The meeting was resumed at 9:10 a.m. on 18.12.2014.

The following Members and the Secretary were present at the resumed meeting:

Mr Stanley Y.F. Wong Vice-chairman

Mr Roger K.H. Luk

Professor S.C. Wong

Professor Eddie C.M. Hui

Dr C.P. Lau

Ms Anita W.T. Ma

Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan

Mr H.W. Cheung

Mr Lincoln L.H. Huang

Mr Stephen H.B. Yau

Mr F.C. Chan

Mr Frankie W.C. Yeung

Deputy Director of Lands (General)
Mr Jeff Y.T. Lam

Principal Environmental Protection Officer (Strategic Assessment),
Environmental Protection Department
Mr Victor W.T. Yeung

Chief Engineer (Works), Home Affairs Department
Mr Frankie W.P. Chou

Director of Planning
Mr K.K. Ling



Presentation and Question Session
[Open Meeting]

3. The Secretary recapitulated the declared interests of Members as recorded in
paragraphs 3 and 4 of the minutes of 11.12.2014. As the Chairman had declared an
interest on the consideration of representations/comments of Group 2, the Vice-Chairman

would take up the chairmanship of the meeting.

4. The Vice-chairman said that the Group 1 representations were heard on
27.11.2014, the first session of Group 2 representations were heard on 11.12.2014 and the

meeting would continue to hear the rest of the Group 2 representations.

5. The following Government representatives, and representers, commenters and

their representatives were invited to the meeting at this point:

Mr C.K. Soh - District Planning Officer/Sha Tin, Tai Po
& North, Planning Department
(DPO/STN, PlanD)

Mr C.T. Lau - Senior Town Planner/Tai Po (STP/TP),
PlanD
Mr K.L. Wong - Engineer/Tai Po 1, Transport Department

(Engr/TP1, TD)
Mr K.T. Chan - Nature Conservation Officer (Tai Po),
Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation

Department (NC/TP, AFCD)

R5 — Li Wing Keung

Mr Li Wing Keung - Representer

R13 — Ruy Barretto

Mr Ruy Barretto - Representer
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R17 — The Conservancy Association

Mr Ng Hei Man, Roy - Representer’s representative

R18 — Kadoorie Farm & Botanic Garden

Mr Tony Nip ] Representer’s representatives
Ms Woo Ming Chuan ]

R26 - Yiu Chung Yim

R1629 — Fernando Chiu Hung Cheung Legislative Councillor’s Office
R1681 — Suen Palmer, Helen

R1687 - Chong Yiu Kwong

R2778 — Yvonne Lui

R4642 - Erna Zint

R5245 - ZZIE Y]

R5909 - Yvonne Lui
C91 - " W FR R AR bR (R | BEVEAH
C437 —B.Y. Lam

Ms Yvonne Lui - Representer, and Representers’ and

Commenters’ representative

R29 — Dr Ng Tse Choi

Mrs Doris Chow - Representer’s representative

R47 — Yvonne Lui Yan Yan
R2779 — Yu Hiu Tung, Helen

R2890 — P Liu
Mr Steve Sau - Representers’ representative
R191 - B

R3290 — Jennifer Yip

Ms Jennifer Yip - Representer and Representer’s

representative

R1166 — Hui Sin Hang




R1655 — So Mo Ching, Crystal
R2742 — %

Ms Hui Sin Hang Representer and Representers’

representative

R1262 — Wong Ka Sing
Mr Wong Ka Sing

Representer

R1327 — Al S 2 1

R1636 — Wong Pik Kiu, Tai Po District Councillor
R2925 - Ak

R3432 — Clement Woo Kin Man

Dr Lau Chee Shing - Representer and Representers’

representative

R1638 — Lo Fai Road Green Belt Concern Group & Incorporated Owners of

Forest Hill, Richwood Park, Casa Marina 1 & 2 and Tycoon Place
R3044 — Wong Chi Kin, Kelvin
R4287 — &% H

Ms Betty Ho ] Representers’ representatives
Mr Ken Cheng ]

R1641 — The Incorporated Owners of Tycoon Place
R2799 — Lin Pik Fun

Ms Lin Pik Fun - Representer and Representer’s

representative

R1642 — The Incorporated Owners of Richwood Park
R2581 — Mak Chi Keung
R4556 — George Mak

Mr Mak Chi Keung - Representer and Representers’

representative

R1643 — The Incorporated Owners of Casa Marina |




R1868 — Ho Mo Kuen
R3867 — Amy Chu
Mrs Amy Chu

Mr Chan Mui Chung

R1645 — Chan Wai Ki, Ricky

Mr Chan Wa Ki, Ricky

R1648 — Chung Mei Kuen
R1649 — Annet Yu

R2049 — May Wong
Ms Lam Bik Yue

R1672 — Dr Cho Che Wah
Dr Cho Chi Wah

R1679 — Poon Chi Sun
Mr Poon Chi Sun

R1685 — Tse Shing Chi
Ms Tse Shing Chi

R1766 — pfidi2f
Ms Kwai Chau Yuen

R1786 — George Mak

Mr Allan Hay

R2015 — Chan So Kuen
Ms Chan So Kuen

R2186 — Lam Bik Yue
Mr Li Kin Chung

Representer and Representers’
representative

Representers’ representative

Representer

Representers’ representative

Representer

Representer

Representer

Representer’s representative

Representer’s representative

Representer

Representer’s representative



R2755 — FEHG E

Ms Wong So Yam, Susan - Representer’s representative

R2798 - Winky Chan
R3287 - Chan Kit Wah, Eva
R4273- Allan K. Ho

R4312 — Wong Shui Ka
R4318 - Janice Ng

R4335 - Leung Ka Lok
R4336 — Gi Gi Chan

R6294 - Wong Jean Wah

Mr Wong Jean Wah - Representer and Representers’

representative

R2965 — Clement Chung

Mr Clement Chung - Representer
R3510 — Max Hui
Mr Max Hui - Representer

R3546 — Wong Lok Yin, Rocky
Mr Wong Lok Yin, Rocky - Representer

R4091 — Cheung Ching Yee

Ms Wong Lai Kuen - Representer’s representative

R4140 — Ng Hau Wun, Angela

Ms Wong Mui Ying - Representer’s representative

R4148 — Lam Shuk Ching, Cindy
Ms Lam Shuk Ching, Cindy - Representer

R4869 — f{hk




R5247 — =E (%

Ms Lam Tsz Kwan, Camille - Representers’ representative
R4872 — =i
Ms Lee Siu Ting - Representer’s representative

R6307 /K& R EIE = R F4H

Mr Wong Lam Fung - Representer’s representative

R6217 - #1535
Mr Tsang Chun

Representer’s representative

C34 — Chui King Hei
Mr Chui King Hei - Commenter

C274 — Suen Fu Wa

Mr Suen Fu Wa - Commenter

C405 — The Incorporated Owners of Forest Hill
C406 — Chow Ka Lai

Mr Chow Ka Lai - Commenter and Commenter’s

representative

6. The Vice-Chairman extended a welcome and informed that reasonable notice
had been given to invite the representers and commenters to attend the hearing, but other than
those present at the meeting, the rest had either indicated not to attend the hearing or made no
reply. The Town Planning Board (the Board) should proceed with the hearing in their

absence. He then explained the procedures and the special arrangements for hearing:

(@) the representatives of PlanD would first be invited to make a

presentation on the background to the representations;

(b) after that, the representers/commenters or their representatives would be

invited to make oral submissions according to the sequence as shown in



(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

the agenda;

in view of the large number of representations and comments in respect
of the OZP, it was necessary to limit the time for making oral
submissions. Each representer/commenter would be allocated a total of

10-minute speaking time;

if an authorised representative was appointed by more than one
representer/commenter to represent them, that authorised representative
might use the cumulative time allotted to all the persons he represented

to make his oral submission;

there was a timer device to alert the representers and representer’s
representatives 2 minutes before the allotted 10-minute time was to

expire and when the allotted 10-minute time limit was up;

the oral submission should be confined to the grounds of
representation/comment in the written representations/comments already
submitted to the Board during the exhibition period of the

OZP/publication period of the representations;

representers/commenters should avoid reading out or repeating
statements contained in the written representations/comments already
submitted, as the written submissions had already been read by

Members;

request for further time for the oral submission from a
representer/commenter or his authorized representative would be
considered by the Board which retained the discretion to grant further
time upon sufficient cause shown and after taking into account all

relevant circumstances;

after the oral submissions, there would be a question and answer (Q & A)

session which Members could direct question(s) to any attendee(s) of the
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meeting, while the deliberation session would be held on another date;

(3  lunch break would be at about 1:00 p.m. and there might be one short

break each in the morning and in the afternoon, as needed; and

(k) after the presentation by all the attendees, the Chairman should invite
questions from Members. DPO/STN and the representers, commenters

or their representatives would answer Members’ questions.

7. Members noted that a list of speakers with an order of priority for making oral
submission was tabled by the representers and commenters related to the ‘Lo Fai Road
Concern Group’ (‘Concern Group’) who requested to make their presentation together which
would last for about 300 minutes. In view of the Concern Group’s request, the
Vice-chairman suggested that the representers and commenters not related to the Concern
Group should make their oral submission first, followed by that of the Concern Group.

Members agreed.

8. The Vice-chairman then invited the representatives of PlanD to brief Members
on the representations and comments. With the aid of a Powerpoint presentation, Mr Soh
recapitulated the presentation that was made in the hearing session on 11.12.2014 as

recorded in paragraph 10 of the minutes of 11.12.2014.

9. The Vice-chairman then invited the representers and representers’ representatives

not related to the Concern Group to elaborate on their representations.

R5 — Li Wing Keung

10. Mr Li Wing Keung made the following main points:

(@ he was the Indigenous Villagers’ Representative of Tai Po Mei Village and
a committee member of Hip Tin Temple (f77<%=) in Cheung Shue Tan
Village. He was speaking on behalf of the villagers of Tai Po Mei Village
and Cheung Shue Tan Village;
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[Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan returned to join the meeting at this point.]

(b)

(©)

(d)

)

(f)

the villagers did not object to Amendment Item H, i.e. rezoning of a site at
Kon Hang from “Green Belt” (“GB”) to “Residential (Group C)8”
(“R(C)8”) as the conversation value of the concerned land was not
particularly high and there were already developments in the surrounding

area;

Cheung Shue Tan Village had a history of several hundred years and Kon
Hang was part of the village and there was a Village Representative (VR)
constituency in Kon Hang. There was concern that the VR constituency in
Kon Hang would be abolished upon the rezoning. The relevant
government departments should be requested to ensure that the status of the

VR constituency would not be affected;

the Kon Hang site was located within an area of feng shui significance for
Cheung Shue Tan Village. ‘Feng shui’ had all along been attached
importance by villagers, and the Government when implementing works
projects in villages had paid due respect to feng shui issues in the past. To
neglect the importance of fung shui in the current rezoning process would

contravene the established practice of the Government;

given the proximity of Hip Tin Temple, the ‘dragon vein’ of Cheung Shue
Tan Village and three traditional burial grounds, any proposed development
within the Kon Hang site should be carefully considered. The proposed
maximum building height (BH) of 120mPD (i.e. about 7 storeys) for the
Kon Hang site was objected to due to feng shui reason and incompatibility
with the surrounding developments. The maximum BH should be reduced

to 3 to 4 storeys;

there was a fung shui rock along Tai Po Road and a natural stream running
through the Kon Hang site which should not be affected by any proposed
development for feng shui reason. The Government should maintain good

communication with villagers to address the feng shui issues during the
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development process;

the access to the existing traditional burial grounds should not be adversely

affected by the proposed development in the Kon Hang site;

Cheung Shue Tan Road should not be affected by the access arrangement of

the future development at the site; and

due to the imminent Small House demand, the Board should suitably rezone
fallow agricultural land zoned “GB” and the disused “Government,
Institution or Community” (“G/IC”) sites around the villages to “Village
Type Development” (“V”) for development of Small Houses. The
villagers would not have the knowledge and resources to prepare section

12A planning applications for such rezoning.

[Speaking time of R5: 10 minutes]

R13 — Ruy Barretto

11. Making reference to his written submission tabled at the meeting, Mr Ruy

Barretto made the following main points;

@)

(b)

©)

there had been a serious misrepresentation of the green belt conversion
policy by the Government. In rezoning the “GB” areas for residential use,
there had been a breach of the 2011-1012, 2013 and 2014 Policy Addresses

and failure to follow the eligibility criteria for green belt conversion;

green belts were not for sale. It was bad planning and contrary to public

policy to convert vegetated “GB” areas into private housing development;

the TPB Paper provided contradictory and muddled statement as to the
criteria for conversion from “GB” to residential zoning. The so-called
second stage green belt review to convert the “GB” sites with relatively

lower buffer and conservation value into housing was a invention by the



(d)

)

(f)

212 -

Development Bureau (DEVB) without consultation and was contrary to the

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD);

the green belt conversion policy had remained consistent since it was first
introduced in 2011-2012 Policy Address, which stated the policy as “to look
into the use of GB areas in the New Territories that are devegetated,
deserted or formed, thus no longer performing their original functions, and
convert them into housing sites.” The three criteria of green belt
conversion, i.e. devegetated, deserted and formed, were similarly stated in
the 2013 and 2014 Policy Addresses. When these three criteria were
applied properly, it would lead to policy result as summarised in paragraph
2.1 of the TPB Paper No. 9797 which stated that under the 2013 Policy
Address, “GB sites adjoining development areas with no ecological value
would be reviewed for housing purpose.” However, most of the rezoning
sites on the draft OZP were vegetated, not deserted or not formed and in
particular, the Kon Hang site (Amendment Item H) and the site near Fung
Yuen (Amendment Items D1 and D2) were performing their original
functions and should not be eligible for the green belt conversion policy

which was intended to protect the values in “GB” zones, not damage them;

the burden was on PlanD to prove the green belt areas desired for
development were eligible areas for conversion, being devegetated, deserted
or formed and hence were of ‘no ecological value’ or ‘low conservation
value’. PlanD however had no evidence to prove the rezoned sites
satisfied these three criteria, nor had PlanD proved the consequential ‘no
ecological value’ and ‘low conservation value’. As the Kon Hang site and
the site near Fung Yuen were not adjoining development areas, they should

not be eligible for review and conversion;

the Secretary for Development (SDEV) in his personal blog of 7.7.2014
asserted that in the second stage of green belt review, it was ‘natural’ to
consider and convert vegetated green belt sites which were close to existing
developed areas for further housing of development. This was contrary to

the status quo and the three criteria in the Policy Address without policy
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debate and formulation. The amendments to the draft OZP demonstrated

departure from the current policy and were bad planning;

the Board had a duty to prevent breach or abuse of the green belt conversion
policy and to protect green belt against conversion by mistaken statements.
The Board should keep the planning intention of “GB” zones intact and
make decision based on the actual definition and evidence. It should apply
the criteria laid down in the Policy Address but not those invented by
DEVB subsequently. It should be vigilant against the changing, watering

down or misapplication of the green belt conversion criteria and policy;

there was a failure of PlanD to address the points made in his representation
and the TPB Paper failed to deal with the representations by inquiring and
investigating them, fairly and adequately considering them and provided
only vague generalities instead of going into the details with specific
reasons. The Board had a duty to follow the evidence provided by the

representers which were specific and based on principles and facts;

the amendments to the draft OZP were not justified based on the definition
of “GB” as stated in the Explanatory Statement of the draft OZP, i.e. “the
planning intention of this zone is primarily for defining the limits of urban
and sub-urban development areas by natural features and to contain urban
sprawl as well as to provide passive recreational outlets. There is a
general presumption against development within this zone. This zoning
covers mainly steep hillsides in the peripheral areas which are of limited
potential for urban type development and should be retained in their
natural state. These areas nevertheless provide opportunities for
additional outdoor passive recreational outlets. There is a general
presumption against development within this zone. Nevertheless, limited
developments may be permitted if they are justified on strong planning

grounds.” The reasons were:

(i)  the amendments would remove the limits of urban and sub-urban

development areas and insert buildings of 4 to 10 storeys into
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(vi)

(vii)
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woodland and rural landscape with recreational, landscape and

ecological value;

the amendments would aggravate urban sprawl and generate adverse
impacts without adequate planning or infrastructure. For the site
near Fung Yuen, the future development would be located at an
attractive hill and ridge resulting in high visual impact and becoming

an eyesore,;

the amendments would destroy passive recreational outlets and other
amenities and in particular, were incompatible with the surrounding

rural environment or country park;

the amendments were an attempt to overturn the presumption against
development and make inappropriate developments easier in

unsuitable locations;

the subject sites were suitably zoned as “GB” because of having
steep slopes and located in peripheral areas. The amendments
would cause damaging slope works, extensive cuttings and adverse
impacts on the natural streams and features, in particular for the Kon

Hang and Fung Yuen sites;

green belts had limited potential for development. Considering the
massive damage to be caused, the proposed developments thereon
were not sustainable developments. In fact, only a small number of
people would be benefited from the future housing development, and

the loss of countryside was against the public interest;

there were no strong planning grounds to justify the OZP
amendments. The subject sites were not suitable for development
as it would destroy the natural countryside and amenities close to
conservation area and country parks. They should be maintained in

their natural state;
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(viii) DEVB’s basic criteria was to convert “GB” areas adjoining existing
development areas which had good accessibility, and did not cause
slope problems or necessitate massive engineering expense and
damage. The subject sites even failed in meeting DEVB’s criteria;

and

(ix)  the future developments at the Kon Hang and Fung Yuen sites would
become major eyesores. No genuine screening was possible or

planned to screen off the building blocks;

the Kon Hang site was not suitable for conversion for housing development
as it was located close to the Pai Mun Shan conservation area and not
adjoining a development area. There were a significant natural stream and
many trees in the site but no ecological survey, tree survey nor technical
assessments had been conducted. There were steep slopes within the site
and the heavy engineering and massive slope works associated with the
future development would adversely affect the vegetation and caused
pollution downstream. The proposed 10-storey buildings on the site
against the mountain backdrop would have adverse visual and feng shui
impacts. PlanD had not proved that the area was of ‘no ecological value’

or ‘low conservation value’;

similarly, PlanD had failed to prove that the site near Fung Yuen was
suitable for conversion from “GB” to residential use. The site was located
close to the Fung Yuen Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which was
a key conservation area for butterflies and insects which should be protected
in particular from light pollution. The proposed development and the
associated slope works and road works would have adverse environmental,
ecological and visual impacts on the area and would affect the access to
country park and the Sha Lo Tung SSSI. However, no ecological survey
or detailed technical assessments had been conducted. The tree survey
only covered the large trees but excluded the dense under-storey, shrubs,

herbs and saplings which supported many fauna species;
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there were many errors in the TPB Paper that should be taken note, in
particular AFCD was misleading in suggesting that the zoning amendments
were in line with the objectives of the CBD. In fact, the amendments were
contrary to Article 8(e) of the CBD which required the protection of areas
adjacent to Protected Areas and the Aichi Target which required Hong
Kong to reduce the loss of forest. The zoning amendments contravened
the established conservation principles such as the need to protect
ecological connectivity, buffer zones and the most appropriate sustainable
use in areas adjacent to the Protected Areas. AFCD had also failed to
consider the existence of important habitat types which were parts of the

ecosystems with woodland and natural streamcourses;

it was wrong to suggest that there was ‘surplus’ local open space in Tai Po
OZP and used it as a reason for removing the GB areas. “Open Space”
was different from “GB”. The GB areas were planned based on evidence
and definition, and the subject GB areas still continued to meet the GB

criteria;

it was bad planning to require the residents at Lo Fai Road to leave their

local area to enjoy the countryside amenities elsewhere;

[Professor S.C. Wong left the meeting temporarily at this point.]

(0)

()

the zoning amendments would aggravate Hong Kong’s failure to meet its
international obligations to reduce the impacts on biodiversity and climatic

change and to improve sustainable use of natural resources; and

removing “GB” protection to sell land for private non-affordable housing
was not justified. It was contrary to policy, planning principles and
evidence in most of the amendments items. The PlanD’s views in the TPB
Paper were wrong in several aspects and no assessments had been carried
out to demonstrate that the rezoned green belt areas were eligible for review

and conversion.  The zoning amendments should be rejected.
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[Speaking time of R13: 15 minutes]

R17 — The Conservancy Association

12. With the aid of a Powerpoint presentation, Mr Ng Hei Man, Roy, made the

following main points:

@)

(b)

©)

based on the appearance of vegetation cover, there were not many

differences between GB areas and country park or protected areas;

the “GB” review exercise without public consultation and the subsequent
rezoning of green belt sites for residential use were objected. Although the
Government claimed that the subject “GB” sites were of low ecological
value, they were serving as buffer areas between the urban and rural areas
and being used for community and amenity purposes. They should not be

rezoned for residential use;

according to the Technical Memorandum of the Environmental Impact
Assessment Ordinance, ecological assessment was required for any
proposed development involving woodland of more than one hectare. As
most of the subject “GB” sites had an area of more than one hectare and
protected plant species had been identified in some of the sites, these GB
sites should be regarded as important habitats subject to detailed ecological
assessment. The Government had not explained clearly the ecological
value of the “GB” sites. It was also inappropriate for the Government to
defer the responsibility of conducting ecological assessment to private

developers;

[Ms Anita W.T. Ma left temporarily and Mr F.C. Chan returned to join the meeting at this

point.]

Site near Fung Yuen (Amendment Items D1 and D2)

(d) the structure of plantation in the site near Fung Yuen could not be regarded
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as simple as mentioned in the TPB Paper. Apart from protected or rare

plant species including {5 £ K (Tutcheria spectablis), m # T
(Rhodoleia championii) and +j(Z& (Aquilaria sinensis), mature trees

including native species and feng shui trees had been found in particular in
the central and north-eastern part of the site. Moreover, as only large trees
(with trunk diameter exceeding 95mm) were recorded under the
Government’s tree surveys, many under-storey plants might not be properly
identified. Since it was evident that the exotic tree species were being
replaced by native species, there were signs that the plantation in the site

was transforming into a secondary woodland,;

while tree compensation schemes might be able to alleviate the landscape
and visual impacts of developments, the ecological value of the original
woodland would not be compensated. Moreover, slope stabilisation works
would adversely affect the trees in particular the tree roots, and the

feasibility of transplanting trees on steep slopes was very doubtful;

once the access to the site near Fung Yuen was improved, the buffering
function of the remaining “GB” area would be lost. The road widening
works would also affect even more trees. He worried that the improved
accessibility would provide stronger justifications to support the
development proposals in the adjoining areas of conservation interest

including the proposed columbarium at Sha Lo Tung;

[Mr H.W. Cheung left the meeting temporarily at this point.]

West of Nethersole Hospital Site (Amendment Item C)

()

(h)

although the TPB Paper stated that the large Ficus microcarpas on the site
was recommended to be preserved, the practicability to preserve the tree,

which was very old and big, was doubtful;

both native and exotic tree species were identified in the site. It was

evident that natural succession had been taking place in the area to become
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a mature woodland:;

(i) the site was performing the function of being a buffer area for Fu Hang

Estate and Nethersole Hospital which could not be readily replaced:;

Tai Po Area 9 (Amendment ltem A)

() the northern part of the area was covered by significant vegetation serving
the function of a buffer area. This part of the area should be excluded

from the development site; and

Visual Impact

(k) the visual impact assessments conducted for the zoning amendments by
PlanD were considered too simple as photomontages based on only one to
three vantage points were used to assess the potential visual impact of
future developments. There were worries that the visual impacts of the
developments, in particular the site near Fung Yuen and the Lo Fai Road

site, had not been adequately assessed and considered.

[Speaking time of R17: 20 minutes]

R18 — Kadoorie Farm & Botanic Garden

13. With the aid of a Powerpoint presentation, Ms Woo Ming Chuan made the

following main points:

(@) according to the 2011-2012, and 2013 Policy Addresses, only those GB
sites that were devegetated, deserted or formed, thus no longer performing
their original functions, could be considered for conversion into housing
sites. However, it was obvious that most of the locations of the proposed
zoning amendments in Tai Po were well-vegetated. Hence, the zoning
amendments were not in compliance with the Policy Addresses. The

proposed zoning amendments should be carefully reviewed and amended to
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exclude all well-vegetated areas and natural habitats;

Amendment Item D

(b)

©)

(d)

)

there was grave concern regarding the private housing development at the
site near Fung Yuen and they strongly objected to Amendment Item D of
the OZP;

according to DAFC, the site was largely a plantation woodland, and
although some native tree species could be found, the woodland was
dominated by exotic trees. However, their site inspection revealed that the
plantation could be regarded as young secondary woodland as there was
rich under-storey vegetation established through natural succession and a
species of conservation concern in Incense Tree. In fact, the woodland
was very similar to the secondary woodland across Sha Lo Tung Road
which, if given time and protection from disturbance, could become a

mature woodland:;

rezoning the subject site for residential use would result in adverse
ecological impacts as there would be direct habitat loss from tree felling and
clearance of under-storey vegetation. There would also be potential
off-site adverse ecological impacts, through increase in the number of
visitors and possible illegal dumping activities, on the Fung Yuen Valley
SSSland Sha Lo Tung which were priority sites for Enhanced Conservation
under the New Nature Conservation Policy. In fact, Fung Yuen Valley
SSSI was less than 500 metres away from the subject site while Sha Lo
Tung could be accessed by vehicle via Sha Lo Tung Road, the single lane

carriageway along the site;

she worried that road improvement works associated with the zoning
amendment would facilitate development in Sha Lo Tung which was an
ecological hotspot. In late 2013, it was reported in local newspapers that a
villager in Sha Lo Tung spotted a digger entering the village, and later on,
the track leading to Cheung Uk was found to be widened from 2 to 3 metres.

Moreover, during their site visit in late 2013, it was observed that some
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vegetation was cleared near Lei Uk, some concrete waste was dumped near
Sha Lo Tung Road and a stream was partially blocked by debris. Recent
site visit in late 2014 found that more concrete waste was dumped and a

storage container was placed next to the road;

a questionnaire survey was conducted along Sha Lo Tung Road in 2012 and
about 60% of the interviewees were Tai Po residents. According to the
survey result, over half of the interviewees visited the Sha Lo Tung area at
least once a week and more than two-thirds visited the area for hiking or
routine exercise. Hence, any development in the site near Fung Yuen
would inevitably change the tranquil environment of the locality. The
passive recreational value of the “GB” zones and the public interest in the

enjoyment of the countryside should not be ignored,

Amendment Items C, E, Fand H

() the site at Kon Hang (Amendment Item H) was surrounded by woodland

zoned “Conservation Area” (“CA”) and located in close proximity to the
Tai Po Kau Nature Reserve. She was concerned that future development
at the site would adversely affect the conservation value of the surrounding

areas;

(h) the site to the west of Nethersole Hospital (Amendment Item C), the site at

Lo Fai Road (Amendment Item E), and the site at Lai Chi Shan
(Amendment Item F) were all well-vegetated “GB” zones. She did not
understand why they had been included in the OZP amendments for

residential use;

Undesirable Precedent

(i)

according to the ES of the draft Tai Po OZP, “the planning intention of this
zone is primarily for defining the limits of urban and sub-urban
development areas by natural features and to contain urban sprawl as well

as to provide passive recreational outlets. There is a general presumption



(),

(k)

(1)

-22 -

against development within this zone”. The reduction in areas zoned
“GB” would therefore stand for a loss in the boundary for defining the
limits of development areas, and losses of buffer zone to contain urban
sprawl, passive recreational outlets, protection to the countryside, natural
habitats, homes of wildlife and breathing space. Approval of the rezoning
of well-vegetated “GB” zones would set an undesirable precedent for
similar development applications and would have cumulative impacts on
the natural environment and living quality in Hong Kong. A planning
application for rezoning a well-vegetated “GB” in Pun Shan Chau had been

received by the Board in August 2014;

in the current OZP amendments, about 20 hectares of well-vegetated areas
under “GB’ zone would be ‘lost to urban development’ without any
compensation. This was considered unacceptable. As several
amendment sites were located close to areas of significant conservation
interest in Tai Po including Sha Lo Tung, Fung Yuen SSSI and Tai Po Kau
Nature Reserve, she feared that developments overspilling into the “GB”

zones would adversely affect those areas of conservation interest;

the Board and the relevant authorities were urged to carefully consider
rezoning suitable areas within Tai Po into “GB” or “CA” zonings and to
include such areas as part of the OZP amendment process as compensation
for the reduction in area zoned “GB”. It was suggested to designate the
Cloudy Hill area, which was a well-vegetated slope adjacent to Pat Sin
Leng Country Park and currently not covered by any statutory plan, as “CA”;

and

in gist, they objected to the OZP amendments for the following reasons:

(i)  the current OZP amendments did not comply with the statement “to
look into the use of green belt areas in the New Territories that are
devegetated, deserted or formed, thus no longer performing their
original functions, and convert them into housing sites” in the
2011-2012 Policy Addresses;
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(i)  the role of “GB” zones as a buffer between urban settings and natural

landscapes had been ignored;

(iif)  the zoning amendments set an undesirable precedent for opening up

the “GB” zones to planning applications for development;
(iv) there would be permanent and incremental loss of well-vegetated
“GB” zones. The long-term impact of such loss on the residents of

Tai Po and Hong Kong should be considered; and

(v)  no compensation had been proposed for the permanent and direct

loss of these well-vegetated “GB” areas for development purpose.

[Speaking time of R18: 10 minutes]

[The meeting adjourned for a break of 10 minutes.]

[Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan, Mr Jeff Y.T. Lam and Mr Frankie W.P. Chou left the meeting

temporarily at this point.]

14. The Vice-chairman then invited the commenter not related to the Concern Group

to elaborate on his comments.

C34 — Chui King Hei

15. With the aid of a Powerpoint slide, Mr Chui King Hei made the following main

points:

(@ he was presenting the views of the residents of Fu Hang Estate and Chung

Nga Court;

(b) public consultation on the OZP amendments were inadequate. The

residents were only recently aware of the proposed public housing
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development in Tai Po Area 9. Furthermore, the extant District Councillor
had refused to explain to the residents the details of the proposed public

housing development;

the supporting and ancillary facilities in Fu Hang Estate were the worst
amongst all the private and public housing estates in Tai Po. The rezoning
of a green area beside the estate for public housing development was

considered unfair and undesirable to the residents of Fu Hang Estate;

the subject site in Tai Po Area 9 was originally planned for a private
hospital in 2009. At that time, the Government had explained that the site
was not suitable for public housing development due to insurmountable

technical issues;

the provision of community facilities in Tai Po was inadequate and the
traffic capacity had already been saturated. The Government had no
intention to improve the situation, which would be worsened upon

implementation of residential developments in the amendment sites;

although local forums had been arranged by the Tai Po District Council
(TPDC) and the Housing Department (HD) to brief residents on the public
housing development project, many of the Fu Hang Estate residents were

not aware of such forums and the attendance was only around 50 people;

the Government should consider reducing the scale of the proposed public
housing development and provide adequate community facilities and traffic
improvement measures to meet the needs of the Fu Hang Estate and Tai Po

residents; and

a more extensive public consultation process should be carried out to gauge

the views of the local people.

[Speaking time of C34: 5 minutes]
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16. The Vice-chairman noted that the views expressed by Mr Chui were mainly
related to the proposed public housing development under Amendment Item A which should
have been considered under another session of the meeting on Group 1 representations. He
said that Mr Chui’s views would be recorded and considered by the Board in deliberating the

Group 1 representations.

[Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan returned to join the meeting at this point.]

17. The Vice-chairman then invited the representers, commenters and their
representatives related to the Concern Group to elaborate on their representations and
comments. He said that according to the representatives of the Concern Group, a total
presentation time of about 300 minutes was required by their presentation team. He
considered that it might not be necessary to limit the time for making oral submissions by
each speaker, but reminded the concerned representers, commenters and their

representatives to observe the total time limit in making their oral submissions.

18. Ms Yvonne Lui, the deputy convener of the Concern Group, showed a
one-minute video illustrating the existing condition of the Lo Fai Road site (Amendment
Item E) which mainly consisted of trees and vegetation. With the aid of a Powerpoint

presentation, she made the following main points:

(@) the sequence of presentation would be in the order of the Concern Group,
PlanArch Consultants Ltd., the Incorporated Owners and residents of Forest
Hill, Richwood Park, Casa Marina | & Il and Tycoon Place, Legislative
Council members, District Councillors, students, academics and members

of the general public;

(b) the Concern Group had a wide representation and was composed of the
residents and the Incorporated Owners of the affected estates, staff and
students of the Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIEd), Tai Po residents
and members of the general public who had common concern on the

woodland in the subject “GB” site at Lo Fai Road;
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the Concern Group had been established for a year and its objectives were
to preserve the woodland at Lo Fai Road and to promote good planning of
Tai Po based on local knowledge. It was recommended to accord priority

for developing the brownfield sites in Tai Po;

the Concern Group had been liaising with the District Council and the
Government on several issues including the protection of “GB” sites,
developing brownfield sites, and proposals on improving the traffic,
educational and medical facilities in Tai Po. The Concern Group had
engaged in discussions with town planning academics and promotion of

‘developing brownfield sites first’ to the general public; and

there was strong opposition against the rezoning of the Lo Fai Road site.
Over 4,000 adverse representations in respect of the amendment had been
submitted which was the most amongst all amendment items, and the
representers consisted of a number of TPDC members including Mr
Cheung Hok Ming, Mr Chan Siu Kuen, Ms Wong Pik Kiu, Dr Lau Chee
Shing and Mr Yu Chi Wing, district branch offices of the Democratic
Alliance for the Betterment and the Liberal Party, members of the Civic
Party and the Civil Power as well as a number of LegCo members including
Hon Emily Lau, Hon Fernando Cheung, Hon Ronny Tong, Hon Frederick
Fung and Hon Kenneth Chan. Moreover, several other TPDC members
had raised objection to the rezoning at the special DC meeting on 8.5.2014
and two LegCo members, i.e. Hon Gary Chan and Hon James Tien, had
written letter to the DEVB regarding the subject rezoning. Other objectors
included members of the general public (about 3,500 people), Tai Po
residents (about 1,000 people), university students (about 200 people), staff
of Nethersole Hospital (about 100 people), as well as residents in the
neighbourhoods of Ting Kok Road (about 100 people) and Lo Fai Road
(about 2,000 people);

[Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan left temporarily and Mr Jeff Y.T. Lam returned to join the meeting at

this point.]
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R1638 — Lo Fai Road Green Belt Concern Group & Incorporated Owners of Forest Hill,

Richwood Park, Casa Marina 1 & 2 and Tycoon Place
R3044 — Wong Chi Kin, Kelvin
R4287 — &% H

19. With the aid of a Powerpoint presentation, Ms Betty Ho made the following

main points:

(@) the rezoning of the site at Lo Fai Road near Tycoon Place from “GB” to
(“R(C)9”) and the stipulation of building height restriction for the “R(C)9”
zone were objected to. The Board was requested to revert the zoning of
the site to “GB”’;

Site and Surroundings

(b) the site was located at Lo Fai Road within a low-rise residential
neighbourhood including Richwood Garden, Tycoon Place, Casa Marina
and Forest Hill. There was a brownfield site used for open storage to the
north-west of the site and the HKIEd was located to the further north-west.
To the south of Ting Kok Road were a number of less desirable uses
including a concrete batching plant, a sewage treatment plant, the Tai Po
Industrial Estate and an ex-landfill site which had been reinstated as a golf

park;

Planning History

(c) the site was an ex-borrow area and once zoned “R(C)” on the Tai Po OZP
No. LTP/47 in 1980. It was subsequently rezoned to “GB” and “Open
Space” (“O”) on the draft Tai Po OZP No. S/TP/2 in 1986. Majority of
the site, which was a densely vegetated knoll abutting Lo Fai Road, was
zoned “GB” and a 10m-wide strip of land along the southern periphery of
the site was zoned “O” on that draft OZP. In 2010, the whole site was
zoned “GB”;
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Planning Intention

(d)

©)

according to the extant draft OZP, the “GB” zone was primarily for defining
the limits of urban and sub-urban development areas by natural features and
to contain urban sprawl as well as to provide passive recreational outlets.
There was a general presumption against development. The designation of
“GB” zoning for the site since 1986 was considered appropriate as it

fulfilled its planning intention stipulated in the OZP;

as there had been no change in planning circumstances in the area, she did
not understand why the “GB” zoning was no longer considered appropriate

and the site had to be rezoned for residential use;

Existing Condition

(f)

()

the site was located on top of the ridgeline where there were three densely
vegetated knolls with over 2,500 trees. It was connected to a natural
woodland at the lower foothill and had been performing the “GB” function
of defining the limits of urban and sub-urban area and containing urban

sprawl;

the site was planned as an open space/green area for passive recreational use.
There was a 4m-wide paved footpath with street lighting provided by the
Government along the northern, northwestern and southern periphery of the
site. The site was accessible and frequently used by the general public and

local community;

[Mr Frankie W.C. Yeung returned to join the meeting at this stage.]

Demand for Housing Land

(h)

in various on-going planning studies, over 750 hectares had been planned
for residential uses in North East New Territories New Development Areas
(NDASs), Yuen Long South, Hung Shui Kiu NDA, Kam Tin South and Pat
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Heung, Tung Chung New Town Extension, Anderson Road Quarry and

Lamma Ex-Quarry Sites;

the current amendments to rezone the “GB” sites for residential use were
against the established planning guidelines. According to her research,
from 1991 to present, there were only 39 rezoning requests/applications
from “GB” to residential zones and only eight were approved or partially
approved by the Board. In most of the approved cases, the approved
zoning was “R(C)” with a plot ratio of about 0.4 and the grounds of
approval were related to rectification of the discrepancy of zoning boundary
and reflection of the existing use or development right. As for the 31
rejected cases, the typical rejection reasons were deviation from planning
intention of “GB” zone, insufficient information to demonstrate no adverse
environmental, ecological or infrastructural impacts, prejudicial to the
results of on-going planning study, undesirable precedent for other similar
requests, and rezoning of the site would not be necessary as the “GB”
zoning had already made provision for residential development upon

obtaining planning permission on application to the Board;

in a case study of an rezoning request No. Z/TW/1 for proposed amendment
to the draft Tsuen Wan OZP from “GB” to “R(B)”, about half of the site
was formed and occupied with temporary structures for years. The request
was rejected by the Board in 1999 for the reasons that a plot ratio (PR) of
0.9 was considered excessive; extensive clearance of existing natural
vegetation was involved, and rezoning of the site would not be necessary as
the “GB” zoning had already made provision for residential development

upon obtaining planning permission on application to the Board;

as regards section 16 planning applications for development within the
“GB” zones, the Town Planning Board Guidelines No. 10 (TPB PG-No. 10)
on “Application for Development within Green Belt Zone under Section 16
of the Town Planning Ordinance” would be applicable. The following

main points in TPB PG-No. 10 should be taken note of:
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(1)  the planning intention of “GB” was primarily to promote the
conservation of the natural environment and to safeguard it from

encroachment by urban-type developments;

(i)  there was a general presumption against development within the

“GB” zone;

(iii)  normally, a PR up to 0.4 for residential development might be

permitted; and

(iv) the development should not involve extensive clearance of existing
natural vegetation, affect the existing natural landscape, or cause any

adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

permitting residential development at the subject site was against all the
established planning guidelines and practice in respect of “GB” zone. The
rezoning of the site would allow incompatible development with a
maximum PR of 1.6 (based on net site area) which doubled the plot ratio of
the adjoining residential developments and was four times the usual
permitted PR of 0.4 in “GB” zones. Moreover, any developments in the
site would inevitably involve extensive site formation and the clearance of

2,500 existing trees and affect the existing natural landscape;

in a case study of a section 16 planning application No. A/TP/273 for a
proposed residential development with a PR of about 0.15, the site was a
formed site on previously abandoned farmland. The application was
rejected by the Board in 2003 for the reasons that it was not in line with the
planning intention of the “GB” zone, not in line with the TPB PG-No. 10
and setting an undesirable precedent for similar developments within the

“GB” zone;

in the 2014 Policy Address, it was stated that “We are taking steps to
rezone for residential use sites in Green Belt areas which are devegetated,

deserted or formed.” Rezoning the subject site, which was neither
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devegetated, deserted nor formed, was against the Government’s policy as
announced in the 2014 Policy Address. The so-called second stage of
“GB” review was only originated from a blog in the DEVB website.
Rezoning “GB” areas with low conservation value should not be interpreted

as a policy objective of the Chief Executive;

the planning intention of “GB” zones was not for conservation of areas with
high conservation value. Areas with high conservation value should be
zoned as “CA” or “SSSI”. The planning intention of “GB” was very clear,
i.e. to define the limits of urban and sub-urban development areas by natural
features and to contain urban sprawl as well as to provide passive
recreational outlets. If “GB” with relatively low conservation value could
be developed into residential use, it implied that all green belts should be

developed,;

the subject