
TOWN  PLANNING  BOARD

Minutes of 777th Meeting of the
Metro Planning Committee held at 9:00 a.m. on 21.11.2025

Present

Director of Planning Chairperson
Mr C.K. Yip

Ms Sandy H.Y. Wong Vice-chairperson

Mr Stanley T.S. Choi

Professor Jonathan W.C. Wong

Mr Ricky W.Y. Yu

Mr Ben S.S. Lui

Ms Kelly Y.S. Chan

Dr Tony C.M. Ip

Professor Simon K.L. Wong

Mr Derrick S.M. Yip

Assistant Commissioner/Urban,
Transport Department
Mr B.K. Chow

Chief Engineer (Works),
Home Affairs Department
Mr Bond C.P. Chow



- 2 -

Principal Environmental Protection Officer (Territory South),
Environmental Protection Department
Mr Alex H.K. Tang

Assistant Director/Regional 1,
Lands Department
Ms Catherine W.S. Pang

Deputy Director of Planning/District Secretary
Ms Donna Y.P. Tam
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Ms Caroline T.Y. Tang
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Mr Jeff K.C. Ho

Town Planner/Town Planning Board
Ms Loree L.Y. Duen
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Agenda Item 1

Confirmation of the Draft Minutes of the 776th MPC Meeting held on 7.11.2025

[Open Meeting]

1. The draft minutes of the 776th MPC meeting held on 7.11.2025 were confirmed

without amendment.

Agenda Item 2

Matters Arising

[Open Meeting]

2. The Secretary reported that there were no matters arising.
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Deferral Cases

Sections 12A and 16 Applications

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Presentation and Question Sessions

3. The Committee noted that there were three cases requesting the Town Planning

Board (the Board) to defer consideration of the applications.  Details of the requests for

deferral, Members’ declaration of interests for individual cases and the Committee’s views on

the declared interests were in Annex 1.

Deliberation Session

4. Regarding a Member’s enquiry about the maximum number of deferments that

could be granted by the Board for each application, the Committee noted that the request for

deferment was assessed on a case-by-case basis. The Board would consider the

justifications provided by the applicant and whether the applicant had taken reasonable

action(s), such as submitting further information to address the outstanding issue(s). The

second deferment should be the last deferment.  Except under very special circumstances

and supported with strong justifications, further request for deferment would not be

favourably considered by the Board.

5. After deliberation, the Committee decided to defer decisions on the applications

as requested by the applicants pending submission of further information, as recommended in

the Papers.

[Professor Simon K.L. Wong joined the meeting at this point.]
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Case for Streamlining Arrangement

Section 16 Application

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Presentation and Question Sessions

6. The Committee noted that there was one case selected for streamlining

arrangement and the Planning Department had no objection to the application.  Details of

the planning application, Member’s declaration of interest for the case and the Committee’

view on the declared interest were in Annex 2.

Deliberation Session

7. After deliberation, the Committee decided to approve the application on the terms

of the application as submitted to the Town Planning Board subject to the approval

conditions stated in the Paper.  The Committee also agreed to advise the applicant to note

the advisory clauses as set out in the appendix of the Paper.
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Kowloon District

[Ms Vicki Y.Y. Au and Ms Florence Y.S. Lee, Senior Town Planners/Kowloon (STPs/K),

and Ms Jenny W.C. Lai and Ms Charlotte P.S. Ng, Town Planners/Kowloon (TPs/K), were

invited to the meeting at this point.]

Agenda Item 6

Section 16 Application

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions Only)]

A/K10/278 Office in “Residential (Group E)” Zone, Unit B17, 9/F, Merit Industrial

Centre, 94 To Kwa Wan Road, Kowloon

(MPC Paper No. A/K10/278)

Presentation and Question Sessions

8. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Vicky Y.Y. Au, STP/K, briefed

Members on the background of the application, the applied use, departmental comments, and

the planning considerations and assessments as detailed in the Paper.  The Planning

Department had no objection to the application.

Operation of the Applicant’s Organisation

9. Some Members raised the following questions:

(a) noting that the application premises (the Premises) were currently used as

an office, whether the application was to regularise the current office use;

(b) the reason for the applicant to submit the planning application, and how

long the Premises had been used as office; and

(c) noting that about half of the floor space was designated as meeting room

and discussion area as shown on the internal layout plan (Drawing A-2 of

the Paper), whether the office was intended for internal use only or would
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be open to the public, and whether further details on the operation of the

office were available.

10. In response, Ms Vicki Y.Y. Au, STP/K, with aid of some PowerPoint slides,

made the following main points:

(a) the Premises had been used as an office prior to the application, and the

application was to regularise the office use. There were also other offices

in the same industrial building (IB) without valid planning permission;

(b) according to the records, the applicant, who was the landowner of the

Premises, had submitted a waiver application for ‘office’ use to the Lands

Department (LandsD) to effect the proposal, but the waiver application

would only be further processed upon obtaining planning permission.  As

advised by LandsD, a lease modification or waiver for the applied use was

required should the planning application be approved. There was no

information on whether the wavier application was submitted at the

applicant’s initiative or at LandsD’s request.  There was also no

information on how long the Premises had been used as office; and

(c) the applicant, Youth Diabetes Action, was a charitable organisation

registered under Section 88 of the Inland Revenue Ordinance. According

to the applicant, the current office was used as the headquarters for

administrative and marketing activities to support young people with

diabetes on a non-profit making basis.  The applicant also indicated that

no more than six employees would work in the office and no direct

customer services would be provided to the general public.

Implications of Approving the Application

11. Noting that there were other offices in the subject IB without valid planning

permission, a Member raised the following questions:

(a) the planning intention of the “Residential (Group E)” (“R(E)”) zone, where
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the subject IB was situated, and whether the subject IB was earmarked for

residential redevelopment; and

(b) whether approving the application for ‘Office’ use would attract more

similar applications within the subject IB.

12. In response, Ms Vicki Y.Y. Au, STP/K, with aid of some PowerPoint slides,

made the following main points:

(a) the subject IB was located in the northern part of a belt of “R(E)” zones

predominantly occupied by industrial developments. The “R(E)” zone

was intended primarily for phasing out of existing industrial uses through

redevelopment (or conversion) for residential use on application to the

Town Planning Board (the Board).  The subject IB was privately owned

and no redevelopment plan was received by PlanD until now.  Planning

permission would be required should the subject IB be redeveloped for

residential use; and

(b) majority of the premises within the subject IB were used as offices,

workshops and warehouses, with some left vacant. The applied office use

was considered not incompatible with other permitted uses within the

building and, if approved, could operate until the IB was redeveloped by the

private landowner(s).

13. In response to the same Member’s enquiry on whether approval of the application

would encourage more similar applications for conversion to office use in the subject IB,

which might potentially contravene the planning intention of “R(E)” zone to phase out

existing industrial uses, the Chairperson explained that each application would be considered

on a case-by-case basis and approval of the current application would not hinder the

redevelopment potential of the subject IB for residential use in future, which would be

subject to the decision of the private landowner(s).

14. The Chairperson supplemented that as shown on Plan A-1 of the Paper, the

subject IB was surrounded by an area predominantly zoned “Residential (Group A)”.  The
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“R(E)” zone was intended to phase out existing industrial uses for residential use through

redevelopment or conversion on application to the Board in the medium to long term.  If the

subject IB was redeveloped for residential or commercial use, the restrictions under Schedule

I (for open-air development or building other than industrial or industrial-office (I-O)

building) of the Notes of the Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) for the “R(E)” zone would be

applicable and planning permission would be required for the proposed uses, such as ‘Flat’

and ‘Office’ uses.  The industrial/residential interface issue would also need to be addressed.

For the current application seeking planning permission to regularise the Premises for the

current ‘Office’ use, the restriction under Schedule II (for existing industrial or I-O building)

of the Notes for the “R(E)” zone was applicable.  ‘Office (not elsewhere specified)’ was a

Column 2 use, which required planning permission from the Board. Members should

consider compatibility of the applied use within the IB and its technical feasibility, including

fire safety.

Deliberation Session

15. Members generally supported the application.  A Member held the view that

multiple ownership hindered redevelopment of industrial buildings, and approval of the

application would regularise the office use at the Premises.  Applications for converting

industrial use to commercial/office use in IBs were in line with the Policy on Revistialisation

of Industrial Buildings.  Another Member concurred and said that regularisation of the

office use through a planning application could be approved as ‘Office’ was a Column 2 use

under Schedule II of the Notes for the “R(E)” zone. Given the small scale of the office,

planning permission could be granted to allow its continued operation.

16. Some Members observed that the floor layout of the office under application

comprised a relatively large area for use as meeting room and discussion area while the

number of staff members was small (not more than six). The Committee noted that

according to the application, the Premises was generally used for administrative and

marketing activities and there would be no direct provision of customer services to the

general public, including no organisation of classes or seminars for customers.  The meeting

room and discussion area could be used for internal meetings by their own staff including

those from other office(s) to support normal operations.
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17. The Committee noted that the applicant, which was a charitable organisation, was

the owner of the Premises.  The application demonstrated the applicant’s effort to comply

with relevant legislation and government requirements by regularising the applied office use

through a planning application prior to securing approval of the waiver application.

Relevant government departments, including the Fire Services Department, had no objection

to or no adverse comment on the application, and approval conditions on fire service

installations were recommended. In view of the above, favourable consideration could be

given to the application. Considering that there was currently no redevelopment plan for the

subject IB, approval of the application could help optimise land resources before

redevelopment. Each application for ‘Office’ use within the subject IB would be considered

on its individual merits, taking into account compatibility with the permitted uses in the same

building and surrounding areas and no adverse fire safety and environmental impacts, etc.

18. After deliberation, the Committee decided to approve the application, on the

terms of the application as submitted to the Board.  The permission was subject to the

approval conditions stated in the Paper.  The Committee also agreed to advise the applicant

to note the advisory clauses as set out in the appendix of the Paper.

Agenda Item 7

Section 16 Application

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions Only)]

A/K14/835 Proposed Hotel with Minor Relaxation of Plot Ratio and Building

Height Restrictions in “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Business”

Zone, 107-109 Wai Yip Street, Kwun Tong, Kowloon

(MPC Paper No. A/K14/835)

Presentation and Question Sessions

19. With the aid of a PowerPoint Presentation, Ms Charlotte P.S. Ng, TP/K, briefed

Members on the background of the application, the proposed development, departmental and

public comments, and the planning considerations and assessments as detailed in the Paper.

The Planning Department (PlanD) had no objection to the application.
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20. Noting that the Development Bureau (DEVB) supported the application in

principle, a Member enquired whether Revitalisation of Industrial Buildings (the Policy) was

applicable to the subject industrial office (I-O) building. In response, Ms Florence Y.S. Lee,

STP/K, said that DEVB confirmed that the Policy was applicable to the subject I-O building.

DEVB’s support for the application to redevelop the subject I-O building into a hotel with

minor relaxation of the plot ratio (PR) restriction from 12 to 14.4 (20%) was in line with the

Policy.

Deliberation Session

21. The Chairperson recapitulated that the proposed development was compatible

with the surrounding land uses, noting that similar applications for hotel developments in the

vicinity had been approved, some of which also involved minor relaxation of PR and building

height (BH) restrictions. Moreover, the application site (the Site) was the subject of a

previously approved application for permitted office, shop and services and eating place uses

with minor relaxation of PR and BH restrictions from 12 to 14.4 (+20%) and from 110mPD

to 115mPD (+15%) respectively.  The current minor relaxation of in PR and BH restrictions

was the same as that approved under the previous application.

22. A Member observed that the applicant expressed an intention to convert the

proposed hotel into a student hostel after redevelopment, in response to the Hostels in the

City Scheme (the Scheme) announced in the 2024 Policy Address. The Chairman said that

under the planning regime, off-campus student hostels were regarded as ‘Residential

Institution’, which was not permitted in the “Other Specified Use” annotated ‘Business’

(“OU(B)”) zone on the prevailing Outline Zoning Plan.  The Town Planning Board had

agreed in June 2025 to revise the Definition of Terms to expand the definition of ‘Hotel’ use

to include “student hostel supported by Government’s policy”.  In that regard, a further

planning application for converting a hotel into a student hostel would not be required,

provided that the proposal met the eligibility criteria under the Scheme with policy support

from the Education Bureau (EDB). To facilitate the conversion, the back-of-house areas of

the hotel, which were exempted from gross floor area (GFA) calculation under the Building

(Planning) Regulations, could be converted to hostel facilities, such as study room, laundry

room and communal kitchen, etc., to better suit the needs of student tenants.
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23. Noting that the Commissioner of Tourism expected an increased demand for

tourism-related facilities due to the anticipated improvement of inbound tourism with time, a

Member was concerned whether converting the proposed hotel into a student hostel would

adversely affect the supply of hotels in the area and might hinder tourism development in

Hong Kong. The Member enquired whether the relevant government bureaux/departments

were aware of the applicant’s intention for possible conversion. In response, the

Chairperson said that the application was assessed based on the proposed hotel use and its

development parameters under the current scheme. While the Site might also be suitable for

student hostel use, taking into account its close proximity to MTR Ngau Tau Kok Station

(about 200m) and local context, policy support from EDB would be required under the

Scheme for such conversion upon approval of the current application. Moreover, it

remained uncertain whether the applicant would proceed with conversion at this stage. If

the applicant applied for the Scheme, EDB would assess the proposal separately. Another

Member opined that the proposal, whether for hotel or student hostel, was in line with the

government policy (the Policy and/or the Scheme).  As the proposal was in line with the

planning intention of the “OU(B)” zone, compatible with the surrounding uses and supported

with planning gains, including building setback and road widening, favourable consideration

could be given to the application.  Members generally considered that the application could

be supported.

24. Noting that a 2.3m-wide weather proof canopy with a length of 21.2m was

proposed at the main entrance on G/F along Wai Yip Street, a Member was concerned

whether the canopy could be extended to cover the entire street frontage. The Committee

noted that the remaining frontage involved the proposed vehicular access, which might not be

suitable for a continuous canopy, and the design of the canopy was indicative and its extent

could be explored at the detailed design stage subject to GFA exemption under B(P)R.

Noting that no similar canopies were provided in other parts of Wai Yip Street, another

Member considered that the proposed canopy at the hotel entrance was not unacceptable.

25. After deliberation, the Committee decided to approve the application, on the

terms of the application as submitted to the Town Planning Board.  The permission should

be valid until 21.11.2029, and after the said date, the permission should cease to have effect

unless before the said date, the development permitted was commenced or the permission

was renewed.  The permission was subject to the approval conditions stated in the Paper.
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The Committee also agreed to advise the applicant to note the advisory clauses as set out in

the appendix of the Paper.

[The Chairperson thanked PlanD’s representatives for attending the meeting.  They left the

meeting at this point.]

Agenda Item 9

Any Other Business

[Open Meeting]

26. There being no other business, the meeting was closed at 10:15 a.m.
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Minutes of 777th Metro Planning Committee
(held on 21.11.2025)

Deferral Cases

Requests for Deferment by Applicant for 2 Months

Item No. Application No.* Times of Deferment
3 Y/KC/17 1st

4 A/KC/511 2nd^

5 A/TWW/134 2nd^

Note:
^ The 2nd Deferment as requested by the applicant(s) was the last deferment and no further
deferment would be granted unless under special circumstances and supported with strong
justifications.

Declaration of Interests

The Committee noted the following declaration of interests:

Item
No. Members’ Declared Interests

3 The application site was located in
Kwai Chung.

- Mr Stanley T.S. Choi for being a supervisor
of a primary school in Kwai Chung

4 The application site was located in
Kwai Chung and Ove Arup & Partners
Hong Kong Limited (Arup) was one
of the consultants of the applicant.

- Mr Stanley T.S. Choi for being a supervisor
of a primary school in Kwai Chung

- Dr Tony C.M. Ip for his company having
past business dealings with Arup

As the interest of Mr Stanley T.S. Choi in relation to Items 3 and 4 was considered indirect and Dr
Tony C.M. Ip had no involvement in the application in relation to Item 4, the Committee agreed that
they could stay in the meeting.

* Refer to the agenda at https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/MPC/Agenda/777_mpc_agenda.html
for details of the planning applications.

Annex 1
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Minutes of 777th Metro Planning Committee
(held on 21.11.2025)

Case for Streamlining Arrangement

Application approved on a permanent basis

Item
No. Application No. Planning Application

8 A/K14/836 Proposed Shop and Services (about 440.23m2) and Proposed Shop and
Services (Bank, Fast Food Counter, Electrical Shop, Local Provisions
Store and/or Showroom) (about 465m2) in “Other Specified Uses”
annotated “Business” Zone, Unit 1 (Part), G/F, 11 Shing Yip Street,
Kwun Tong, Kowloon

Declaration of Interest

The Committee noted the following declaration of interest:

Item
No. Member’s Declared Interest

8 The application premises were
located in Kwun Tong.

- Ms Kelly Y.S. Chan for being an independent
non-executive director of a company with rental
premises for shop use in the vicinity

As the interest of Ms Kelly Y.S. Chan was considered direct, the Committee agreed that she could
stay in the meeting but should refrain from participating in the discussion for the item.

Annex 2
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