raising the possibility o f  accide 
n tso r conflict between large vehicles blocking the  only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent 
M idvale Village and to A rea 6 f and preventing access b y  em ergency 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 A rea 6 f  itse lf and has attempted to draw  
attention away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they w ill n o t be impacted. However, i 
a reality, the surroundings impact on A rea 6f, and  the FSD  in  the latest Departmental Com m ents 
has now  recognized that an  adequate EV A  w ithin A rea 6 f  w ill be  USELESS unless it connects t  
o an adequate EV A  through the adjacent Parkvale V illage and Parkvale Drive, which we have p  
ointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments must dem an 
d that H K R  provides a detailed documented proposal as to how  such adequate access would b e  p 
rovided and as to why they  have ignored their earlier proposal to  provide alternative access from  
Discovery V alley Road.
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就規劃申請/ 覆核提出意見 M aking C om m enton P lannm g Application / Review

參考編號
Reference N um ber:

170512-143545-04915

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
D ate and time o f submission:

12/05/2017 14:35:45

有關的規劃申請編號 VZT.nR/7
T he application no. to which the  comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. WOLF DUEHRIN
N am e of person m aking this comment: G

意見詳情
Details of the  C o m m en t:
I object to this application as explained below.
The latest FI continues to be misleading on population. It completely ignores M P 7.0E and prete 
nds that the TPB should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is 
whether 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 
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 Emit for DB and do not mention in any way the separate DB Masterplan s 
ubmission made by HKR.
No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue o f  the proposed change i 
n the population o f DB together with the issue o f title absence o f sound and accurate population s 
tatistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue o f 
conflict o f interest in the preparation and use o f population statistics which undermines the publl 
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 population and persons per un it This information is expected t 
o be available later in 2017.
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就規劃申請 /覆核提出意見  C o m m e n t on  P la n n in g  A p p lica tio n  /  R ew ew

辦 編 號
R eference N um ber:

170512-143446-16895

提 交 娜 •
D eadline fo r submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間.
D ate  and  tim e of subm ission:

12/05/2017 14:34:46

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no . to w hich the com m ent rela tes:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生 Mr. W O LFD U EH R IN

N am e o f person  m aking  th is  com m ent: G

意見詳情
D etails o f the  C o m m e n t:

I object to this application as explained below.
Ownership o f  the site has been an issue from the outset o f  this application and has been the.subj 
ect o f  many public comments, e.g A rea 6 f  is part o f  the “Reserved Portion” under the N ew  Gran 
t and HKR does no t have unfettered ownership o f  the area. The N ew  Grant im poses restrictions 
on the Reserved Portion.
LandsD continues to  point out that its questions about ownership rem ain unanswered. H K R ’s co 
nsultants, M asterplan, say they have answered these questions by explaining direct to th e  TPB. 
The Lands Department should reject H K R’s request to leave its detailed views on  this subject wi 
fhin the “commercially sensitive information55 contained in  HKR5s letter to the  DLO dated  3rd A 
ugust 2016 and referred to in  Section E below.
W ith none o f  this is  on the public record, HK R has turned a public consultation process into a pr 
ivate dialogue w ith  the TPB which the PD m ust realise puts it in an  invidious position.
The RNTPC Paper No. Y /I — DB/2C dated 17th February 2017 stated in  paragraph 3, “ Complian 
ce with the “O w ner’s Consent/Notification” Requirem ents’’，that the  applicant is the sole “curren 
t land owner55 and detailed information would be  deposited at the m eeting for M em bers’ inspecti 
on. From the outset o f  this application, this H K R  view o f  ownership has been contested by  many 
DB owners in numerous submissions to the TPB at all stages o f FI.
The Principal Deed o f M utual Covenant (PDM C) dated 30th  September 1982 has notionally divi 
ded the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands Departm ent requires the applicant to pr 
ove that there are sufficient undivided shares retained b y  them  for allocation to the proposed dev 
elopment.
It is clearly unacceptable in  a public consultation exercise that H K R  should expect:
1. RNTPC m embers and Planning D epartm ent officials to see for the first tim e and inspect detail 
ed information deposited a t the meeting.
2. The public not to  have an opportunity to inspect and com m ent on the information.
3. The Planning Departm ent not to refer the inform ation to relevant bodies such as the Legal De 
partm ent
The question o f  the  undivided shares not being publicly addressed is a disgrace.

o
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就規BI申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Com m ent on Plaam ing A pplication/R eview

參考編號
Reference Number:

17051^-144054-41082

•贼限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

.提交日期及時間.
Date and time o f submission:

• 12/05/2017 14:40:54

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

, •

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e o f person making this comment:

先生 Mr. WOLFDUEHRI 
NG

意見詳情.
Details o f the C om m ent:
I object to this application as explained below.
Consultation w ith government departments and bureaux has been inadequate and incomplete wit 
k HKR’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds o f Furth 
er Information for HK Rto provide a geotechnical report). HKR uses comments such as <sNoted” 
and ctwill be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to government departments wh 
ich have to deal w ith these complicated issues.
Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by  HKR, it can in no w 
ay 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 
o f  FI which has literally had to 'be dragged out o f HKR! It cannot be acceptable in a.public cons 
ultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and commercially sensitive (re 
ownership o f Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that information from 
being publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant m ust be placed in 1h 
e public domain so the public can comment on i t  This is a  serious matter o f public concern and
will be referred to the Ombudsman, Department o f Justice and District Councillor.
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就規■申請/覆棱提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplication /  Review

辨編號
Reference N iim ber:

170512-143953-14454

提交限期
D eadline for submission:

12/05/2017

贼曰期及時間 •
D ate and  tim e of submission:

12/05/2017 14:39:53

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to w hich the com m ent relates:

YZI-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱
N am e of person  m aking th is com m ent:

先生 Mr. W O LFD U EH RI 
NG ©

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I object to this explanation as explained below.
The use ofParkvale Drive, defined as a  “Passageway” in  the Parkvale Village Deed o f  M utual C 
ovenant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to make public its advice tha 
t it has the legal right to use the “Passageway3’，and both the PVOC and many DB residents have 
challenged HK R’s position. The issue o f  the ^Passageway3, has been  made m ore complicated by  
the revelation, that the Emergency Vehicle Access to A rea 6 f  will significantly impact on  the “Pa 
ssageway9*. Another impact, as revealed in  the GPPR (as explained above and in  section G  belo 
w), 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 re  
sidential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the application, r 
evealed Iheir intentions, but n o tin  a  way that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale V illage 
residents. And it is only now revealed by the submission o f  the GPRR which HKR has consisten 
tly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f H K R  to r  
ebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway9’, the ownership o f  which is disputed b y  many 
DB 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 
and the public.

o
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就規劃申請/ 覆核提出意見 M aking  C o m m en t on P lan n in g  A p p lica tio n / Review

參考編號
R eference Number:

170512-143856-87971

提交限期
D eadline for submission:

12/05/2017 .

齩曰期及時間
D ate  and tim e o f submission:

• 12/05/2017 14:38:56

有關的規劃申請編號 •
T h e application no. to w hich the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名/名 稱 .
N am e o f person m aking this comment:

先生 Mr. W O LFD U EH RI 
N G

意見詳情
D etails o f the C om m eiit:

I object to this application as explained below.
A  sewage treatm ent works (STW) is to be included in A rea 6 f w ith discharge directly into the  se 
a  nex t to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or the open  nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro 
ve  Village. It is clear from H K R’s comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HK R 
continues to m in im ise the pollution im pact o f  discharge o f  sewage into the sea, whereas it w ill i 
ncrease the TIN and TPs w hich are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob 
ability of, e.g., red  tides in  DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a  perm anent con 
nection to the government sewage system  have not been adequately addressed by  DSD w hich na 
ively  assum e that HKR w ill turn off the  connection after th e  emergency. DSD is in effect giving 
H K R  an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure w hich it has emphasise 
d throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly H K R ’s consultants say that 
the  sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy” .
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就規劃申請履核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Applicatian/ Review

參考編號

Reference Number:
170512-143744-20466 •

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

駭 白 期 及 時 間  •：
Date and time of submission:

12/05/2017 14:37:44

• •

有關的規劃申請編號

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

厂提意見人」姓名，名稱

Name of person making fbis comment:
先生 Mr. WOLFDUEHRI 
NG 3）

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I object to this application as explained below.
HKR is misleading the TPB by continuing to say that there are two options re w ater supply but, 
as previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho W an 
Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not availa 
ble for the foreseeable future), ttiereis 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 reservo 
ir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for the provision of fresh water to the Area 6f 
Residents i f  and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu 
ality recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre 
ntiy 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 difficultie 
s, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that HKR would wait for the long ter 
m development, i f  any, o f 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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就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

辨 編 號
Reference Number:

170512-143642-28654

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission;

12/05/2017 14:36:42

有關的規劃申請編號.
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 

Name of person making tibds comment:
先生 Mr. WOLFDUEHRIN 
G

意見詳情
Details o f the Comment: _________

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 o f the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17th. Febr 
uary2017):
1 • Planning Intention o f DB:
a. Section 11.2 states that “In terms o f strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lant 
au Concept Plan 2007, Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Rece 
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 
under planning at this stage.”
b. “Discovery Bay is intended for a ....... total planned population o f25,000 and a total domestic
G F A of 900,683m2 upon full development”. “Any further increase in population would have t 
o be considered in the context o f the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail 
ed feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”
c. The proposed development “should be justified in the context o f  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 ap 
plications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Q u eers) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with 汪 total ar 
ea of26,789m2, the accumulative effect o f developing those land with increase in population w 
ould further depart from the original development concept o f DB and overstrain the existing infr 
astructure capacities.”
2. Impact Assessments o f the Proposed Scheme:
a. seThe applicant fails to demonstrate Ihe infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil 
ity of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in  sup 
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 pi 
oposed development in future expansion plan of Siu Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ities. In this regard DEP advises th a t..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is basfed on 压 maximum pop 
ulation o f 25,000 which is the population, ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”
3. Public Comments
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a. “W hile C for T  has no com m ents on the inclusion  o f  the ex isting  access road, the  m a jo r  p u b lic  
concerns on tiie design population o f  D iscovery  B ay  and in su ffic ien t w ater and ’sew ag e  in frastru  
ctural capacities am ongst others are generally  agreed  w ith  as ind ica ted  in the p lan n in g  assessm e 
nts” .
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就規劃申請/覆接提出意見 M aking Comment on Planning Application /  Review

辦 編 號 .

Reference Number:
170512-143338-27407

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提交日期及時間  •'

D ate and tim e of submission:
12/05/2017 14:33:38

有關的規劃串請編號

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

「提 意 見 人 」姓名/名稱

N am e of person making this comment:
先生 Mr. WOLF DUEHRI 
NG

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
.....  圓 .............  i — ■ ................... rr— w um T "

[ object to th is application as explained below.
Slope safety o f  both Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is paramount. H K R has ignored CEDD’s 
request for a Geotechnical Planning Review Report (GPRR). Only now has a desk top and paper 
exercise using outdated infonnation been submitted as a so called GPRR. Disturbingly, it would 
appear from 5ie GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site fonnati 
on  work fo r the access road to Area 6f that the Category 1 slope (10SW-B/C218) directly opposi 
te the 3 W oods high rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is a 
Iso revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co 
urts and 10SW-B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) will be subject to significant changes. This M 
A JO R aspect o f  the proposed development has been ignored by HKR and its consultants in orde 
r n o t to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue whi 
ch should b e  at tiie centre o f a valid “public consultation55 exercise. This is a serious omission fr 
om  the public consultation exercise.
W hat is needed now for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment of the slopes rele 
v an tto  A rea 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 o f  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.



PEMS Comment Submission 貝 1 / 3

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M ak in g  C om m ent on  P lan n in g  A pplica tion  /  Review

辨 編 號
R eference Number: 170512-143226-77519

提交限期
D eadline for submission: 12/05/2017

• • • • •
提交日期及時間
D a te  and tim e o f submission: 12/05/2017 14:32:26

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to w hich the com m ent relates: Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱
N am e of person m aking this comment:

先生 Mr. WOLFDUEHRI 
NG

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C om m en t:

Application Y/I-DB/2. A rea 6f. D iscovery Bay . •
Objection to  secrecy on  the A pplicant’s right and capacity to develop the site.

D ear Sirs,
I refer to the  Response to Com m ents included with the supplem entary information for Applicati 
on  Y/I-DB/2, filed w ith  the Tow n Planning Board (“TPB”) b y  M asterplan Limited on 7 April, 2  
017 , on b eh a lf  o f  the Applicant, H ong K ong Resort Company Lim ited (“HKR”).
T he  D istrict Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:
r h e  applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town Planning Ordinan 
ce  to  develop the site.
A nd  the A pplicant replied:
The applicant has had correspondences w ith Town Planning B oard establishing the ownership o 
f  th e  site.
rh is  is the second tim e that the DLO/Is has m ade the same request concerning the Applicant5 s ri 
g h t and capacity to develop the application site. It is highly regrettable that the Applicant has b e  
en  allowed to reply to the  TPB in  secret, and that this fundam ental question has not been address 
ed  as part o f  the public consultation.
T he TPB should imm ediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. I f  the cor 
respondence cannot be released for reasons o f  privacy, the TPB should conclude that tiiere has n  
o t been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

D eed of M utual Covenant
T he Lot is owned und o•汪 D eed o f  Mutual Covenant (“DM C”）dated 30 September, 1982 and tie 
Id in  the Land Registry as M em orial No. IS 112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners o f  
the  Discovery Bay lot.
T he other owners o f  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 title application site. This is 
contrary to the principles o f  free and open consultation set out in  the Town Planning Ordinance.
I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. W hile th  
e DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity o f  the Applicant to develop the site, the Applicant refer 
s only to establishing ownership.
[This distinction is important.
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t  inderthe DMC aU o f the land o f the Lot is held in  common through ownership o f undivided sh 
U ^ ^ l m t i r e L o t  H ie Applicant is one o f the owners. However, w e must at d l  times rem an  
b er f t X  one o ^ e r h t  unrestricted right to treat the Lot as private propaiy  to develop as the 

v niease The rights and obligations of all owners are governed by the DMC.
To l ^ d e r s ^ n d S  right and Opacity o f any owner to develop any part of the D iscoveiyBay Lo 
f w e  m u s X v e a  th o u g h  understanding o f  the Discovery Bay DMC and the tenns o flh eo n g i 

aal grant ofland from the Government.

o f  land at Discovery Bay (Ihe tsNew Grant” dated 10 September, 1976 and lot 
g ed in lh e  Land Registry as Memorial No. IS6122) required lhat the Grantee set aside the “Reser| 
ved Portion”. This Reserved Pottkin is for the provision of services that are required by all the o
wners o f the Lot . .
f  refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/l-DB/2 submi] 
ttedby  Masterplan Limited on. behalf o f the Applicant 
DLOZTs m ade the following comment (Paragraph 7):
A rea 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public W orks” in the approved MP 
6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) 
forms part o f  either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in  the PDMC. Purs 
uan tto  Clause 7 under Section I of the PDMC; every Owner (as defined in the PDMC^ has th e r i | 
g h 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 o f the same subject to the City Rules (as dl 
efined in  the PDMC). The Applicant is required to  substantiate its r ig h t/  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 6fhave never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area] 

as defined in the PDMC.
T he following is the definition o f  City Retained Areas from the DMC:

The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport term i
aa l, 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 o r| 
parts o f the  Service Area and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the C ity Common 
Areas.” . ：

“C i t / ’ is defined as follows in  the DMC:
“Thp whole of the development on the Lot to be known as ^DISCOVERY BAY CITY5’ （偷景 I 

灣）including all the buildings therein.”
The Lotw 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 o f  LotNo.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any farther extensions thereto 
( i f  any).”  ：
Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The Cily refers to the development on the Lot to be 
known 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.

A ll “City Retained Areas” are part of the “Reserved Portion”
A s per the DMC, the definition o f 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 togetha: with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City ConnnonFac ' 
o S ：C o n ^ ^

“Conditions” is defined as follows in the DMC:
ew Grant No.6122, New Grant No.6620, New Grant No.6788 and New Grant No.6947 colle
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ctively and any subsequent modifications o f  the Conditions.”
Special Condition 10⑻  o f the New Grant states that HKR may not dispose of any part o f  the Lo 
t o t tide buildings thereon unless they have entered into a  deed o f  mutual covenant. Furthermore, 
Special Condition 10(c) states:

^(c) In the Deed o f Mutual Covenant referred to in  (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number o f 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 
ee shall not assign, except as a whole to the Grantee’s subsidiary com pany...” (emphasis added) 
As such, the Applicant may not assign the Reserved P o rtio n - “These City Coinmon Areas toget 
her with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” _  e 
xcep tasa whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company.
Area 6f forms part o f  the City. Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms o f the N ew  Gran 
t，HKR have no right whatsoever to develop Area for residential housing for sale to third parti 
es. Area 6 f  must remain part o f the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose o f  providing se 
rvices to the City.

Allocation o f Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
The rq）ly to the DLO/Is* comments dated October 2016 co n tin u e d :- .
In our response to comment item 6 above sent to District Lands Office direct, it is clearly dem on 
strated that the undivided shares o f Area 6 f are held by the applicant and have never been assign 
ed to any other party. (Full set o f 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 o f Area 6 f  and has absolute right to develop the applica 
tion site.
I disagree strongly with the view that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facto gives the A pplic 
ant the absolute right to deyelop Area 6f. The rights o f the Applicant, including the right to  deve 
lop any part o f the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the N ew  Grant and by the DMC. 
Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares o f A rea 6 f t  
o any other party. In  truth； HKR have never carried out their obligations under the New G rant to 
allocate undivided shares to Area 6f.

The above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n  
ot have the right and capacity to develop Area 6 f  for residential housing for commercial ren t or s 
ale. To date, the Applicant has persisted in carrying out exchanges concerning ownership o f  the 
subject site in secret with Government departments and the TPB, without subjecting these excha 
nges 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 doc 
umentation to substantiate its right /  capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing 
the provisions in the PDMC.”
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Com m ent on P lanning  A pplication /  Review

參考編號

Reference Number:
170512-143048-73078

提交限期

Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to which the comment relates:

提 意 駄 」姓名，名稱 

Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Com m ent:

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 14:30:48

Y/I-DB/2

先生  Mr. W OLFDUEHRIN 
G

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

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

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

Ih e  Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban residential development comprisi 
ng mainly low-density private housing planned for a total population of about 25,000 with suppo 
rting 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 OZTto allow 
the construction o f two residential towers at Area 6 f comprising a total o f 476 flats.

On 1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft M aster Plan 7.0E (“M P 7.0E”) to the District Lands 
Office/Islands (KDLO/IsM) proposing to increase the number o f residential flats at Discovery B a 
y 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 
xisting 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 pe: 
flat as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant’s own figures, the propose- 
for 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E would result in  a population o f 25,000. Members should also not 
e that, according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number o f persons pe: 
lat for Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

ft is therefore evident that Application No. Y/I-DB/2 would lift the population at Discovery B a y  
beyond the current permitted limit.
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M embers shall note that at no tim e during the  consultation has th e  Applicant m ade any request t  
o amend the population lim it o f 25,000 set o u t in the OZP. N either has any government departm 
ent been consulted w hether the population lim it should b e  raised.

Hence, prior to considering Application No. Y/I-DB/2, d ie  Tow n Planning B oard should require 
thattihe Applicant justify  an increase in  population beyond the current limit perm itted under the 
QZP. Furthermore，govenmient departments and the  public should  be consulted.



PEM S Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

170512-142922-47425

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 14:29:22

YZI-DB/2

先生 Mr. WOLF DUEHRIN 
G

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking C om m ent on  P lao a in g  A pp lica tion / Review 

參考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期 .
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間 ' •
D ate and tim e of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號'
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:
I object to 1his application as explained below.
Attention is drawn to the Comments from Fire Services Department. Acknowledging the contin 
ued public objections and a letter to the DFS from the Chairman o f  the PVOC, FSD has issued t 
wo paragraphs o f comments which are contained in  the “Responses to Government Departm ent 
s”：
1. In  its first paragraph, the FSD requires H K R to clarify that ail access in the form o f  a statutory 
EVA would be provided between Parkvale Drive and the EVA within A rea6f. This is the first r  
ecognition, o f  serious issues to be addressed OUTSIDE the Area 6 f  boundary..
2. Its second paragraph says that even i f  the EVA within Area 6 f complies with Buildings D epar 
tment 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 ho 
w. I believe that the Buildings Department should now require H K R to  provide detailed evidenc 
e as to how it intends to provide this statutory EVA externally, as access to Area 6f from Parkval 
e Drive, as a  condition precedent to approval o f  the Application given the proximity o f  the buildi 
ngs, the storm  water drainage provision and the immecSately encroaching terrain.
4. It is a basic civil right and social responsibility that any new development is provided with un 
hindered access at all times for emergency vehicles including fire appliances, ambulances, polic 
e vehicles and also for other emergency services including City Management Security Officers a 
nd electricity and gas utility staff and their vehicles in  case o f  emergency.



PEM S Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

6131
就規劃申請/覆核提出意見  M aking C om m ent on P lanning A pplication /  R eview

參考編號

Reference N um ber:
1

170512-144537-36724

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提 交 日 期 及 時 間 ..

D ate  and time of submission:
12/05/2017 14:45:37

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to which the  com m ent relates:
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱

N am e of person m aking this comment:
先生  Mr. W OLF DUEHRI 
N G

意見詳情

Details of the C om m ent:

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 em 
phasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in  view o 
f  the current DB Masterplan consultation which spells out the future HKK developments in DB. 
Logically all these developments need to be considered together by the PD in a  holistic manner s 
o that the impact on the current infrastructure o f DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac 
tored into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in  DB should be p 
ut on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo 
u t i t

3

)
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplica tion / Review

參考編號
R eference N um ber:

170512-123502-94800

提交限期
D eadline fo r submission:

12/05/2017

贼日期及時間. •
D ate  and  tim e o f  submission:

12/05/2017 12:35:02

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application  no. to w hich the  com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱
N am e of p e rso n  m aking this com m ent:

先生 Mr. K en Bradley

意見詳情
D etails o f th e  C o m m e n t:

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

Government departments have not been consulted on lifting the population cap o f 25,000 under t 
he D iscovay  B ay  Outline Zoning Plan.

Paragraph 5.4 o f  the Explanatory Statement for the approved Discovery Bay Outline Zoning Pla 
n S/I-DB/4 (“O ZP”) states:

The Discovery B ay development is a self-contained sub-urban residential development comprisi 
ng mainly low-density private housing planned for a total population o f about 25,000 w ith suppo 
rting retail, commercial and community facilities and recreational uses.

O n 25 February, 2016, tiie 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 o f  two residential towers at Area 6 f comprising a total o f 476 flats.

. • • •
On 1 February, 2017, HKR submitted draft M aster Plan 7.0E (“M P 7.0E”）to the District Lands 
Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”）proposing to increase the number o f  residential flats at Discovery Ba 
y 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 lim it under the approved OZP (ie, the e 
xisting OZP prio r to any.amendments proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

Throughout the  Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, the Applicant has generally used 2.5 parsons per 
flat as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant9 s own figures, the proposal 
for 10,000 flats under MP 7.0E would result in  a population o f 25,000. Members should also not 
e that, according to the official 2016 government by-census, the average number of persons per f  
lat 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.
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Members shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant made any request t 
o amend the population limit o f25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither has any government departm 
ent 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. Furdiermore, government departments and the public should be consulted.• • • .

□
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on PLartoiiig A pplication/ Review

轉編號
Reference Num ber:

170512-123306-82734

駭 卿
Deadline fo r submission:

12/05/2017

贼日期及時間
D ate and tim e of submission:

12/0572017 12:33:06

有關的規劃申請編號.
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Ken Bradley

意見詳情
Details of the  C om m ent:

Application Y/I-DB/2. A rea 6f. Discovery Bay
Objection to secrecy on the Applicant5s right and capacity to develop the site.

Dear Sirs,
I 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 o f Hie 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 
ght 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 
ed as part o f  the public consultation.
The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public comment. I f  the cor 
respondence cannot be released for reasons o f  privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n  
ot been an open consultation and reject the application forthwith.

Deed of Mutual Covenant
Th产 Lot is owned under a Deed ofMutual Covenant (“DMC”）dated 30 September, 1982 and he 
Id in  the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners o f 
the Discovery Bay lot.
The other owners o f 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.
I t̂ t ff0Ur again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. W hile th
son ly  社如八触迦  to develop the site, the AppUcant refer

This distinction is important.

file:/A\pld-egis2\Online_Comment\170512-123306-8?7^4 v  t 加 ，v u
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Under the DMC, all o f the land o f the Lot is held in common through ownership o f undivided sh 
ares in the entire Lot. The Applicant is one o f the owners. However, we must at all times remem 
ber that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the L otas private property to develop as the 
y please. The rights and obligations o f all owners are governed by  the D M C . .
To understand the right and capacity o f any owner to develop any part o f the Discovery B ay Lo 
t, w e must have a thorough understanding o f  the Discovery Bay DMC and the terms of the origi 
nal grant o f  land from the G overnm ent

Reserved Portion
The original grant o f  land at Discovery Bay (the “New Graiit” dated 10 September, 1976 andlod 
ged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS6122) required that the Grantee set aside the “Reser 
ved Portion” . This Resented Portion is for the provision o f services that are required by all the o 
wners of the Lot.
I refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/l-DB/2 submi 
ttedby  Masterplan Limited on behalf o f  the Applicant.
DLOAs m ade the following comment (Paragraph 7):
Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public W orks” in the approved MP 
6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) 
forms part o f  either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Purs 
uan tto  Clause 7 under Section I o f  the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the ri 
ght 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 o f  the same subject to the City Rules (as d 
efinedin the PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its r ig h t/ 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 6 f have never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area 
s” as defined in the PDMC.
The following is the definition o f 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 go lf course (if any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part or 
parts o f  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 o f the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY CITY” （偷景 

灣 ）including all the buildings therein.”
wThe LotM is defined as follows in the DMC:
**A11 that piece or parcel o f  land registered in the District Land Office Island as The Remaining

Portion o f Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions tihereto 
(if any).”
Thus, the City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on tiie Lot to be 
known as Discovray Bay City. City Retained Areas are part o f Discovery Bay City. Furthermor 
e, the City Retained Areas have a defined purpose, as explained below.

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

• .such part or parts o f  the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit o f  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 Portion9* and “Minimum Associated Facilities55 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 colie

)



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 3 / 3

■. 6132
ctively and any subsequent modifications o f  the  Conditions.”
Special Condition 10(a) o f  the N ew  Grant states that HK R m ay n o t dispose o f  any part o f  the  Lo 
t o r  the buildings thereon unless they  have entered into a deed o f m utual covenant. Furthermore, 
Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In  the D eed o f  M utual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
(i) Allocate to the R eserved Portion an appropriate number o f  undivided shares in  the lot or, as t  
he case may be, cause the same to b e  carved ou t from the lot, w hich Reserved Portion the Grant 
ee shall not assign, except as a whole to the  Grantee’s subsidiary co m p an y ...(em p h asis  added)
As such, the A pplicant m ay not assign th e  Reserved Portion -  “T hese City Common Areas toget 
her w ith those City R etained Areas as defined and these City Com m on Facilities as defined” _  e 
xcept as a whole to the Grantee’s (HKR9s) subsidiary company.
A rea 6 f  forms part o f  the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to  the term s o f  the N ew  Gran 
t, H K R  have no right whatsoever to  develop A rea 6 f for residential housing for sale to third parti 
es. A rea 6 f m ust rem ain part of the City Retained Area, and used fo r the purpose o f  providing se 
rv icesto  the City.

Allocation o f  U ndivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
The reply to the D LO /Is’ comments dated October 2016 continued:
In our response to com m ent item 6 above sent to District Lands O ffice direct, it is clearly demon 
strated  that the undivided shares o f  Area 6 f  are held by  the applicant and have never been assign 
ed to  any olher party. (Full set o f all DM C, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DM Cs have been provided 
for District Lands O ffice9 s reference directly v ia  HKR5s letter to D L O  dated 3 A ug 2016.) There 
fore, the applicant is the sole land owner o f  A re a6 f and has absolute right to develop the applica 
tion  site.
I disagree strongly w ith  the view that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic 
an t the absolute right to develop A rea 6f. The rights o f  the A pplicant, including the right to deve 
lop any part o f  the lot, are defined and strictly limited by the New G rant and by  the DMC. 
Furthermore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares o f  A rea 6 f t  
o any  other party. In  truth, HKR have never earned 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 n 
ot have the right and capacity to develop Area 6 f  for residential housing for commercial rent or s 
ale. To date, the A pplicant has persisted in  carrying out exchanges concerning ownership o f  the 
subject site in  secret w ith Government departments and the TPB, w ithout subjecting thesfe excha 
tiges to public scrutiny.
In the interest o f  upholding the public consultation process under th e  Town Planning Ordinance, 
the TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant releases the relevant doc 
umentation to “substantiate its r ig h t/ capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing 
(he provisions in  the PDM C.J,
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6133
就 規 割 申 請 纖 提 出 意 見 M aJdng Com m ent on P lann ing  A p p lica tio n / Review

參考編號

Reference N um ber:
.170512-104017-54843

駭 限 期

Deadline fo r submission:
12/05/2017

戲 日 期 及 時 間  . ’

D ate an d  tim e of submission:
12/05/2017 i a ：40:17

有關的規劃申請編號

The application no. to w hich th e  com m ent relates:
* Y/I-DB/2

「鶴 見 人 J 姓名/名稱 先生  Mr. M . SMITH
Name o f perso n  m aking th is comment:

意見詳情
Details o f  th e  C o m m en t: _________
I object to this application as explained below
Despite Annex C o f the October 2016 Further Information stating in  paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 
element o f  the development is the “access road’’，there is still no specific m foimation provided a 
s to its construction through Parkvale village. There are many issues arising from  tide unsuitable 
access to the site such as: the part o f  Parkvale Drive w hich is designed as a pedestrian pavement 
under BD regulations and the effect o f additional constnxction and operational traffic on it; w idt 
h constraints o f  Parkvale Drive which limit the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and co 
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another, potential lack o f  emergency access to Parkvale Drive in  
the event o f  an  accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a  pedestrian area used by res 
idents and the public; and H K k ’s lack o f consideration o f  alternative access to the site. H K R co 
ntimies to not submit, in  its FI，a Traffic Impact Assessment on Pedestrians w hich is listed under 
the 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 6 f  and continue to refer 
only to DB roads overall and their interfece with the remainder ofL antau  outside of Discovery 
Bay w hich is iirelevant
R eg a rd in g  Traffic and Emargency Access the PVOC has in  all its four previous submissions poi 
nted out tihLe inadequacy o f  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. W e have pointed out the in  
ability o f  heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility of accide 
Qtsor conflict between large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent 
Midvale Village and to Area 6 f  and preventing access b y  emergency vehicles such as ambulance 
s，& e appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from  a practical and social perspective. 
Information submitted by the Applicant has focused on Area 6 f itself and has attempted to draw 
attrition away from the adjacent surroundings saying that they will not be impacted. However, i 
n reality, tiie surroundings impact on Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments 
has now recognized that an adequate EVA within Area 6 f  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 P la n n in g  and Buildings Departments must deman 
d ti^at 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.
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就規劃申請/ 覆按提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on. P lan n in g  A p p lic a tio n / R eview

- 170512-103840-43012
R eference Number:

提交呼期 • . . ( 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

曰期及時間 12/05/2017 10:38:40
D ate  and tim e o f  subm ission:

* ■ • * . .
有關的規劃申請編號 Y/PDB/2
T h e application no. to w hich  the com m ent relates:

r提意M 」姓名/名稱 先生M r. M . S M IT H
N am e o f person m aking this comment:

意見詳情
D etails o f the C o m m en t:

[ ob ject to this explanation as explained below.
T he use o fParkvale  D rive, defined as a “Passageway” in  the Parkvale Village D eed o f  M utual C 
ovenant, is essential for access to A rea 6f. H K R  continues to refiise to make public  its advice tha 
t i t  has the legal right to  use the “Passageway5’，and both the PV O C  and m any DB residen ts have 
challenged E^CR’s position. The issue o f  the  “Passageway9, has been  made m ore com plicated by  
the  revelation that tiie Em ergency Vehicle Access to A rea 6 f  w ill significantly im pact o n  the “Pa 
ssagew ayw. A nother im pact, as revealed in the  GPPR (as explained above and in  section G  belo 
w ), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, w ill have to dem olish and rebuild the CTL Category 1 
(highest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW -B/C 218) directly opposite the 3 W oods h ig h  rise re 
sidential buildings. H K R  and its consultants have only now, at l i i s  late stage o f  the application, r 
evealed their intentions, bu t not in a  way that is clearly stated to the  public and Parkvale Village 
residents. And it is only now  revealed by the  submission o f  the GPRK which H K R has consisten 
fly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f  H K R to r  
ebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway9’，the ownership o f  which is disputed b y  many 
D B residents and the PV OC, and to demolish/rebuiid a  CTL Category 1 slope has not been  prop 
erly  explained, in  a m anner befitting its importance, to the PD, relevant government departments 
and  the public.
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就规劃申請/覆核挪瞭見 MaWng Comment on Plmmbig AppJkttbn/ JUvKw

參缚蝙猇
Icforonce Number:

1705J2-J03451-95183

概交限期
Deadline for vubmlnlon:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 ，
Date and time of submiiilon:

12/05/201740:34:51

有關的規割申腈編號
The application no. to which the comment relate謬：

* /
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. M, SMITH

意見蛘情
Details of the Comment:

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 Applicati 
on Y/I-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board (“TPB’*) by Masterplan Limited on 7 A pril, 2 
017, on behalf o f 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 h郎 made the same request concerning the Applicant* s ri 
ght 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 
ed as part o f the public consultation.
rh e  TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public com m ent If the cor 
respondence cannot be released for reasons o f 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 ofM utual Covenant (“bM C，*) dated 30 September, 1982 and he 
Id in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners of 
the Discovery Bay lo t
The other owners o f tiie Lot have had no opportunity to review the arguments put forward b y  the 
Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop the application site. This is 
contrary to the principles o f  free and open consultation set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.
I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. W hile th 
e DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site, the Applicant refer 
s only to establishing ownership.
This distinction is important.
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Under the D M C, all o f  the land o f  the Lot is held in com m on through ow nership o f  undivided sh 
ares in the entire Lot. The A pplicant is one o f  the owners. However, we m ust a t all tim es rem em  
ber that no one owner has unrestricted right to treat the L o ta s  private property to develop as the 
y please. The rights and obligations o f  all owners are governed b y  the DMC.
To understand the right and capacity o f  any owner to develop any part o f the  D iscovery B ay L o  
t, we must have a thorou曲  understanding o f  the D iscovery Bay DM C and the  term s o f  the  origi 
nal grant o f  land  from die Government.

Reserved Portion '
The original g rant o f  land at D iscovery Bay (the “N ew  Grant” dated 10 Septem ber, 1976 and lod 
ged in the Land Registry as M em orial No. IS6122) required  that the Grantee se t aside the “Reser 
ved Portion” . This Reserved Portion is for the provision o f  services that are required by  all the o 
wners o f  the Lot. ' .  .
I refer to die “Response to Com m ents” dated October 2016 for A pplication N o . Y /l-D B/2 submi 
ttedby  M asterplan Limited on b eh a lf o f  the Applicant.
DLOyls m ade the following com m ent (Paragraph 7):
Area 6 f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public W orks” in  th e  approved MP 
6.0E7h(a). T he Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters” in  the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) 
forms part o f  either the “C ity Com mon Areas” or the “C ity Retained Areas”  in  the PD M C. Purs 
uan tto  Clause 7 under Section I o f  the PDMC, every O w ner (as defined in  the  PDM C) has the ri 
ght and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City C om m on Areas’, fo r all p  
urposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment o f  the same subject to  th e  City R ules (as d  
efined in  the PDM C). The A pplicant is required to substantiate its ri曲 t  /  capacity  to develop the 
application site  without prejudicing the provisions in  the PDMC.
In response, th e  Applicant stated, in  part:
Proposed sta ff quarters in A rea 6 f  have never been built. The subject site is  “C ity  R etained A rea 
s” as defined in  the PDMC.
The following is the definition o f  C ity  Retained Areas from  the DM C:

“The piers, th e  breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, law ns, transport termi
nal, children 's playground, public beaches, estate m anagement offices, aviary/botanical garden, 
non-membership g o lf course ( if  any), cable-car system ( if  any), the  heliport and  the olher part o r 
parts o f  the Service Area and all open areas and spaces in  the City other than th e  City Common 
Areas.”

“City” is defined as follows in the  DMC:
“The whole o f  the development o n  the Lot to be know n as “DISCOVERY B A Y  CITY” （偷景  

灣 ）including all the buildings therein.”
KThe Lot” is defined as follows in  the DMC:

• “All that piece or parcel o f  land registered in the D istrict Land Office Island as The Remaining 
Portion o f Lot No.,385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto and any further extensions thereto 
(if  any).”
Thus, 1he City and the Lot are not identical. The City refers to the development on the Lot to be 
known as Discovery Bay City. C ity Retained Areas are part o f Discovery B ay City. Furthermor 
e, the City Retained Areas have a  defined purpose, as explained below.

All “City Retained Areas” are part o f  the “Reserved Portion55
As per the DM C, the definition o f  C ity Common Areas includes the following:

• -such part or parts o f  the Service Area as shall be used for the benefit o f  the  City. These City
Common Areas together w ith those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Fac 
ilities as defined form the entire £CReserved Portion” and “M inimum 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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ctively and any subsequent modifications o f  the Conditions.”
Special Condition 10(a) o f  the N ew  Grant states that HKR m ay not dispose o f  any part o f  the Lo 
t o r  the buildings thereon unless they have entered into a  deed o f  mutual covenant Furthermore, 
Special Condition 10(c) states:

“(c) In the Deed of M utual Covenant referred to in  (a) hereof, the Grantee shall:
(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number o f  undivided shares in the lo t or, as t 
he case m ay be, cause the same to be  carved out from the lot, which Reserved Portion the Grant 
ee shall not assign, except as a  whole to Ihe Grantee’s subsidiary com pany...M (emphasis added) 
As such, the Applicant piay no t assign the Reserved P o rtio n - “These City Common Areas toget 
h e r with those City Retained Areas as defined and these City Common Facilities as defined” _  e 
xcept as 汪 whole to the Grantee’s (HKR’s) subsidiary company.
A rea  6f forms part.of the City Retained Area. Therefore, according to the terms of the New Gran 
t, H K R  have no right whatsoever to develop Area 6 f  for residential housing for sale to third parti 
es. Area 6 f  m ust remain part o f  the City Retained Area, and used for the purpose of providing se 
rv icesto  the City.

Allocation o f  Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion
T h e  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 demon 
strated that the undivided shares o f  Area 6 f  are held by  the applicant and have never been assign 
ed  to  any other party. (Full set o f  all DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided 
fo r District Lands Office’s reference directly via HKR*s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.) There 
fo re, the applicant is the  sole land owner o f  Area 6 f  and has absolute right to  develop the applica 
tio n  site.
I disagree strongly w ith the view  that ownership o f undivided shares ipso facto gives the Applic 
an t the absolute right to  develop Area 6£ The rights o f  the Applicant, including the right to deve 
lop  any part o f  the lot, are defined and strictly limited by Ihe N ew  Grant and by  the DMC. 
Furtherm ore, it is irrelevant that the Applicant has not assigned the undivided shares o f  Area 6 f t  
o an y  other party. In truth, H K R  have never carried out their obligations under the N ew  Grant to 
allocate undivided shares to A rea 6f.

T he above discussion shows that there are reasonable grounds to argue that the Applicant does n  
o t have the right and capacity to develop A re a6 f for residential housing for commercial rent o t s 
ale . To date, the Applicant has persisted in  carrying out exchanges concerning ownership o f  the 
subject site in  secret w ith  Government departments and the TPB, without subjecting these excha 
nges to public scrutiny.
In  the interest o f  upholding the public consultation process under the Town Planning Ordinance, 
th e  TPB should reject the application until such time that the Applicant releases the relevant doc 
um entation to “substantiate its r ig h t/  capacity to develop the application site without prejudicing 
th e  provisions in  the PDM C.”
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號

Reference Number:
.170512-103648-97336

提交限期

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017

提 交 曰 期 及 時 間 /

Date and time of submission:
12/05/2017 10:36:48

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment:
先生 Mr. M . SMITH

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I object to this application as explained below.
A sewage treatment works (STW) is to b e  included in  Area 6 f  with discharge directly into the se 
a next to the ferry p ier 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 o f discharge of sewage into the sea, whereas it will i 
ncrease the TIN and TPs which are already above acceptable levels, thereby increasing the prob 
ability qf, e.g.，red tides in DB waters. The emergency arrangements involving a  permanent con 
□Lection to the government sewage system have not been adequately addressed b y  DSD which na 
ively assume that H K R will turn o ff the connection after the emergency. DSD is in  effect giving 
HKR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise 
d throughout this exercise is not available to HKR. N ot surprisingly HKR’s consultants say that 
the sewage proposal “is considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy”.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

辦編號
Reference Number:

170512-145426-66909 » ■

敝限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

.駭日期及時間.
:Pate and time o f submission:

• . 12/05/2017 14:54:26

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Name of person making this com m en t:.

夫人 Mrs. M.LEE

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I object to this application as explained below.
Slope safety o f  bo th  Area 6 f aud its  immediate vicinity is paramount. H K R has ignored CED D ’s 
request fo ra  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 w ould 
appear from 逐te GPRR that references to future slope stability w ork and subsequent site formati 
on  work for the access road to A rea 6 f  that the Category 1 slope (10SW -B/C218) directly opposi 
te  the 3 W oods h igh  rise residential buildings would have to be destroyed and rebuilt. And it is a 
Iso revealed that two more CTL Category 1 slopes (10SW-B/C 194 above Coral and Crystal Co 
urts and 10SW -B/C 205 adjacent to Coral Court) wHlbe subject to significant changes. This M  
AJOR aspect o f  the  proposed development has been ignored by H K R  and its consultants in  orde 
r n o t to alert and alarm the PD, Parkvale Village residents and the general public to an issue w hi 
ch  should be at the centre o f a valid “public consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission fr 
om  the public consultation exercise.
W hat is needed now  for public consultation is for a full and proper assessment o f  the slopes rele 
v an tto  Area 6f, and not to wait, as the report states, until after approval o f the application and su 
bsequent to site works starting, for a detailed stability analysis to be  carried ou t involving the co 
mpletion o f site specific ground investigation works and laboratory testing.
The GEO should reject this inadequate and unsound “GPRR” and request H K R  to prepare one w 
ith fiill 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.



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見刪血S Comment on Planning AppUcation/ Review

鈴 編 號

Reference N um ber:
170512-145220-34188

提交限期

Deadline fo r submission:
12/05/2017

贼 曰 期 及 時 間  •

D ate  and tim e o f submission:
12/05/2017 14:52:20

有關的規劃申請編號

T h e  application no. to which th e  com m ent relates:
Y/I-DB/2

「提意M A 」姓名/名稱

N am e of person  makiiig this comment:
夫人  M rs. M .L E E

意見詳情
Details of the  C o m m en t:
I object to this application as explained below
Slope safety o fbo th  Area 6f and its immediate vicinity is param ount 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. A nd 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 6 f that the CTL Category 1 (highest consequences-4o-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 m ore 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 M AJOR aspect o f  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 o f a valid “p 
ublic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on H aim ing Applicatton /  Review

輯 編 號
Reference Number:

170512-145323-66920

■)

提交M
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

駭曰期 •及時間.
D ate and time o f  su b m iss io n : .

12/05/2017 14:53:23

有關的規劃申請編號
T he application no. to which the comment relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意M 」姓名/名稱
Nam e o f person m aking this comment:

夫人 Mrs. M. LEE

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m en t:

Application Y/I-DB/2. Area 6f. D iscovery Bay
Objection to secrecy on the Applicant9s right and capacity to develop the site.

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the Response to Comments included with the supplementary inform ation for Applicati 
on  Y/I-DB/2, filed  with the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) by  M asterplan L im ited on 7 April, 2 
017, on behalf o f  the Applicant, H ong Kong Resort Com pany Limited (“HKR”).
The District Lands Office/Islands (“DLO/Is”) stated:
The applicant is required to substantiate its right and capacity under the Town P la n n in g  Ordinan 
ce to develop the site.
A nd the Applicant replied:
The applicant has had correspondences with Town Planning Board establishing the ownership o 
f  the  site.
This is the second tim e that the D LO/Is has m ade the sam e ra juest concerning the Applicant’s ri 
ght 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 h as  not been address 
ed as part o f the public consultation.
The TPB should immediately release the relevant correspondence for public com m ent If  the  cor 
respondence cannot be released for reasons o f  privacy, the TPB should conclude that there has n  
ot been an o p a i consultation and reject the application forthwith.

D eed o f M utual Covenant
The Lot is owned wider a Deed o f  M utual Covenant (“D M C”）dated 30 September, 1982 and he 
Id in the Land Registry as M emorial No. IS112018. There are presently over 8,000 co-owners o f 
the  Discovery B ay lot.
The other owners o f  the Lot have had no opportunity to  review the arguments pu t forward b y  the 
Applicant to substantiate that it has the right and capacity to develop the application site. This is 
contrary to the principles o f  free and open consultatioii set out in the Town Planning Ordinance.
I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments above. W hile 
e DLO/Is refers to the right and capacity of the Applicant to develop the site, the  Applicant refer 
s only to establishing ownership.
(This distinction is im portant
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Under the DMC, all o f  the land o f  the Lot is held in common through ownership o f undivided sh 
ares in ttie entire L o t The Applicant is one of the owners. However, w e 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 o f all owners are governed by  the DMC.
To understand the right and capacity o f any owner to develop any part o f  the Discovery Bay Lo 
t, we must have a thorough understanding o f the Discovery B ay DM C and the terms o f  the origi 
nal grant o fland from the Government.

Reserved Portion
The original grant ofland at Discovery Bay (the £tNew Grant” dated 10 September, 1976 and lod 
ged in the Land Registry as Memorial No. IS6122) required that the Grantee set aside the “Reser 
vej  Portion”. This Reserved Portion is for the provision o f services that are required by all the o 
wners o f the L o t
I refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application N o. Y/l-DB/2 submi 
ttedby Masterplan Limited on behalf o f the Applicant.
D L O A s made the following comment (Paragraph 7):
Area 6f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public W orks” in the approved MP 
6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters” in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) 
forms part o f either the “City Common Areas” or the “City Retained Areas” in  the PDM C. Purs 
uantto Clause 7 under Section I o f  the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDM C) has the ri 
ght 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 o f the same subject to the City Rules (as d 
efinedin tide PDMC). The Applicant is required to substantiate its rig h t/ 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 6fhave never been built. The subject site is “City Retained Area 
s” as defined in the PDMC.
The following is the definition o f  City Retained Areas from the DMC:

“The piers, the breakwaters and other marine structures, public gardens, lawns, transport tenni
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 and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City Common 
Areas.”

“City” is defined as follows in the DMC:

D
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M a k in g  C o m m en t o n  P lan n in g  A pp lica tion  /  Review

170512-145114-19169
R eference Num ber:

提 交 關  . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間• . •
D ate  and tim e o f subm ission:

12/05/2017 14:51:14

有關的規劃申請編號• y/IDB/2
T h e application no. to w h ich  the com m ent relates:

提意見人」姓名/名稱 夫人M rs. M .L E E
N am e o f p erson  m aking this comment:

意見詳情.
D etails o f  th e  C om m en t: .

A pplication  N o. Y/I-DB/2. A re a  6f, D iscovery B ay  .

G overnm ent departments hav e  not been consulted on lifting the population cap o f 25,000 u nder t 
tie D iscovery  B ay Outline Z oning  Plan.

Paragraph 5.4 o f  the Explanatory Statement for the  approved D iscovery Bay Outline Zoning P la 
n  S /I-D B /4 (“OZP”) states:

T he  D iscovery  Bay developm ent is a self-contained sub-urban residential developm ent com prisi 
ng  m ainly  low -density private housing planned f o r a  total population o f  about 25,000 with suppo 
rting  retail，commercial and com m unity facilities and recreational uses.

O n  25 February, 2016, the A pplicant, H ong K ong Resort Com pany Limited (“HKR”), submitted 
the  Section 12a Application N o . Y/I-DB/2, proposing to amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow 
the  construction o f  two residential towers a t A rea 6 f  comprising a total o f 476 flats.

O n  1 February, 2017, H K R  subm itted draft M aster Plan 7.0E (C£M P 7.0E55) to the District Lands 
O ffice/Islands (“DLO/Is”）proposing to increase the  num ber o f  residential flats at D iscovery Ba 
y  to  10,000, from 8,735 under approved M aster P lan  6.0E7h(a). According to the submission, th 
is w ould enable development at Discovery B ay up  to the lim it under the approved OZP (ie, the  e 
xisting O Z P prior to any amendm ents proposed under Y/I-DB/2).

T hroughout the Y/I-DB/2 consultation process, th e  Applicant has generally used 2.5 persons per 
f la t as the basis for calculating population. Thus, using the Applicant’s own figures, die proposal 
fo r 10,000 flats under M P 7.0E  would result in  a  population o f  25,000. M embers should also not 
e that, according to the official 2016 governm ent by-census, the average num ber o f persons per f 
la t for Islands District as a w hole is 2.9.

It is  therefore evident that A pplication No. Y /I-D B/2 w ould lift the population at Discovery Bay 
beyond the  current perm itted limit.
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Members shall note that at no time during the consultation has the Applicant made any request t 
o amend the population limit o f25,000 set out in the OZP. Neither has any government departm 
ent 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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就規割申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on Planning Application / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-145000-82951

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間.
Date and time of submission:

12/05/2017 14:50:001 *

有膝I的規割申請編號 '

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

「提意見人」姓名/名稱\ •
Nam e of person making this comment:

夫人 Mrs. M.LEE

意見詳情
D eta ils o f  the C o m m en t:

[ 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 em 
phasised in the substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DBZ2C. This is particularly relevant in view o 
f  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 
o that the impact on the current infrastructure o f DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac 
tored into future government plans. In this context all development proposals in DB should be p 
ut on hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo 
u tit. .
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P lanning  A ppU cation/ Review

參考編號
Reference N um ber:

170512-115924-61211

提交限期
deadline fo r subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 •
:) a t e  and tim e o f subm ission:

12/05/2017 11:59:24 • . •

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to  w hich the  com m ent rela tes:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
N am e of person  m ak ing  this com m ent:

先生 M r. J  Chau

意見詳情 ,
•. details o f the  C o m m e n t: . !

I ca ll for the rejection o f the application based on the following:

(a) the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed rezoning would not generate adverse infr 
astructural, environm aital and geotechnical impacts on the surrounding areas;
(b) approval o f the application would set an undesirable precedent for other similar rezoning app 
lications, the accumulative impact o f which would overstrain the existing and planned infrastruc 
ture capacities for the area.

(C) the existing hiking trail would be affected by the proposal; and the proposed new access roa 
d connecting to Parkvale Drive would cut and extinguish part o f the existing hiking trail.

(D) In terms o f strategic planning context, according to the Revised Lantau Concept Plan 2007, 
Discovery Bay area was not recommended for further development. Recently, the Lantau Devel 
opm ent Advisory Committee recommends North Lantau Corridor for strategic economic and ho 
using development, North-eastern Lantau Node for leisure, entertainment and tourism developm 
ent and East Lantau Metropolis as a long-term strategic growth area. Discovery Bay is not reco 
mmended as a strategic growth area under planning at this stage.

. . . •
(E) Based on the applicant’s latest submission, Director o f Environment expresses reservation o 
n th e  acceptability o f the proposed development under the subject rezoning application from wat 
er quality assessment perspective as the applicant has not demonstrated that all practicable mitig 
a tion  measures reducing the pollution loading on Total Inorganic Nitrogen (TIN) level to the sur 
rounding receiving water body are exhausted.

(F) 'Apparently八 the applicant has adopted a figure o f 2.5 persons per flat. Nevertheless, accordin 
g to  DLO5s letter dated 11.9.2014 to the applicant commenting on the proposed Discovery Bay 
MP7.0B, it was stated that “based on the latest information o f  2011 Census, the average househo 
Id size is 2.7 in Discovery Bay5’. The applicant should justify the assumption o f 2.5 persons per f  
la t in  this case. This issue needs to be addressed, as the household size affects the population fig 
ure and thus the estimation o f demands on infrastructure. I f  the average household size is 2.7, ev 
en the 10,000 flats previously proposed in the draft Discovery Bay MP7.0E will mean a populati 
on o f 27,000, which will already exceed the maximum population of25,000 in the Discovery Ba
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y OZP. Based on the applicant’s proposals, it is obvious that the applicant’s intention is to excee 
d the 25,000 population by an addition o f 4,003 persons (1,190 in the subject application +  2,81

, 3  in Application No. Y/I-DB/3), and the water demand by  an addition o f  1,722 cu.m./day (512 i
n the subject application + 1,210 in Application No. Y/I-DB/3).

* • .

(G) There are some 124,000m2 domestic GFA allowed in the “R(C)2” zone (Plan Z-la) o f  the D  
iscovery Bay OZP which have not been incorporated in  the prevdling  MP and yet to be im plem  
anted under the lease. In other words, there is scope for further residential development w ithin th  
e planned residential area Without resorting to rei»ne the Site. ’ •

Q
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號 . .
R eference Num ber:

170512-140617-94167

提 交 限 期 . . .
D eadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時H  •
D a te  and tim e o f  submission:

12/05/2017 14:06:17

有關的規劃申請編號’ ’
T h e  application no. to which the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意贴 」姓名，名稱
N am e o f  person m aking this comment:

先生 Mr. Peter A . Crush

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C om m en t:

object to the proposal. I  have subm itted three previous proposals giving details o f  m y  objection

M ost im portant are the concerns about the adverse traffic impact the  developm ent w ould have o 
n  th e  existing Parkvale Village. ( See m y comment re f  #1109 submitted 04. A pril 2016)

A lso  none o f  the concerns raised b y  the small owners o f  Discovery Bay in respect o f  their rights 
under the D eed o f  Mutual Covenant have been addressed. N otably the intention o f  the developer 
to m ake use o f  a  private "PASSAGEW AY" as means o f  access for heavy construction vehicles a 
n d  later as a  m eans o f  access for new  residents .
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6137

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 ta k in g  Comment on Planning Application/ Review

參考編號 170511-235540-80549
Reference Number:

駭 酬  12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

醐 期 及 時 間  11/05/2017.23:55:40
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃串請編號 Y/I-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

K J A 」姓H .  先生 Mr. Wong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
6 f - 直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。

I 這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施， 
I崎居民亦有助支持區內商店營運，令整個社區受惠。

O
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就窺劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review
鈴 編 號

Reference Number:
.

170511-235236-64835

提 交 醐

Deadline for submission:
12/05/2017 •

駁 曰 期 及 時 間

Date and time of submission: 11/05/201723:52:36

有關的規劃申請編號

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

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱

Name of person making this comment:
先生 Mr. David Chan

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
6 f—直已規蓐為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。 : "

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施，
新居民亦有助支持區内商虐營運，令整個社區受惠。.
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6139
就規割申諌/覆核提串意見 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170511-235134-02393

提交限期 12/05/20P
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 11/05/2017 23:51:34
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I-DB/2The application no. to which the comment relates:

r提意見人」姓名，名稱 夫人Mrs. Ho
Name of person making this comment:

意見詩情
Details of the Comment:
6 f— 直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋 o

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施，
新居民亦有助支持區内商店營運，令整個社區受惠 o

o



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 J / l

m o

就規劃申請職提出意見 Making Comment on Hanning AppUcafion/ Review

參考編號 170511-235017-99263
Reference Number:

提交限期 . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間 ' 11/05/2017 23:50:17
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請’編號 YZi:DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名’名稱 先 生 尬 Wayne Wong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
5f—直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金社區的配套設施，
新居民亦有助支持區内商店營運，令整個社區受惠。 —



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

6141

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Mald吗 Comment on Planniag Applicatbn / Review

參考編號 170511-234907-88008
Reference Number:

提 交 哪  12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期 11/05/2017 23:49:07
Date and time of submission:

. - • •
有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I-DB/2
The application no. to which tiie comment relates:

「髓 以 _i姓名’名稱 • 触 Mr. Nick Wong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
6 f—直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。 ： ~

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從 而 可 持 續 資 金 断 社 區 的 配 套 ，
新居民亦有助支持區內商店營運，令整個社區受惠。
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8142
就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review 

參考編號

Reference Number: 170511-234614-01643

提交限期
Deadline for submission: 12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
Date and time of submission: 11/05/2017 23:46:14

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment: 女士 Ms. Ho

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
6f —直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施，
新居民亦有助支持區內商店營運，令整個社區受惠。



PEMS Comment Submission 6 ^ 3 °

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Applicatton / Review

參考編號 170511-234430-64028
Reference Number:

期 . 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:
• ' * • .

. • •
駭日期及時間 11/05/2017 23:44:30
Date and tune of submission:

有蘭的規劃申請編號’ y/I_DB/2 - -
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 先生M r.Hon
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳傖

Details of the Comment:
6f—直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施，
新居民亦有助支持區内商店營運，令整個社區受惠。



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

6144
就規劃申請曆亥提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

編號 170511-234237-32408
Reference Number:

提 交 醐  12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提 交 醐 及 時 間  11/05/2017 23:42:37
Date and time of subnussion:

有關的規劃申請編號’ y/I_DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

r 先生 Mr. Wong Hon Chong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
6 f—直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋’

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施，
新居民亦有助餓區內商店鞠，令整個社區受裏。 -



PEMS Comment Submission ,  . 頁 1 /1
6145

就規劃申請/覆棱提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

參考編號 170511-234115-09663
Reference Number:

提交限期 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

駁 白 期 及 時 間  . . 11/05/2017 23:41:15
Date and time of submission:
. B • • • • •
有關的規劃串請編號 Y/I-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

先生 Mr. HC Wong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
|6 f-直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地遒宜建屋。 ：

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套識，
新居民亦有助支蔣區内商店營運，令整個社區受惠。



PEMS Comment Submission 頁1 /1  
6146

就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on P.lannuig Application / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

.170511-233832-84736

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

駁曰期及時間 .
Date and time of submission:

11/05/2017 23:38:32 *.

有關的規劃申請編號’
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名，名稱
Name of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Galen Wong

意見詳情
Details of fhe Comment:
6 f—直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套設施， 
新居民亦有助支持區內商店營運，令整個社區受惠。

C
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就規割申請，覆灘出意見 Making Comment 

辦 編 號
Reference Number:

6147
on Planning Application / Review

170512-091045-40913

駭 酬
Deadline for submission:

駭日期及時間
Date and time o f submission:

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

厂提意見人J 姓名，名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 09:10:45

Y/I-DB/2

夫人 Mrs. Anna Putina
o

To the Town Planning Board

Objection against the rezoning o f A rea 6f in Parkvale area, Discovery Bay

The application must be rejected.
.The project is no t feasible and comes at high costs to environment and citizens that will have to 
be bom by the public, not the applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant H K R ,in th e  resub 
mission, is ignoring ail valuable comments made by the public and concerned citizens.

rh e  sewage from  this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind the Ferry a 
rea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad 
ditional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

HKR has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all o fD B , possible traffic blockages to M idvale 
丨 and Parkvale, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency access in  these areas.

rh e  proposed construction site access via Parkvale village is violating incorporate owner rights, 
furthermore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. H K R has failed to propose alte

I mative site access and construction waste management plan.

: is clear from the latest submission and new masterplan that the population will breech 25,Q0O
I residents.

I Pinally* all currently ongoing construction projects in DB are poorly managed with frequent nois 
e complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable o f  managing such lar 
『 scale projects without significant risks to the people and environment: The application must b

Sincerely,

, Anna Putina

o



PEMS Comment Submission

SJl48

頁 1 /1

灘 劃 申 請 ® 核提出意見  M aking  C om m ent on P lam ung  A pplication /  Review

辦 編 號

R eference N um ber:
170512-090907-35857

提交限期  . •

D eadline fo r submission:
12/05/2017

敝 曰 期 及 時 間

D ate  a n d  tim e o f subm ission:
12/05/2017 09:09:07

有關的規劃串請編號

T h e  application  no. to  w hich fhe com m ent relates:
YZI-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱

N am e o f person  m aking  th is  comment:
先生  Mr. Andreas Oberecker

意見詳情
D etails o f  th e  C o m m e n t:
To the Tow n Planning Board

Objection against the rezoning o f  Area 6 f  in  Parkvale area, Discovery Bay 

The application must be  rejected.
The project is not feasible and comes at high costs to environment and citizens that w ill have to 
be bom  by  the public, not the applicant. This is not acceptable. The applicant HKR, in  the resub 
mission, is ignoring all valuable comments made by the public and concerned citizens.

The sewage from this development will spill into the South plaza bay located behind the Ferry a 
rea which is approx. ONLY 270 meters to the BEACH and Boardwalk Restaurants (with this ad 
ditional sewage will the water quality remain safe?)

H K R has ignored all traffic safety concerns for all ofD B , possible traffic blockages to Midvale 
and Parkvale, as well as that fact that there will be limited emergency access in these areas.

The proposed construction site access via Parkvale village is violating incorporate owner rights. 
Eurthermore the road is not suitable for the additional traffic load. HKR has failed to propose alte 
m ative site access and construction waste management plan.

It is clear from the latest submission and new  masterplan that the population will breech 25,000 
residents.

Finally, all currently ongoing construction projects in DB are poorly managed with frequent nois 
e  complaints, fire hazards, delays and traffic accidents. HKR is not capable o f managing suchlar 
ge scale projects without significant risks to the people and environment: The application must b 
e rejected.

Best regards,

Andreas Oberecker



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 / 1

6149
就規劃申請，覆棱提出意見 Making Comment on Planaing Application / Review
參考編號
Reference Number:

170511-234744-91365

12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

駭日期及時間
11/05/201723:47:44

Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 Y/I-DB/2The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
小姐 Miss Ho

Name of person making tibis comment:

意見詳情

Details of the Comment:
6 f - 直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋 o

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從而可持續投放資金提升社區的配套識，
新居民亦有助支持區內商店營運，令整個社區受惠-D



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1

siso
就規劃申請/ 覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-113848-76613

駭 國
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

駭 日 期 及 時 間 '
D ate and time o f submission:

12/05/2017 i  1:38:48

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e application no. to which the comment relates:

YZI-DB/2

「提意B A 」姓名/名稱
N am e of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. YauWing

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:
T h e  proposed new  developm ent area w as classified as for s ta ff  quarter. The site h as been idled f  
o r  30 years and  as explained by the developer, the desire for s ta ff quarter has gone because o f  th  
e availability o f  better, various and  m ore frequent public transport now. The area is  ugliness i f  lo 
ok ing  out from  Parkvale and Hillgrove as w ell as down from  the look out point up  the hill behin
d. W hy do w e continue to let the site idling, particular when residential sites are under provided 
in  HK? F rom  the developm ent subm ission and supplement infoim ation, there w ill have a beautif 
ied  landscaped deck beside two buildings and the local com m unity can enjoy therein. It is good 
an d  the environm ent will be prettily im proved. I therefore support the developm ent definitely.



PEMS Comment Submission

就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 Makhlg Comment on Planning AppUcafion/ Review

參考編號 170511-235423-90928
Reference Number:

提 交 醐  12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提女日期及時間 .11/05/201723:54:23
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 y/I.DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提 観 人 j 姓名’名稱 先生Mr. Wong
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
6 f—直已規劃為員工宿舍用途，證明土地適宜建屋。 ■

這個項目透過善用土地資源作低密度發展，從 而 可 持 續 資 金 提 升 社 區 的 配 套 , 
新居民亦有助支持區内商店營運，令整個社區受惠。



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 / ]

6152
就規劃申請/覆核提出意見Making Comment on Planniag Application/ Review

辦 編 號 .
R eference N um ber:

170512-144428-70436

提交限期
D eadline for subm ission:

'12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
D a te  and  tim e o f  submission:

12/05/201714:44:28*

有關的規劃申請編號
T h e  application no. to  w hich the  com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of p e rso n  m aking  th is com m ent:

先生Mr. W

意見詳情
D etails o f the  C o m m e n t:

I object to this application as explained below
Slope safety o f  both Area 6 f  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. A nd disturbingly it wo 
u ld  appear from  the GPRR that references to future slope stability work and subsequent site for 
mation work for the access road to Area 6 f 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 A nd it is also revealed that two m ore CTL Category 1 slopes (10 
SW-BZC 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 o f  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 o f  a  valid “p 
ublic consultation” exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise.



PENIS Comment Submission 頁 1 /1
6153

就規割申請/ 覆核提出意見 Makin§ Comment on Planning Application/ Review

編號
Reference Number:

170512-120053-17755

提交闕
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間
Date and time of suhmission:

12/05/2017 12:00:53

有關的規劃申請編號•
The application no. to which the comment relates:

• •

Y/I-DB/2

「提意B A 」姓名，名稱
Name of person making this comment:

女士 Ms. WWong

n
意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
I do not support and call for the rejection o f  the application on th e  following grounds

(a) the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed rezoning w ould no t generate adverse in f r  
astructural, environmental and geotechnical impacts on the surrounding areas; and
(b) approval o f  the application would set an undesirable precedent for other sim ilar rezoning app 
lications, the accumulative impact o f  which would overstrain the  existing and planned infrastruc 
ture capacities for the area.



PEMS Comment Submission 頁 1 / 1

6154
就規劃申請履核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

參考編號
Reference N u m b e r : '

170512-134632-47278

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間 .
D ate and tim e of submission:

12/05/2017 13:46:32

有關的規劃申請編號

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

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking this comment:

先生Mr. M r.M Y

意見詳情
Details of the C om m en t:

• \

Isupport, more residential units made |



tobpd

寄件者： 

寄件日期: 

收 膊 ： 

主旨：

Edwin Rainbow
12日05月2017年星期五19:00 
Town Planning Board
Application No Y /I-DB/2-6F OBJECTION 6155

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



tpbpd

寄 脾 ：. 

寄件日期: 

收 脾 ： 

i 旨：

12日05月2017年星期五19:02 
Town Planning Board
Application No Y/I-D B/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 GTL 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 d

Ed Rainbow
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Edwin Rainbow«
真2日05月2017年星期五 
Town Planning Board
Application No Y/I-DBZ2-6F OBJECTION

tpbpd

寄件者：
寄件日期：

收 脾 ：

主旨：

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 
the meeting! And without this information being reviewed by the Department o f Justice..

Ed Rainbow
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:J Edwin Rainbow <1 
12日05月2017年星期五19:08 
Town Planning Board
Application No Y/I-DB/2-6F OBJECTION

寄 膊  
寄件曰期：
收 腾 ：
主旨： •

I object to this application as explained below

- Despite Annex C o f the O ctober 2016 Further Inform ation stating in paragraph 2.1 .1 .4  that a key e lem e n t o f  ! 

the development is the "access road", there  is still no sp ecific  in fo rm atio n  pro vid ed  as to  its  co n stru ctio n  
through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising from  the unsuitable access to  the site such as: th e  
part of Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavem ent under BD regulations and the effect o f  • 
additional construction and operational traffic on it; w idth constraints o f Parkvale Drive w hich lim it th e  ab ility  
of larger vehicles, including buses and construction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack of e m e rg e n cy  I . 

access to Parkvale Drive in the event o f an accident; safety, as the proposed access to th e  site is a p ed estrian  
area used by residents and the public; and HKR?s lack o f consideration o f a lternative  access to  the site . H KR 
continues to not submit, in its FI, a Traffic Im pact Assessm ent on Pedestrians w h ich  is listed u nd er the R e p o rts 
to be submitted. Transport Departm ent statem ents indicate that they have not considered  th e  sp ecific  road 
(i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6 f and continue to refer o n ly  to  DB roads overall and  th e ir  
interface with the rem ainder o f Lantau outside o f D iscovery Bay w hich is irre levant.

tpbpd

Regarding Traffic and Em ergency Access the PVOC has in all its four previous su bm issio n s pointed o u t th e  
inadequacy of both the narrow  and sharply w inding Parkvale Drive and the even n arro w er private p ed estrian  
passageway behind the existing 3 W oods high rise residential build ings fo r use as both co n stru ctio n  and 
permanent traffic access to Area 6f. W e have pointed out the inability o f h eavy ve h ic le s or busses to  pass on 
this narrow access, raising the possib ility o f accidents or conflict betw een large veh ic les b lo cking  th e  o n ly  
access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent M idvale Village and to Area 6 f and p reventin g  access by e m e rg e n cy  
vehicles such as am bulances, 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 ?n Area 6f, and the FSD in the latest Departmental Comments has now recognized that an adequate 

withm 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 
Buddmgs Departments must demand that HKR provides a detailed documented proposal as to how  - c h

" t0 W  ign° red ^ -  proposal to provide a l t e m . l e

Ed Rainbow
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主旨：

Edwin Rainbow
12 日 05 月 2017 与 M B  
Town Planning Board
Application No YZI-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 o f 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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Edwin Rainbow
12日05月2017年星期五19:12 
Town Planning Board
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 9. 
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 o f HKR! It 
cannot be acceptable in a public consultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide what is legally and 
conunercially sensitive (re ownership of Passageway and allocation of undivided shares) and to keep that 
infonnation from being publicly commented upon. All information provided by the applicant must be placed ip-Xhe 
public domain so the public can comment on it. This is a serious matter of public concern and will be referrdr to 
the Ombudsman, Department of Justice and District Councillor.

Ed Rainbow
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Edwin Rainbow <
12日05月2017年星期五19:13 
Town Planning Board
Fwd: Application No Y/I-DB/2 - 6F OBJECTION

61&5

I object to this explanation as explained below. 二 一 「 - . . 一 …  —— •-

The use of Parkvale Drive, defined, as a "Passagew ay" in the Parkvale V illage Deed o f M utual Covenant, i 
essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to m ake public its advice th at it ha.s th e  legal right tc 
use the "Passageway"', and both the PVOC and m any DB residents have.challenged H KR's position. The issue o 
the "Passageway" has been m ade m ore com plicated by the revelation that the  Em ergency Vehicle Access tc 
Area 6f will significantly im pact on the "Passageway": Another im pact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explainer 
above and in section G below), is that HKR, for geotechnical reasons, w ill have to dem olish  and rebuild the CTI 
Category 1 (highest co n se q u e n ce -to -life ) slope (10SW -B/C 218) d irectly  opposite  the 3 W oods high rise 
residential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the  application, revealed theii 
intentions, but not in a w ay that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale V illage residents. And it is on ly now 
revealed by the subm ission of the GPRR which HKR has consistently refused to  provide! Therefore thi«

■application should be rejected, as the intention of HKR to rebuild Parkvale Drive, includ ing the “ Passageway^, 
the ownership o f which is disputed by m any DB residents and the PVOC, and to  dem olish/rebuild  a CTI 
Category 1 slope has not been properly explained, in a m anner befitting its im portance, to th e  PD, relevanl 
governm ent departm ents and the public.

Ed Rainbow



tpbpd

寄 FMI: james william
寄件日期： 12曰05月2017年里期五 18:44

收件宥： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
主 B: Y/I-DB/2Area6f * 6156
附件： Peninsula Quorura.docx

To whom it may concern,
I would like to oppose the planned development of Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f.
Yours faithfully,
Jam es W illiam  Anthony Bunker

o



T o : i~phpd@pland.gov.hk
Objection to: Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f

Dear Sir/Madam,

The two villages most obviously affected〔due to their proxim ity to the 6f development), 
are PARKVALE〔"THE WOODS") and HILLGROVE - however, the consequences o f th is  
development w ill have far-reaching effects on the fu tu re  character o f the whole o f 
Discovery Bay.

Simply put, we already feel the pressure on 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 w ill 
create a permanent and excessive pressure on the roads, even after the (elevated) Plaza 
transport hub is restored. The new residents from  the add itiona l apartments 
w ould  never experience the tra n q u ility  and balance tha t 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), w ill 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 o f maintenance. 0
• 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 lim it.
There is a 25,000-popuIation lim it  imposed by the cu rren t OZP. This issue is not 
addressed in  the submission and i f  no t raised w ith  the TPB by the residents o f DB, 
they w ill have been seriously m isdirected and u ltim a te ly  have negative 
consequences on ou r lifesty le .

Our desire 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 o f 
elements existing that place restrictions on development and all owners and residents 
have every r ig h t to  complain.

The curren t submission misleads on the question o f population:

The submission com pletely ignores MP 7.0E and pretends tha t the TPB should be 
basing its popu la tion 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. 0
2. Area 6f is part of the "Reserved Portion'1 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,
James William Anthony Bunker
Owner:

o

o



寄件者： 

寄件日期: 

收 脾 ： 

主旨: 

附件：

cdwin.rainbow@gmail.com Edwin Rainbow
12日05月2017年星期五 18:46
Town Planning Board
Fwd: Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6 f- OBJECTION FROM HILLGROVE VILLAGE OWNERS 
TPB Area 6f Right to Develop Site (l).docx; TPB Area 6f R5 Population.docx

61S7

resend

From: Edwin Rainbow
Date: 12 May 2017 at 18:43 t t
Subject: Re: Application No. Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f - OBJECTION FROM HILLGROVE VILLAGE OWNERS .
To; Town Planning Board <tpbpd@pland.gov，hk> 乂 ， • 一 .  •

Cc: Alice Li Dominic Ho at Yahoo 售■ U a n a A B U H E H ，Edwin Tam
>，Janice Fung ANTWEILER & SHIRLEY NG

KIMBERLEY KENG 
Martyn Keen BWMSWgBHMffiBtWfWiW 
Fan" ■ — jMM醐I卿 ,Mr. Lam Wai Man"

"LAUM .K.
MICHAEL McGUIRE "Mr. Edmund

"Ms. Um eharaY i
Nicola Wepener

7ukiko" 
NIGEL REID

Attn. Town Planning Board

(copied to Hillgrove Village Owners Committee members)

PLAZA VIEW

before AFTER

Along with Parkvale Village, Hillgrove Village is the village that would be most directly, if  the 6f development 
were to go ahead.

As I look at how things would look (from the above picture), I already see what is going to happen. Our villages 
w?uld become more like normal Hong Kong housing estates. The proposed buildings tower above the Parkvale 
Village buildings like a monsterous UBW completely destroying the character o f Discovery Bay "Old Town".



The orieinal Discovery Bay dwellings were always clustered in villages and each retains its special ”village 
i identity" to this day As new villages cam e along, they never overpow ered the earlier, v illages nearby. The effect

on serenity, tranquility was minimal and any visual im pact proportional. For the  benefit o f  Hong K ong the
z planning board should strive to preserve this balance in "Old DB
-1 . • • •

1 A .
s 11 members o f  the Hillgrove VOC, and the owners .I have had contact w ith (around 25% ), have received all th e  
i documents I have refered to and none has asked m e not to include them  in this collective objection. They are  o f  
j course free to objector approve individually, but I am  confident that the TPB w ill receive very  few, i f  any, 
i Hillgrove resident owners, offering a  reason to approve the aboye application.
I . .
■; From the beginning Discovery Bay was different from  anywhere else in H ong K ong, it rem ains unique to  th is  day .

and should not be allowed to lose its unique character as long as there are : legal; regulatory; adm inistrative 
i contraints; and, above all, owner's rights, to be respected. I w ould add to this the  need for good tow n p lanning  to 
丨 offer optional lifestyles within Hong K ong - th e  DB lifestyle shou ld  be  p re se rv ed . I t  h a s  p ro v ed  itself.

I  have included, herewith, two o f  the attachm ents received by  m any owners:

- On ▲ 祕 贈 綱 起

i There is a distinction betw een H K R 's "ownership" and their right to "develop". A lso , discussions w ith  
t Government appear to have have been held in secret and we have been excluded  from  these d iscussions, ih e  
: ' exchange o f  information m ust be m ade p u b l ic .、

The o ther a ttach m en t tells us th a t  o u r  DB p o p u la tio n  shou ld  be  lim ite d  to  25 ,000  an d  th a t  th e  6 f
\ p roposal will ta k e  us beyond  th a t. 

i There are several uncertainties in the A pplication by HKR.

It may even be possible for H K R  to show  that the population o f  D iscovery  B ay  w ill n o t exceed  25 ,000  i f  6 f  
at the tim e it w ould be approved, b u t  highly unlikely, i f  not im possib le , th a t  th e  25 ,000  p o p u la tio n  lim it 
w ould be respected  a f te r  th e  p rev iously  a p p ro v ed , b u t  as y e t u n b u ilt  d e v e lo p m e n ts , a t  th e  n o r th  en d  
a re  included.

| Owners deserve to  have com plete clarity on the true potential population a fter the  n o rth  end and  6 f  have  
both been fully developed.

n,Ot !ncl»ded work done by our neighbours at Parkvale. P V O C  C om m ents on  A pplica tion  N um ber  Q -  
* 了 2 by'Kenneth J . Bradley J -p - -P arkva le  Village O w ners Com m ittee C hairm an, subm itted  on  11th  
'M a y  201 了 W e take note that Parkvale V illage has identified at least 16, very  good reasons for the  TPB n o t to 
i approve the 6 f Application.

: ( on behalf o f the Hillgro.ve VOC )

: Ed Rainbow.



Application Y/l-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/l-DB/2, filed with the Town Planning Board ('‘TPB”）by Masterplan 
Limited on 7 April, 2017, on behalf o f the Applicant, Hong Kong Resort Company 
Limited (“HKR”).

The District Lands Office/lslands (“DLO/ls”）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 P lanning Board  
establishing the ownership o f the site.

This is the second time that the DLO/ls has made the same request concerning the 
Applicants 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 fo r 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 lo t

The other owners o f 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.

I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments 
above. While the DLO/ls 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 
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. 罾
I refer to the “Response to Comments” dated October 2016 for Application No. Y/l- 
DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

DLO/ls 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 i f  “sta ff quarters” 
in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) forms part o f either the uCity Common Areas11 
or the “City Retained Areas” in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under 
Section I o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right 
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the “City Common 
Areas11 for all purposes connected with the proper use and enjoyment o f 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: ' Q
Proposed staff quarters in Area 6fhave never been bu ilt The subject site is 
uCity Retained Areas” a台 defined in the PDMC.

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

uThe 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 go lf course (if 
any), cable-car system (if any), the heliport and the other part o r parts o f 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:



叮he whole of.the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY  

CfTY” ( 偷景灣) including all the buildings therein’

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

“A ll that piece or parcel o f land registered in the District Land Office Island as 
The Remaining Portion o f 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:

'" s u c h  part or parts o f the Service Area as shall be used fo r the benefit o f the 
City. These City Common Areas together with those C/fy Retained  /keas 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 o f 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:

u(c) In the Deed o f Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee 
shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number o f 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, 
gxcepf as a who/e to the Grantee’s subsidiary com pany...” (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.

Allocation of Undivided Shares to the Reserved Portion -

The reply to the DLO/ls* 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 o f Area 6 f are held by the 
applicant and have never been assigned to any other party. (Full set o f all 
DMC, Sub-DMCs and Sub-sub-DMCs have been provided for District Lands 
Officer reference directly via HKR’s letter to DLO dated 3 Aug 2016.) 
Therefore, the applicant is the sole land owner o f Area 6f and has absolute 
right to develop the application site.

I 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 Planninq 
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 PDM C,
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Application No. Y/I-DBZ2. 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 o f the Explanatory Statement for the approved Discovery Bay 
Outline Zoning Plan S/l-DB/4 (uOZPn) states:

The Discovery Bay development 's  a self-contained sub-urban 
residential development comprising mainly low-density private housing 
planned fo r a total population o f 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/l-DB/2, proposing to 
amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow the construction of two residential 
towers at Area 6 f 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/ls’）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/l-DB/2).

Throughout the Y/l-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/l-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. YZI-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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Town Planning Board
Application No. Y/l-DB/2-6f OBJECTION

6158

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 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 ernergency 
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 %  considered not an efficient sewage planning strategy^

Iza Rainbow
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Iza M.Rainbow
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Town Planning Board
Application No. YZl-DB/2-6f OBJECTIONI 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 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

^development projects which are Implied by the Area 10b application (temporally withdrawn) and those which 
□re implied in the latest DB Masterplan consultation?

Iza Rainbow
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Town Planning Board
Application No. Y/l-DB/2-6f OBJECTION

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-D B /2C  dated 17th 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
900z683m2 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 detaiI/Z" )  
feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities."

c. The proposed development "should be justified in the context of the development concept o f 
Discovery Bay which is intended for a holiday resort and residential/commercial development.
The current application, if  approved, would set an undesirable precedent fo r similar rezoning 
applications. Given there are five "OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) w ith a to ta l 
area of 26,789rh2, the accumulative effect of developing those land w ith increase in population 
would further depart from the original development concept o f 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 广)
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. 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".

•b. As regards the right under the P D M C to  convert the access road fo r use by the proposed d e v e lo p m e n t,- 
DLO/ls, LandsD considers that the applicant should substantiate his right/capacity to  develop the Site, 
without prejudicing the provisions in the PDM C."

Iza Rainbow



#  件者. Iza M.Rainbow
12 曰 05 月 2017 年

收钵者： Town Planning Board

主旨： • Application No. Y/l-DB/2-6f OBJECTION

I object to this application as explained below.
. ■ ■ ■ ■ •

'The latest Ft continues to be m jslea~ding onpopulation. ftcbmpletely ignores MP 7.0E arid pretends tha ttheTP B  
should be basing its population considerations on MP 6.0E7h(a). The issue is whether the population o f 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 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 o f the 25,000 population lim it fo r 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 o f the proposed change in the population 
of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population statistics independent o f HKR is 
fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of conflict o f interest in the preparation and use o f 
population statistics which undermines the public consultation and planning application processes and this w i<̂ S  
referred to the Ombudsmen for investigation.

Attention is also drawn to the possibility that the government 2016 bi-census could provide additional inform ation 
on the current population and persons per unit. This information is expected to  be available later in 2017.

Iza Rainbow

/att
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寄 腾 : Iza M.Rainbow
寄件日期： 12日05月2OV7年星期五19:38
收件者： Town Planning Board
主旨： • Application No. Y/l-DB/2-6f OBJECTION

I object to this application as explained below. —---------------------- 一  ------------

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 HKk’s letter to the DLO dated 3rd 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 
th ^ P B  which the PD must realise puts it in an invidious position.

The RNTPC Paper No. Y /I -  DB/2C dated 17th 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 FI.

The Principal Deed of Mutual Covenant (PDMC) dated 30th 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 tim e 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



Iza M.Rainbow

寄件日期:
收 脾 ：
主旨:

12曰05月2017年星期五19:40
Town Planning Board
Fwd: Application No. Y/l-DB/2-6f OBJECTION

I object to this application as explained below. ■----------------------------一  :---------------------------- -------------- — ----------

- • • • • • 
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 o f 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 o f 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 o f 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 o f 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 essentia! since HKR has 
for 15 months ignored this key aspect and the need for proper public consultation.



寄件者： 

寄件日期: 

收 轉 ： 
全旨：

Iza M.Rainbow <
12日05月2017年星期五19:43
Town Planning Board
Application No. Y/l-DB/2-6f OBJECTION 6158

I object to this application as explained below.

Attention isdrawn 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 o f 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 "USELESS" without a conforming further EVA link to Parkvale Drive.

3. HKR's response simply says that such an EVA access will be provided w ithout 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.

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 other emergency services including City Management Security Officers and electricity and gas utility 
staff and their vehicles in case of emergency.

Iza Rainbow



tpbpd

耕4 ^ :  Andrew Bums
寄件日期： 12日05月2017年星期五22:19
收件者： tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
主旨： Re: Application No. YZI-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay. Public Open Space
附件： TPB Area 6f R5 Public Open Space.pdf 6159

To: Secretary, Town Planning Board
ll -

Date: 12 May,. 2017

P
S
i

Dear Sirs,

Re: Applicaiion No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay. Public Open Space.

I take pleasure in submitting the attached comment to the Town Planning Board in respect o f the subject 
Application.

u Yours sincerely,
. Andrew Burns

o



To: Town Planning Board

From: Andrew Burns

Date: 12 May, 2017

Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6fz Discovery Bay
New proposal to provide Public Open Space at Area 6f

In the latest gist of further information for Application No Y/l-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 (IS6122 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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寄件者： 

寄件曰期: 

收 触 ： 

主旨： 

附件：

Andrew Bums
12 日 05 月 2 0 1 7 ________
lpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Re: Application No. YZI-DB/2, Area 6f, Discovery Bay. Supply of Potable Water 
TPB Area 6 f R5 Water Supply.pdf

To: Secretary, Town Planning Board

Date: 12 May, 2017
• • • * •

Dear Sirs,

Re: Application No. Y/l-DB/2. Area 6f, Discovery Bay. Supply of Potable Water.

I take pleasure in submitting the attached comment to the Town Planning Board in respect of the subject 
Application.

. • . • • •
Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns 二



From: Andrew Burns (e

To: Town Planning Board

Date: 12 May, 2017

Re: Application No. Y/l-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/l-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 fo r the Area 6 f 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 Owners7 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 $8 million. Som e 75%  o f  total 
overheads are attributable to the water treatment works, which will becom e more 
expensive to operate as the plant ages and because o f anticipated stricter 
Government requirements, fo r example with regard to chlorine storage.

Thus, 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 bv Mr 
Marriott.

The Discovery Bay Deed of Mutual Covenant (“DMC"} explicitly forbids charging existing 
owners for expenses that are solely attributable to new developments： As such, the cost of 
running the dedicated treatment works will be borne by the owners of the Area 6f 
development alone.

1/2



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 the 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 Applicant 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 Sal Wan 
Ho water treatment works to supply the Area 6f development. The New Grant for Discovery 
Bay explicitly states that the Government does not undertake to supply potable water to the 
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 existing users in 
Discovery Bay.
* • .
Yours sincerely,
Andrew Burns
12 May，2017
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Deborah Wan
寄件日期： 12日05月2017年星期五23:26_
收 tpbpd@pland.gov.hk P i 6 0
主旨： Application Y/I-DB/2, Area 6f, Discovery Bay
附件： TPB Area 6fR5PopuIation.docx;TPB  Area 6 f Right to Develop Site.docx

Dear Sir,

I raised my objection to the above application at Area 6f, Discovery Bay for mainly 2 reasons, one is the objection 
to the secrecy of the appliicanfs 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 tiie letters of objection for your consideration.

Deborah Wan



Application No. Y/l-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 .Discovery Bay 
Outline Zoning Plan S/l-DB/4 (“OZP”）states:

The Discovery Bay development is a self-contained sub-urban 
residential development comprising mainly low-density private housing 
planned fo ra  total population o f 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/l-DB/2, proposing to
amend the Discovery Bay OZP to allow the construction of two residential
towers at Area 6 f 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/ls”）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/l-DB/2).

Throughout the Y/l-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 fo r Islands District as a whole is 2.9.

c
It is therefore evident that Application No. Y/l-DB/2 would lift the population at 
Discovery Bay beyond the current permitted lim it

Members shall note that at no times 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/l-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
!釀 議 辦 汔



Application Y/I-DBZ2. Area 6f. Discovery Bay

Objection to secrecy on the Applicant’s right and capacity to 

develop the site. .
______—- ______________  .• ------------------------------- ------------------------------— — _ ' '一 ■—•摘— — *■ 7 s .

Dear Sirs,
I refer to the Response to Comments included w ith the supplementary information 
for Application Y/l-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/ls”）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 o f the site.

This is the second time that the DLO/ls 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 fo r 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.

I draw your attention again to the two extracts from the Response to Comments 
above. While the DLO/ls 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 ail 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 DMG. 一 ---------------

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. 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/l- 
DB/2 submitted by Masterplan Limited on behalf of the Applicant.

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

Area 6 f is designated for staff quarters under the Section “Public Works” in the 
approved MP 6.0E7h(a). The Applicant is required to clarify i f  “staff quarters” 
in the approved MP 6.0E7h(a) forms part o f either the “City Common Areas” 
or the “City Retained Areas" in the PDMC. Pursuant to Clause 7 under 
Section I o f the PDMC, every Owner (as defined in the PDMC) has the right 
and liberty to go pass and repass over and along and use the uCity Common 
Areasu 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 6 f 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 go lf course (if 
any), cable，car system (if any), the heliport and the other part o r parts of the

. Service Area, and all open areas and spaces in the City other than the City 
Common Areas.u

“City" is defined as follows in the DMC:



ttThe whole o f the development on the Lot to be known as “DISCOVERY BAY  

CITY，，( 偷景灣) including all the buildings therein.”

"The Lot" is defined as follows in the DMC: _  . - — — - . - • ' - •'-
“A " that piece or parcel o f land registered in the District Land Office Island as  
The Remaining Portion o f Lot No.385 in D.D.352 and the Extensions thereto

. and any further extensions thereto (if any).M

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 “ C ity Retained A reas” are part o f the “ Reserved P ortion”

As per the DMC, the definition of City Common Areas includes the following:

. .such part o r parts o f the Service Area as shall be used fo r the benefit o f the 
City. These City Common Areas together with those CZh< Retained  Areas as 
defined and these City Common Facilities as defined form the entire 
“ Reserved P o rtio n ”  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 o f 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:

u(c) In the Deed o f Mutual Covenant referred to in (a) hereof, the Grantee 
shall:

(i) Allocate to the Reserved Portion an appropriate number o f 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...n (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



6160

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 UncHvId❷ d Shares to the Reserved Portion

The reply to the DLO/ls' 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 6 f 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 o f Area 6 f and has absolute 
right to develop the application site.

I 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.”

Deborah Wan



寄件者： Susan Ho 调
寄件曰期： 12曰05月2017年星期五23:27
收 tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
主旨： Application relating to 6F Discovery Bay 6161
Find below my objection to the Application for developm ent

Sent from Mali for Windows 10-------------------------------L---------------- — ~ ~
Dear Sir

Application Y/l-DB/2 Area 6f D iscovery Bay
Objection to secrecy on the applicants right and capacity to develop the site

I note that in the Response to com m ents the Applicant has advised that the applicant has had correspondence w ith  the 
Town Planning Board in substantiating its right and capacity under the Town Planning O rdinance to  develop th e  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 ow ner the rights to develop  the land.
Others more learned that me can attest to the Deed o f Mutual Covenant, the Reserved Portion, City Retained A reas and the 
Allocation o f Undivided Shares to the Reserved P o rt io n ..
I would refer you to the details in the above regard in detailed letters provided by other O bjectors to the schem e.

avoidance of doubt I object to the proposed development.

Susan Ho
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就規劃申請繊提出意見 M akhlg Comment on Planning AppUcation/ Review

參考編號
R eference N um ber:

170512-150232-24248

提交限期 ..
D eadline fo r subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交曰期及時間 . ； .
D a te  and  tim e o f subm issipii:• .»

12/05/2017.15:02:32

有關的規w 申請編號
T h e  application  no. to  w hich  the  com m ent rela tes:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱
N am e of person  m ak in g  th is  com m ent:

夫人 M rs. M. LEE

意見詳情
D etails  o f the  C o m m e n t:

I object to this application as explained below
D espite A nnex C o f  the October 2016 Further Information stating in  paragraph 2.1.1.4 that 汪 key 
elem ent o f  the developm ent is the “access road”，there is still no specific inform ation provided a 
s to  its construction through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising f ro m lh e  unsuitable 
access to the site such as: the part o f  Parkvale Drive w hich is designed as a pedestrian  pavem ent 
under BD regulations and the effect o f  additional construction and operational traffic on  it; w idt 
h  constraints o f  Parkvale D rive which lim it the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and co 
nstruction vehicles, to pass one another; potential lack o f  em ergency access to  Parkvale D rive in  
the  event o f  an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site  is a  pedestrian  area used b y  res 
idents and. the public; and H K k ’s lack o f consideration o f  alternative access to  the site. H K R co  
ntinues to not submit, in  its FI, a Traffic Im pact Assessm ent on Pedestrians w h ich  is listed  under 
the Reports to be submitted. Transport D epartm ent statements indicate that th ey  have no t consid 
e re d：the specific road (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to A rea 6 f and continue to refer 
only to DB roads overall and their interface w ith the rem ainder o f  Lantau outside o f  D iscovery 
B ay which is irrelevant.
Regarding Traffic and Em ergency A ccess the  PV OC has in  all its four previous subm issions poi 
n ted out tiie inadequacy o f  both the narrow and sharply w inding Parkvale D rive  and the  even nar 
row er private pedestrian passagew ay behind the existing 3 W oods h igh rise residential buildings 
fo r use as both construction and perm anent traffic access to A rea 6f. W e have pointed out the  in  
ability  o f  heavy vehicles or busses to pass on  this narrow  access, raising the possib ility  o facc ide  
nts or conflict betw een large vehicles blocking the only access to  Parkvale V illage, the  adjacent 
M idvale V illage and to A rea 6 f  and preventing access b y  em ergency vehicles such as am bulance 
s, fire  appliance or the police. This is unacceptable from  a practical and social perspective. 
Inform ation submitted by  the Applicant has focused on A rea 6 f  itse lf and has attem pted to draw  
attention away from  the adjacent surroundings saying tha t they w ill not be im pacted. H ow ever, i 
n reality, the surroundings im pact on Area 6f, and the FSD  in  th e  latest D epartm ental Com m ents 
has now recognized that an adequate EVA w ithin  A rea 6 f  w ill b e  USELESS unless it  connects t  
o an  adequate EV A through the adjacent Parkvale V illage and Parkvale Drive, w hich w e  have p 
oiiited out are impractical and inadequate. T he Planning and Buildings Departm ents m ust dem an 
d HKR provides a detailed docum ented proposal as to how  such adequate access w ould be  p
f  vided and as to why they have ignored their earlier proposal to  provide alternative access from  
Discovery Valley Road.
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參考編號
Reference Number:

提交限期 .•
Deadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間
D ate and time of siibmi§sion:

Planning Application / Review

170512-145724-18809

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 14:5.7:24

有關的規劃申請編號 • •
T he application no. to which the comm ent relates

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱 
N am e of person m aking this comment:

Y/I-DB/2

夫人 Mrs.. M. LEE

意見詳情
D etails o f the C om m en t:

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 17th Febr 
uary 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 
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
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 foil 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.”
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 ap 
plications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) with a total ar 
ea o f 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. ccThe applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil 
ity of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in sup 
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 pr 
°P °sed development in future expansion plan of Sin Ho Wan Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ities. In this regard DEP advises th a t..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop 
ulation of 25,000 which is the population ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force ”
3. Public Comments
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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 infrastru
ctural capacities amongst others are generally agreed with as indicated in the planning assessme 
L+«»»

o
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M aking C om m ent on P lanning AppUcation / Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-145833-78594

提交限期 、
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交B 期及時間. . .. •
Date and time of submission:

12705/2017 14:58:33

有關的規劃申請編號•
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y7I-DB/2

厂提意見入j 姓名/名稱 夫人 Mrs. M. LEE
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:.
I object to this application as explained below.
HKR is misleading the TPB by continuing to 'say that there are tw o options re water supply but, 
as previously pointed out (since government has confirmed that its facilities at the Siu Ho W an 
Water Treatment Works (SHWWTW) and the SHW Fresh Water Pumping Station are not availa 
ble 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 reservo 
ir. In addition there appears to be no backup plan for 1he provision of fresh water to the Area 6 f 
Residents i f  and when the water quality does not comply with Guidelines for Drinking-water Qu 
ality recommended by the World Health Organization, which is the water quality standard curre 
Qtly adopted by the WSD fresh water supply system. It is considered that the proposal to build a 
private supply system is, in view o f its engineering difficulties, cost and management difficultie 
s, an attempt to mislead the TPB since it is almost certain that H KR would wait for the long ter 
m development, i f  any, o f  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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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application / Review

參考編號 . .
Reference Number:

170512-145627-90017

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交， 及時間 • .  . .
Date and time of submission:

12/05/2017 14:56:27 '

有關的規劃申請編號• • • •
The application no. to which the comment relates:

• * 嘯
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名，名稱
Name of person making this comment:

夫人 Mrs. M. LEE

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I object to this application as explained below.
The 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 
whether the population o f 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 
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 s 
ubmission made by HKR.
No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i 
q the population of DB together with the issue of the absence of sound and accurate population s

Q

tatistics independent of HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue of 
conflict of interest in the preparation and use o f 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 population and persons per unit. This information is expected t 
o be available later in 2017.



rbJMS Comment buomission
只 i Z 1

就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 M ak in g  C om m ent on  P lann ing  A p p lic a tio n / R eview

參考編號
R eference Num ber:

170512-150128-51255

贼 限期
D eadline for subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間.
D ate and tim e o f  subm ission:

• 12/05/2017 15:01:28

有關的規劃申請編號■
T h e application no. to w hich the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人j 姓名，名稱 夫人 Mrs. M. LEE
N am e o f person  m aking this com m ent:

意見詳情
D etails o f  the C o m m en t:

I object to this application, as explained below.
Consultation w ith  governm ent departm ents and bureaux has been  inadequate  and  incom plete w it 
h. H K R，s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken  6 rounds o fF u rth  
er Inform ation for H K R to  provide a  geotechnical report). H K R  uses com m ents such as t(N o ted” 
and “will be done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to governm ent departm ents w h  
ich have to deal w ith these com plicated issues.
Public Consultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as p racticed b y  H K R , it can in  n o  w  
ay be  considered as “consultation”，bu t has to be  regarded as an  inform ation exercise telling the 
public that this is w hat we intend to  do! A nd an inform ation exercise that has involved 5 rounds 
o f  FI which has literally had to b e  dragged out o f  HKR! It cannot b e  acceptable in  a public cons 
ultation exercise for the applicant alone to decide w hat is legally and com m ercially  sensitive (re 
ownership o f  Passagew ay and allocation o f  undivided shares) and to keep th a t inform ation from  
being publicly comm ented upon. A ll inform ation provided by  the applicant m ust be placed in  th  
e public dom ain so the public can com m ent on it. This is  a serious m atter o f  pub lic  concern and 
w ill be referred to the Om budsm an, Departm ent o f  Justice and D istrict Councillor.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M ak in g  C om m ent on P lan n in g  A pp lica tion  /  Review

鈴 編 號
Reference Number:

170512-150030-50028

提交限期 12/05/2017 /
:)eadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間 . • .
Date and time of submission:

12705/2017 15:00:30

有關的規劃申請編號‘
The application no. to which the comment relates:

• *• •
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

夫人 Mrs. M .LEE

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I object to this explanation as explained below.
rh e  use ofParkvale Drive, defined as a ^Passageway55 in the Parkvale V illage Deed o f  M utual C 
ovenant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to m ake public its advice tha 
t it has 1he legal right to use the “Passageway9’, and both the PVOC and m any DB residents have 
challenged HKR’s position. The issue o f  the “Passageway” has been  m ade m ore complicated by  
the revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6 f  will significantly impact on the “Pa 
ssagewayM. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in  section G belo 
w), 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 W oods high rise re  
sidential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the application, r 
evealed their 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 o f  the GPRR which HKR has consisten 
tly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f  HKR to r  
ebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “Passageway5'  the ownership o f which is disputed by m any 
DB 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 
and the public.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M ak in g  C om m ent on P lan n in g  A pp lica tion  /  Review

鈴 編 號
Reference Number:

170512-150030-50028

提交限期 12/05/2017 /
:)eadline for submission:

提交曰期及時間 . • .
Date and time of submission:

12705/2017 15:00:30

有關的規劃申請編號‘
The application no. to which the comment relates:

• *• •
Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

夫人 Mrs. M .LEE

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:
I object to this explanation as explained below.
rh e  use ofParkvale Drive, defined as a ^Passageway55 in the Parkvale V illage Deed o f  M utual C
ovenant, is essential for access to Area 6f. HKR continues to refuse to m ake public its advice tha
t it has 1he legal right to use the “Passageway9’, and both the PVOC and m any DB residents have
challenged HKR’s position. The issue o f  the “Passageway” has been  m ade m ore complicated by  
the revelation that the Emergency Vehicle Access to Area 6 f  will significantly impact on the “Pa 
ssagewayM. Another impact, as revealed in the GPPR (as explained above and in  section G belo 
w), 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 W oods high rise re  
sidential buildings. HKR and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the application, r 
evealed their 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 o f  the GPRR which HKR has consisten 
tly refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f  HKR to r  
ebuild Parkvale Drive, including the “PassagewayI * * * 5'  the ownership o f which is disputed by m any 
DB 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 
and the public.
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on H anning AppUcation/ Review

參考編號，
Reference Number:

.1 7 0 5 1 2 -1 4 5 9 3 2 -6 6 3 9 3

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017.

提交日期及時間. • - • •
Date and time of submission:

12/05/2017 14:59:32

有關的規劃申請編號 '
The application no. to which the comment relates:

Y /I-D B /2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 夫人 M rs. M . L E E
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f the C om m ent:
I o b jec t to  th is  application  as explained  below .
A. sew age  trea tm en t w orks (STW ) is to be  included in  A rea  6 f  w ith  d ischarge  d irec tly  into th e  se
a  n ex t to  th e  ferry  p ie r using  e ither a gravity p ipe o r the  open  nu llah , w h ich  is ad jacen t to H illg ro
ve  V illage . It is c lear from  H K R I * * * 5s com m ents that th e  latter is the  in tended  approach. A lso, H K R
continues to  m in im ise  the  p o llu tion  im pact o f  d ischarge o f  sew age into the  sea, w hereas it w ill  i 
ncrease  th e  T IN  and  TPs w h ich  are  already above accep tab le  levels, thereby  increasing  the p ro b  
ab ility  of, e.g., red  tides in  D B w aters. T he em ergency  arrangem ents invo lv ing  a  perm anen t con  
nec tion  to  the  governm ent sew age system  have n o t b e e n  adequately  addressed  b y  D S D  w hich  na  
iv e ly  assum e that H K R  w ill tu rn  o ff  the  connection  after the  em ergency. D SD  is in  effect g iv ing  
H K R a n  u napproved  perm anen t connection to governm en t in frastructu re  w h ich  it has em phasise 
d th roughou t this exercise is n o t available to H K R . N o t surprising ly  H K R ’s consultan ts say tha t 
th e  sew age proposal “is considered  no t ah efficient sew age p lann ing  stra tegy” .
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就規割申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號 170512-145525-68473
Reference Number:

提交限期 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提交日期及時間 • • 12/05/2017 14:55:25 * '
Date and time o f submission:

有關的規剌申請編號 Y/I-DB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 夫人Mrs. M. LEE
Nam e o f  person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details o f  the C om m ent: ________ .

I object to this application as explained below.
Ownership o f  the site has been  an issue from the outset o f  this application and has been  the  subj I 
e c to f  m any public comments, e.g Area 6 f  is part o f  the “Reserved Portion” under the N ew  G ran I 
t and H K R  does not have unfettered ownership o f  the area. The N ew  G rant im poses restrictions 
on the Reserved Portion.
LandsD continues to point out that its questions about ownership rem ain  unanswered. H K R ’s co 
nsultants, M asterplan, say they have answered these questions by  explaining direct io  the TPB. 
The Lands Departm ent should reject H K R ’s request to leave its detailed view s on this subject wi 
thin the “comm ercially sensitive information” contained in  H K R ’s letter to the  DLO dated 3rd A  
ugust 2016 and referred to in  Section E  below.
W ith none o f  this is on the public record, HKR has turned a public  consultation process in to  a p r 
ivate dialogue with the TPB which the PD  m ust realise puts it in  an invidious position.
The R N TPC Paper No. Y /I -  DB/2C dated 17th February 2017 stated in  paragraph 3, “Com plian 
ce with the “Owner’s Consent/N otification” Requirem ents’’，that the  applicant is the sole “curren 
t land ow ner” and detailed inform ation w ould b e  deposited at the m eeting  for M em bers，inspecti 
on. From  the outset o f  this application, this HKK view o f  ow nership has been contested by  m any 
DB owners in numerous subm issions to the  TPB at all stages o f  FI.
The Principal Deed o f  M utual Covenant (PDM C) dated 30th Septem ber 1982 has notionally divi 
ded the Lot into 250,000 undivided shares and the Lands D epartm ent requires the applicant to p r 
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 H K R  should expect:
1. RNTPC m embers and P lanning Departm ent officials to see for the  first tim e and inspect detail 
ed inform ation deposited a t the meeting.
2. The public not to have an  opportunity to inspect and com m ent on the information.
3. The Planning Departm ent not to refer the inform ation to relevant bodies such as the Legal De 
partment.
The question o f the undivided shares no t being publicly addressed is a disgrace.

勹J

□
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就規割申請/覆核癍出意見 Making C om m ent on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-173927-86679

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間 ，

Date and time of submission:
. 12/05/2017 17:39:27 .

» • .

有關的規劃申請編號
The application no. to which the comment relates:

• Y/I-DB/2 •

「提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Name of person making this comment:

.女士 Ms. Margaret O'Dono 
ghue

意見詳情
Details of the Com m ent:.

I ob jec t to A pplication  N o Y/I-DB/2 as explained below  -
C onsultation w ith  governm ent departm ents and bureaux has been inadequate and incom plete w it 
h  H K R ’s responses inadequate, evasive and grudgingly provided. (It has taken 6 rounds o f  Furth  
er Inform ation for H K R to  provide a geotechnical report). H K R  uses com m ents such as W o te d ” 
and  “w ill b e  done later” to evade issues and not respond properly to governm ent departm ents w h 
ich  have to deal w ith  these complicated issues.
Public  C onsultation is inadequate and non-transparent, and, as practiced by  H K R , it can in no w  
ay b e  considered as “consultation” , but has to be regarded as an inform ation exercise telling ttie 
public that th is is w hat w e intend to do! A nd an inform ation exercise that has involved 5 rounds 
o f  F I w hich has literally  had to be dragged out o f  HKR! It cannot be  acceptable in  a  public cons 
ultation exercise fo r the applicant alone to decide w hat is legally and com m ercially sensitive (re 
ownership o f  Passagew ay and allocation o f  undivided shares) and to keep that inform ation from  
being publicly  com m ented upon. All inform ation provided b y  the applicant m ust be placed in  th  
e public dom ain so the public can com m ent on  it. This is a serious m atter o f  public  concern and 
w ill be referred to the  Ombudsman, D epartm ent o f  Justice and District Councillor.
T he use o fP ark v a le  Drive, defined as a  “Passagew ay” in the Parkvale Village D eed o f  M utual C 
ovenant, is essential for access to A rea 6f. H K R  continues to refuse to m ake public  its advice tha 
t i t  has the legal righ t to use the “Passagew ay”，and both  the PV OC and m any D B residents have 
challenged H K IC s position. The issue o f  the “Passagew ay” has been m ade m ore com plicated by  
the revelation that the Emergency V ehicle A ccess to A rea 6 f  will significantly im pact on the “P a 
ssagew ay” . A nother impact, as revealed in  the  GPPR (a? explained above and in  section G belo 
w )，is that H K R, for geotechnical reasons, w ill have to dem olish and rebuild the CTL Category 1 
(highest consequence-to-life) slope (10SW -B /C  218) directly opposite the 3 W oods high rise re  
sidential buildings. H K R and its consultants have only now, at this late stage o f  the application, r 
evealed their intentions, but not in a w ay that is clearly stated to the public and Parkvale V illage 
residents. A nd it is only now revealed b y  the subm ission o f  the GPRR which H K R  has consisten 
tly  refused to provide! Therefore this application should be rejected, as the intention o f  H K R  to r  
ebuild  Parkvale Drive, including the “Passagew ay”，the ownership o f  which is disputed by m any  
DB residents and the PVOC, and to dem olish/rebuild a CTL Category 1 slope has not been prop 
erly  explained, in a m anner befitting its im portance, to the PD , relevant governm ent departm ents 
and the public.
A  sewage treatm ent works (STW) is to b e  included in A rea 6 f  w ith discharge directly into the  se



a next to the ferry pier using either a gravity pipe or Ihe open nullah, which is adjacent to Hillgro 
ve Village. It is clear from HKRJs comments that the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR 
continues to minimise the pollution impact o f discharge o f sewage into the sea, whereas it will i 
ncrease 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 o ff the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving 
HKR an unapproved permanent connection to government infrastructure which it has emphasise 
d throughout this exercise.is not available to HKR. Not surprisingly HKRJs consultants say that 

• the sewage proposal ctis considered notan efficient sewage planning strategy”.
Attention is drawn to the fact that the PD does not support the Area 6 f application. This is based

. on the following assessment (Section-11 o f .the RNTPC Paper No. Y/I — DB/2C dated 17th Febr 
nary 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 
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
under planning at this stage.” '
b. “Discovery Bay is intended for a ....... total planned population o f 25,000 and a total domestic
G F A of 900,683m2 upon foil development”. “Any further increase in population would have t 
o be considered in the context o f  the general planning intention for the area and subject to detail 
ed feasibility investigation on infrastructure and environmental capacities.”
c. The proposed development “should be justified in the context o f  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 ap 
plications. Given there are five “OU (Staff Quarters) zones on the OZP (Plan Z-7) w ith a total ar 
ea of26,789m2, the accumulative effect o f developing those land with increase in population w 
ould further depart from the original development concept o f DB and overstrain the existing infr 
astructure capacities.”
2. Impact Assessments o f the Proposed Scheme:
a. KThe applicant fails to demonstrate the infrastructural feasibility and environmental acceptabil 
ity of the proposed development although he has submitted relevant technical assessments in sup 
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 pr 
oposed development in future expansion plan o f  Siu Ho W an Sewage and Water Treatment facil
ities. In this regard DEP advises th a t..... the applicant make his own provision for sewage treat
ment and CE/Dev (2) advises that the existing water supply system is based on a maximum pop 
ulation o f 25,000 which is the population ceiling in the Discovery Bay OZP currently in force.”
3. Public Comments
a. “While C for T has no comments on the inclusion o f  the existing access road, the major public 
concerns 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”.
b. “As regards tiie right under the PDMC to convert the access road for use by the proposed dev 
elopment, DLO/Is, LandsD considers that the applicant should substantiate his right/capacity to 
develop the Site without prejudicing the provisions in the PDMC.”
The 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 
whether 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 
fTPB is being deliberately misled.

i  c / n c /o m  7
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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 s 
ubmission made by HKR.
No further development should be allowed until the fundamental issue of the proposed change i 
n the population o f DB together with the issue of the absence o f  sound and accurate population s 
tatistics independent o f HKR is fully, openly and publically addressed. There is a major issue o f 
conflict o f  interest iii the preparation and use of population statistics which undermines the publi 
c consultation and planning application processes and this will be refenred to the Ombudsmen fo 
r investigation, • • • .
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就規f i t申請，覆核提出意見 M aking  C om m ent on P lann ing  A pplication /  Review

參考編號

R eference N um ber:
170512-173540-81315

提交限期 ■ '

D eadline fo r subm ission:
12/05/2017

提交日期及時間

D ate  and  tim e o f subm ission:
• . 12/05/201? 17:35:40

有關的規劃申.請編號 . Y/T-DR/2 -
T h e  application no. to  w hich th e  com m ent relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

N am e o f person  m ak in g  this com m ent:
先生 Mr. N eil Russell

意見詳情

D etails o f the  C o m m e n t:

I object to A pplication N o Y/I-DB/2 as explained below —
The PD stresses th e  need for a  holistic approach to considering developments in  DB. This is em 
phasised in tiie substantive RNTPC Paper No. Y/I-DB/2C. This is particularly relevant in view  o 
f  the current DB M asterplan consultation which spells out the future HKR developments in  DB. 
Logically all these developments need to be considered together b y  the PD in a  holistic manner s 
o that the impact on the current infrastructure o f DB and North Lantau can be considered and fac 
tored into, future government plans. In tihis context all development proposals in  DB should be p 
u to n  hold until the PD has sufficient information to consider the total impact and what to do abo 
u t i t
Slope safety o f  both  A rea 6 f  and its immediate vicinity is paramount. HKR has ignored CEDD’s 
request for a Geotechnical Plaiming 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 6 f 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 m ore 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 o f  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 consultation55 exercise. This is a serious omission from the public consultation exercise. 
Ownership and rights o f  development in DB involves the final determinant o f  the ultimate devel 
opment potential o f  the Lot (under the Land grant and M aster Plan) which is the number ofundi 
vided shares remaining for allocation to any new development on tide Lot. This is a subject whic 
h 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 o f  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 o f the meeting! And without this 
information being reviewed by the Department o f  Justice.
Despite Annex C o f  the October 2016 Further Information stating in paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 
element o f 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
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access to the site such as: the part ofParkvalo 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 ofParkvale Drive whicl) 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 tho proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used by res 
idents and the public; and H O *s lack of consideration of alternative access to the site. HKRco 
ntinucs 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 
ered the specific road (i.e. Parkvalp Drive) crucial to the, access to Area 6f and continue to refer 
only to DB roads overall and their mtcrfaco with the temMnder of Lantau outside of Discovery 
Bay which is irrelevant.
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 
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 
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 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 
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 whftt HKR is doing.
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就規® 申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review 

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-210314-06228

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

提交目期及時間 ,
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號• •
The application no. to which the comment relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 21:03:14

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. Sil Preussker

A s a resident and ow ner in  DB I am strongly objecting to the p lans o f  H K R  and/or affilliates to 
)u ild  new  apartm ent b locks beh ind  Parkvale. DB facilities are already insufficient, starting from  
busses over schools to sew age, road and superm arkets. Residents already  suffer from 3 m ajor co 
nstruction sites (noise, traffic, w orkers) at the golf course, the p laza  and the reservoir. The envir 
onm ental.im pact w ill b e  heavy: barking deer, bats and rare reptils and insects live in these h ills a 
nd the natural stream  going dow n there, and a detailed survey should b e  done on the impact on n  
atural habitats o f  valuable w ild species.
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就規劃申請履核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application /  Review
參考編.

Reference Number:
170512-230413-99082 .

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

學交曰期及時間 . . .
Date and time of submission: 12/05/2017 23:04:13 ， •

有關的規劃申請編號’ -
The application no. to which the comment relates: Y/I-DB/2

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Name o f person making this comment:

先生 Mr. G H  Koo

意見詳情 •
Details of the Com m ent:

It's good to utilize potential of the land that accommodates the need of the community. |
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就規劃申請 / 覆核提出意見 M a k in g  C o m m e n t on  P la n n in g  A p p lic a t io n /  R eview

參考編號 170512-233502-45659
R e fe re n c e  N u m b er:

提交限期 12/05/2017
Deadline for submission:

提 交 日 期 及 時 •間 .. 12/05/2017 23:35:02 ' .
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號 ' Y/IDB/2
The application no. to which the comment relates:

/"提意$ 人」姓名/名稱 先生Mr. Niall Greenan
Name of person making this comment:

意見詳情
D eta ils  o f  th e  C o m m e n t :

I object to the proposal on the basis o f the limited access to the site both during and after constru 
|ction and the negivitive impact on the surroundings and natural habitats.
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就規劃申請，覆核提出意見 M aking Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-153226.54667 .

駭 限 期
Deadline for submission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間"•
Date and time of submission:

12/05/2017 15:32:"26 •. •

有關的規劃申龠編號•

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

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱
Nam e of person making this comment:

先生 Mr. Chan Yun Yum

意見詳情
Details of the C om m ent:

I support the application as we need extra housing units for the whole o f  Hong Kong 
community.

Having been working and living in DB over 20 years, the site is b ig  enough w ith adequate facilit 
ies to cater for this extra housing units.

5
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就規劃申請/覆核提出意見 M ak in g  C o n u n e n t o n  P la n n in g  A p p lica tio n  /  R eview  

參考編號
Reference Number:

170512-151754-87039

提交限期
D eadline for subm ission:

辑交日期及時間 .
D ate and tim e of subm ission:

有關的規劃申請編號 .•
T h e application no. to w hich  the com m ent relates:

「提意見人」姓名/名稱

N am e o f person m aking this com m ent:

12/05/2017

12/05/2017-15:17:54

Y/I-D B/2

先生 Mr. F.K.Wong

意 見 詳 情 、
D etails o f  the C o m m en t:
|Support the development
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就規割申請/覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application /  Review

參考編號
R eference Num ber:

170512-161208-36756

提交限期
D eadline for submission:
• * »

12/05/2017
. *

璋交曰期及時間
D ^te and time of submission:*

• 12/05/2017 16:12:08’

有關的規割申請編號•
T h e  application no. to  which the com m ent relates:

Y/I-DB/2

「提意見人」姓名/名稱
N am e of person m aking this com m ent:

先生 M r. Alexander Atepol 
ikkhin

意見詳情
Details o f the C o m m en t:

I object to this application as explained below.
A sewage treatment works (STW) is to be included in Area 6 f with discharge directly into the se 
a 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 tliat the latter is the intended approach. Also, HKR 
continues to minimise the pollution impact o f discharge o f sewage into the sea, whereas it will i 
ncrease 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 o ff the connection after the emergency. DSD is in effect giving 
HKR 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 n o tan  efficient sewage planning strategy*9.

Thank you for considering my comments,

Alexander Atepolikhine
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就規劃申請/覆核捷出意見 M ak in g  C o m m en t on P la n n in g  A pplication  /  Review

參考編號 170512-J60956-67804
:Reference N u m b er:

提交限期
:deadline fo r  subm ission:

12/05/2017

提交日期及時間 
:L）ate an d  tim e o f subm ission:

12/05/2017 16:09:56

有關的規劃申請編號
T he app lication  no . to  w hich th e  com m ent relates:

. Y/ItDB/2

厂提意見人」姓名/名稱 
:^am e o f p e rso n  m ak in g  th is com m ent:

小粗 M iss JENNIFER AT 
EPOLIKHINE

意見詳情

D etails o f  th e  C o m m e n t:

I object to this application as explained below
Despite Annex C  o f  the October 2016 Further Information stating in  paragraph 2.1.1.4 that a key 
element o f  the developm ent is the  “access road”, there is still no specific inform ation provided a 
s to its contstruction through Parkvale village. There are m any issues arising from  the unsuitable 
access to the site such as: title part o f  Parkvale Drive which is designed as a pedestrian pavonen t 
under BD regulations and the effect o f  additional construction and operational traffic o n  it; widt 
h constraints of Parkvale Drive which lim it the ability o f  larger vehicles, including buses and co 
nstruction vehicles, to pass one anotiier; potential lack o f  emergency access to Parkvale Drive in  
the event o f  an accident; safety, as the proposed access to the site is a pedestrian area used  by res 
idents and the public; and HK R’s lack o f  consideration o f alternative access to the site. H K R co 
ntinues 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 n o t consid 
ered the specific road  (i.e. Parkvale Drive) crucial to the access to Area 6 f  and continue to refer 
only to DB roads overall and their interface w ith the rem ainder o f  Lantau outside o f  Discovery 
Bay w hick is irrelevant. -
Regarding Traffic and Emergency Access the PVOC has in  all its four previous submissions poi 
nted out ffie inadequacy o f both the narrow and sharply winding Parkvale Drive and the even nar 
rower private pedestrian passageway behind the existing 3 W oods high rise residential buildings 
for use as both construction and perm anent traffic access to Area 6f. W e have pointed out the in  
ability o f  heavy vehicles or busses to pass on this narrow access, raising the possibility o f  accide 
nts or conflict betw een large vehicles blocking the only access to Parkvale Village, the adjacent 

. Midvale Village and to Area 6 f  and preventing access by emergency vehicles such as ambulance 
s, fire appliance o r the police. This is unacceptable from  a practical and social perspective. 
Information submitted by  the Applicant has focused on  Area 6 f  itse lf and has attempted to draw 
attention away from  the adjacent surroundings saying that they w ill not be impacted. However, i 
n reality, the surroundings impact on A rea 6f, and the FSD in  the latest Departmental Comments 
has now recognized that an adequate EV A  within Area 6 f  w ill be USELESS unless it connects t  
o an adequate EVA through the adjacent Parkvale Village and Parkvale Drive, which w e have p 
ointed out are impractical and inadequate. The Planning and Buildings Departments m ust deman 
d that H K R 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.

Thank you, Jennifer
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Reference Number:
• . - J

提交限期
Deadline for submission:

, • . * •

，提交曰期及時間. . .
Date and time of submission:

有關的規劃申請編號• •
The application no. to which the comment relates:

厂提意見人j 姓名/名稱 
Name of person making this comment:

貝 i /  i  
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就規劃申請 / 覆核提出意見 Making Comment on Planning Application/ Review

170512-164145-30825

12/05/2017

12/05/2017 16:41:45 - .

Y/I-DB/2

女士 Ms. Sophia Lau-Duehrin 
g

意見詳情
Details of the Comment:
The part ofParkvale Drive is designed as a pedestrian pavement under BD regulations and the e 
ffect 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 o f accid 
ents; safety，as &e the site is used by residents . .
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Y/I-DBZ2 Area 6f 
10/05/2017 09:45

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

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

Pleqse respond to Itb Tham 個■HHHBHI

6173

To whom it may concern,
I would like to oppose the planned development of Y/I-DB/2 Area 6f.
Yours faithfully, 麟

u  、

Tham Moo Cheng Peninsula Quorum-I.pages

*0



To : tpbpd @ pJaod,

Objection to: Y/l-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； H ILLG ROVE - however the 
consequences o f th is  developm ent w ill have far-reach ing e ffe c ts  on  the fu tu re  
character o f the w hole o f D iscovery Bay.

Simply put, we already feel the pressure on 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 res iden ts  fro m  th e  a d d ition a l 
apartm ents w ou ld  never experience the tra n q u ility  and ba lance  th a t is 
the essence o f D iscovery 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 term s 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-popuIation lim it im posed by the  cu rre n t OZP. T h is  issue is 
not addressed in the subm iss ion  and if no t ra ised w ith  the  TPB by the  
residents of DB, they w ill have been se rious ly  m isd irec ted  and u ltim a te ly  
have negative consequences on our lifesty le .

Our desire 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 righ t to  com pla in.

The current subm iss ion m isleads on the question  of po pu la tion :

The subm ission com plete ly ignores MP 7.0E and pretends tha t the TPB shou ld  
be basing its popula tion considera tions 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


