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Agenda Item 1

[Open Meeting]

Confirmation of Minutes of the 1348th Meeting held on 31.10.2025

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

1.  The draft minutes of the 1348th meeting were confirmed without amendment.

Agenda Item 2

[Open Meeting]

Matters Arising

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

Approval of Draft Outline Zoning Plans

2. The Secretary reported that on 28.10.2025, the Chief Executive in Council approved

the draft Ngau Tau Kok and Kowloon Bay Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) (renumbered as

S/K13/34) and the draft Man Kam To OZP (renumbered as S/NE-MKT/7) under section 9(1)(a)

of the Town Planning Ordinance.  The approval of the OZPs was notified in the Gazette on

7.11.2025.
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Hong Kong District

Agenda Item 3

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Consideration of Representations in respect of the Draft Wan Chai Outline Zoning Plan

No. S/H5/32

(TPB Paper No. 11026)

[The item was conducted in Cantonese and English.]

3. The Secretary reported that the amendments incorporated in the draft Wan Chai

Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H5/32 (the draft OZP) involved the rezoning of two sites at St.

Francis Street/Sau Wa Fong (Item A) and at Ship Street/Schooner Street (Item B1) in Wan Chai

for private residential developments.  Mr Simon Y.S. Wong had declared an interest on the item

as he and his spouse owned properties in Wan Chai.  As the properties owned by Mr Wong and

his spouse had no direct view of the amendment item sites, Members agreed that he could stay in

the meeting.

Presentation and Question Sessions

4. The Chairperson said that notification had been given to the representers inviting

them to attend the hearing, but other than those who were present or had indicated that they

would attend the hearing, the rest had either indicated not to attend or made no reply.  As

reasonable notice had been given to the representers, Members agreed to proceed with the

hearing of the representations in their absence.

5. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD), representers

and/or their representatives were invited to the meeting at this point:

PlanD

Ms Janet K.K. Cheung - District Planning Officer/Hong Kong
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(DPO/HK)

Mr Tony K.Y. Yip - Senior Town Planner/Hong Kong

(STP/HK)

Mr Boris J.T. Lai - Town Planner/Hong Kong

Representers and Representers’ Representatives

R1 – Great Kinetic Limited/Full Glory Development Limited/Ever Genius Limited

Mr Fok Chi Wai David ]

Mr Chin Kim Meng

Ms Chan Ying Yu

Mr Li Ming Yeung

Mr Lui Wing Hong Johnson

]

]

]

]

Representer’s Representatives

R2 – Yuba Company Limited

Ms Wong Delius Hoi Ki ]

Mr Yeung Kam Yin Albert

Mr To Kin Chung Frank

Mr Li Yuet Sing Andy

Mr Tam Ming Fai Alan

Mr Ho Chi Ching Ivan

Mr Yuen Chee Hang Alan

Mr Mak Tsz Chung Edmond

Mr Law Lap Yin Martin

Mr Chan Yin Cheung Eric

]

]

]

]

]

]

]

]

]

Representer’s Representatives

R6 – Office of Dr Tik Chi Yuen, Legislative Councillor (狄志遠立法會議員辦事

處)

Ms Pang Yi Ting  ] Representer’s Representatives

Mr Tam Wing Cheong  ]

R9 – Accessibility Concern Platform (無障礙關注平台)

Mr Muck Yiu Keung ] Representer’s Representatives
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Ms Chan Ka Man  ]

R10 – Hong Kong Society for Rehabilitation (香港復康會)

Ms Leung Wing Han ] Representer’s Representatives

Ms Ng Uen Yi  ]

R11 – Hostford Development Company Limited

Ms Chan Mou Yin Cynthia ] Representer’s Representatives

Mr Ian Brownlee ]

R12 – Lam Kin Chung Morning Sun Charity Fund (林健忠曉陽慈善基金會)

Mr Lam Kin Chung - Representer’s Representative

R13 – Hong Kong Gaudeamus Dunhuang Ensemble (香港天籟敦煌樂團)

Mr Kam Shing Hei Kahlen - Representer’s Representative

R14 – Wan Wai Hei Wesley

Mr Wan Wai Hei Wesley - Representer

R16 – John Batten

Mr John Batten - Representer

R24 – Cao Nengli

Ms Cao Nengli - Representer

R33 – Mary Mulvihill

Ms Mary Mulvihill  - Representer

R38 – Lee Kwan Yee Herrick

Mr Lee Kwan Yee Herrick - Representer

6. The Chairperson extended a welcome and briefly explained the procedures of the

hearing.  She said that PlanD’s representatives would be invited to brief Members on the
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representations.  The representers and/or their representatives would then be invited to make

oral submissions.  To ensure efficient operation of the hearing, each representer would be

allotted 10 minutes for making presentation.  There was a timer device to alert the representers

and/or their representatives two minutes before the allotted time was to expire, and when the

allotted time limit was up.  A question and answer (Q&A) session would be held after the

representers and/or their representatives had completed their oral submissions.  Members

could direct their questions to PlanD’s representatives, the representers and/or their

representatives.  After the Q&A session, PlanD’s representatives, the representers and/or their

representatives would be invited to leave the meeting.  After the hearing of all the oral

submissions from the representers and/or their representatives, the Town Planning Board (the

Board/TPB) would then deliberate on the representations in closed meeting and would inform

the representers of the Board’s decision in due course.

7. The Chairperson then invited PlanD’s representatives to brief Members on the

representations.

8. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Tony K.Y. Yip, STP/HK, PlanD

briefed Members on the representations, including the background of the amendments on the

draft OZP, major grounds/views/proposals of the representers, government responses and

PlanD’s views on the representations as detailed in TPB Paper No. 11026 (the Paper).  The

amendment items on the OZP, which were to take forward the Metro Planning Committee (the

Committee/MPC) of the Board’s decisions to partially agree to two section 12A (s.12A)

applications (No. Y/H5/7 and Y/H5/8) on 22.9.2023 and 10.1.2025 respectively, included:

(a) Item A – rezoning of a site at 31-36 Sau Wa Fong and 8-12 St. Francis Street

(Item A site) from “Residential (Group A)” (“R(A)”), “Residential (Group C)”

(“R(C)”), and area shown as ‘Road’ to “R(A)9”, with 31-36 Sau Wa Fong

designated as sub-area (a) subject to a maximum plot ratio (PR) of 5 and a

maximum building height (BH) of 12 storeys, and 8-12 St. Francis Street

designated as sub-area (b) subject to a maximum BH of 110 metres above the

Principal Datum (mPD).  For a single development or redevelopment

covering both sub-areas (a) and (b) with provision of direct vehicular access

via St. Francis Street and internal loading and unloading facilities, a

maximum BH of 110mPD would be permitted.  A non-building area (NBA)
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was stipulated on the OZP to preserve the existing ambience and environment

of Sau Wa Fong;

(b) Item B1 – rezoning of a site at 1, 1A, 2 and 3 Hillside Terrace, 55 Ship Street

(i.e. Nam Koo Terrace (NKT)), 1-5 Schooner Street, 53 Ship Street, 18 Sau

Wa Fong, Inland Lot 9048 and adjoining government land (Item B1 site) from

“Comprehensive Development Area” (“CDA”), “R(C)”, and area shown as

‘Road’ to “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Residential

Development with Historic Building Preserved” (“OU(RDHBP)”) subject to

BH restrictions of 120mPD, 35mPD and 2 storeys as stipulated on the OZP.

A NBA at the northern corner of the site connecting to the Sau Wa Fong area

was stipulated on the OZP to respect the existing character of the Sau Wa

Fong area; and

(c) Item B2 – rezoning of a site on the stairs of Ship Street (Item B2 site) from

“Open Space” (“O”) to “OU” annotated “Elevated Walkway” (“OU(Elevated

Walkway”).

9. There were also amendments to the Notes of the OZP consequential to the amendments

to the Plan and to incorporate other technical amendments.

[Ms Sandy H.Y. Wong joined the meeting during PlanD’s presentation.]

10. The Chairperson then invited the representers and/or their representatives to

elaborate on their representations.

R1 – Great Kinetic Limited/Full Glory Development Limited/Ever Genius Limited

11. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Messrs Fok Chi Wai David and Chin Kim

Meng made the following main points:

(a) the representer, being the applicants of the s.12A application No. Y/H5/7,

expressed strong support for Item A as the concerned s.12A application was

approved two years ago.  It was the intention of the applicants to implement
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the proposed scheme early;

(b) urban redevelopment in Hong Kong was challenging and the Government had

adopted different measures, such as the enactment of the Land (Compulsory

Sale for Redevelopment) Ordinance (Cap. 545), to facilitate the process.  The

applicants had made efforts to acquire lots in Wan Chai for redevelopment, and

seven fragmented lots had been amalgamated with a site area of about 900m2 to

enable comprehensive redevelopment at Item A site, thereby avoiding

piecemeal high-density developments and supporting coherent planning and

design to preserve the character of Sau Wa Fong;

(c) while noting that St. Francis Street was narrow and steep in gradient and there

were level differences within Item A site, various design measures had been

proposed for public benefits, including a 10m setback from the lot boundary

fronting St. Francis Street and provision of public passageway and transport

facilities within Item A site;

(d) the setback fronting St. Francis Street would provide visual relief and

permeability, in contrast to a slender tower abutting St. Francis Street under

piecemeal redevelopment;

(e) a minimum 4.5m wide and 24-hour public passageway connecting St. Francis

Street and Sau Wa Fong, together with a lift within Item A site, was proposed

to improve barrier-free access.  This would reduce the current walking distance

along St. Francis Street from Queen’s Road East to Sau Wa Fong from about

55m to 25m.  Together with the pedestrian facilities proposed in Item B1 site,

pedestrian connectivity would be further extended to MTR Wan Chai Station.

A 9m wide NBA covering the Sau Wa Fong terrace within Item A site, which

formed part of the public passageway, would maintain permeability, preserve

the terrace character and reinforce a walkable public realm;

(f) within Item A site, a turntable for loading/unloading of light goods vehicles as

well as an open area for pick-up/drop-off of private cars and taxis would be

provided, reducing on-street vehicular activities, improving pedestrian safety
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and facilitating pick-up/drop-off for people with limited mobility; and

(g) the indicative scheme had reserved floor area for arts and cultural uses, aiming

to complement the area’s distinctive cultural ambience and support the

emerging arts precinct around St. Francis Street.

R6 – Office of Dr Tik Chi Yuen, Legislative Councillor (狄志遠立法會議員辦事處)

12. Ms Pang Yi Ting and Mr Tam Wing Cheong made the following main points:

(a) St. Francis Street, with a gradient of about 1:6, was narrow and steep and did

not meet the standard gradient of 1:12.  Developments at Items A and B1 sites

would have a total of about 500 flats, and there would be an increase in

population and visitors to the area including those in need, e.g. people with

limited mobility/disabilities, the elderly, pregnant women, children, etc.

Without improvement to barrier-free access, the proposals would pose safety

risks to people in need and would not comply with the United Nations

Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (the Convention), the

Disability Discrimination Ordinance (Cap. 487) (DDO) and the principles of

universal design.  Besides, the United Nations’ New Urban Agenda advocated

inclusive planning that safeguarded the rights of people with limited mobility

and promoted equitable access;

(b) while the effort of the applicants of Item A to provide 24-hour barrier-free

access was acknowledged, the proposed routes were circuitous and lacked a

direct connection from St. Francis Street to Queen’s Road East and Star Street.

The proposed barrier-free access relied on privately managed lifts, raising

concerns on the reliability and efficiency of lift services;

(c) barrier-free access should be comparable to general pedestrian routes in terms

of both time and efficiency.  The proposed arrangements would require

significantly longer distance and time for people with limited mobility, which

was inconsistent with the principles of universal design and obligations under

the Convention, which had been applicable in Hong Kong since 2008;
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(d) under section 84 of DDO, the Building Authority (BA) and relevant government

departments should ensure reasonable access for people with limited mobility.

Such consideration should be incorporated at the planning stage to align with

the intent of the Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines (HKPSG) in

promoting a safe and barrier-free pedestrian environment;

(e) it was noted from the Paper that relevant government departments had been

consulted and the Highways Department (HyD) had no comment.  HyD

should provide comments on the amendment items from the perspective of the

Universal Accessibility Programme (人人暢道通行).  Concerned government

departments should proactively propose and implement measures to

upgrade/improve barrier-free access networks, particularly through

redevelopment projects; and

(f) to enhance barrier-free access and pedestrian environment for the public

including those in need/with limited mobility in a fair, equitable and efficient

manner, suggestions were made, including the submission of an improvement

plan for St. Francis Street by the Government with clear indicators/standards,

adoption of design details for barrier-free access, e.g. handrails, non-slip tiles,

gradient improvement, etc., wider consultation with concern groups, and the

requirement for submitting a barrier-free/accessibility impact assessment at the

planning stage.

R9 – Accessibility Concern Platform (無障礙關注平台)

13. Ms Chan Ka Man made the following main points:

(a) the proposed lift between Queen’s Road East and Ship Street was welcomed as

an alternative barrier-free route that could divert trips from Wan Chai MTR

Station towards NKT through Hopewell Centre, which benefited wheelchair

users.  However, the overall accessibility for people with limited mobility was

considered inadequate relative to the anticipated increase in pedestrian flows, as
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there were insufficient comprehensive measures to meet the needs of those with

limited mobility.  The proposed barrier-free access arrangement did not meet

the requirements of a “travel chain” (旅運鍊) covering a continuous, direct,

reliable and efficient accessible route at all points from origin to destination.  It

was hoped that the Board could follow up with the applicants of Items B1 and

B2 for improvement in this aspect;

(b) the barrier-free access from Ship Street, which was a minor local street, was

unlikely to absorb or effectively redistribute the main pedestrian flows to/from

NKT.  Area to the west of NKT, including Sun Street, Moon Street, Star Street

and the Pacific Place/MTR Admiralty Station Exit F area, was identified as a

more strategic location for barrier-free connectivity.  Linking this area to St.

Francis Street and NKT with pedestrian friendly facilities would generate

greater benefits to those with limited mobility, and enhance economic

development and tourism by improving connectivity and visitor experience in

the area between MTR Admiralty and Wan Chai Stations;

(c) concerns were raised regarding the capacity and reliability of the proposed

barrier-free facilities, with reference to heritage revitalisation projects on Hong

Kong Island, such as Tai Kwun, where wheelchair access remained challenging;

(d) the current route from MTR Wan Chai Station to NKT required navigation

through multiple commercial premises and shopping centres, posing difficulties

in wayfinding and accessibility.  Reliance on privately managed lifts also raised

concerns about reliability and contingency arrangement; and

(e) the limited and fragmented nature of the proposed barrier-free access

arrangement would constrain both local and overseas visitors with limited

mobility from visiting the revitalised NKT.  Further enhancement of area-wide

barrier-free accessibility and connectivity was required.
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R10 – Hong Kong Society for Rehabilitation (香港復康會)

14. Ms Leung Wing Han made the following main points:

(a) the redevelopment project of NKT was generally supported for its potential to

enhance area-wide barrier-free access, however, there was concern regarding

the reliance on a single lift connecting Ship Street Garden to the ground level;

(b) a single lift was considered insufficient to meet the anticipated demand.  The

proposed development at Item B1 site would yield 312 units, potentially

accommodating over 800 residents, and was expected to attract local and

overseas visitors, including those with limited mobility.  According to the 2021

Population Census, about 29% of the local population comprised persons aged

60 or above and children aged 0-4, and there would be about 230 future residents

of the residential development at Item B1 site falling within those age groups.

Many of them would rely on barrier-free facilities, further reinforcing the

capacity concerns.  Besides, reliability of a single lift was another concern for

users if the lift was out of service;

(c) the alternative route from MTR Wan Chai Station to NKT via Hopewell Centre

II was indirect, poorly signposted, and took about 10 minutes.  It did not accord

with the principle of providing the most direct and convenient access for people

with limited mobility;

(d) while a 24-hour public passageway was proposed at Item A site, the footpath

along St. Francis Street was steep (gradient 1:6), narrow with intermittent

staircases and platforms, which posed safety risks and did not constitute a

genuine barrier-free access;

(e) the current planning framework required the submission of various technical

assessments (e.g. environment, traffic, visual), but did not mandate a

barrier-free/accessibility impact assessment.  Besides, social impact

assessment was not compulsory, and there were no standardised guidelines,

indicators and requirements on assessment of the needs of disabled and limited
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mobility groups, leading to their needs being overlooked;

(f) the planning system should be enhanced by requiring the submission of a

barrier-free/accessibility impact assessment, or by establishing clear criteria and

indicators within the social impact assessment including safety, continuity and

suitability for barrier-free arrangements, alongside proactive engagement with

relevant concern groups and organisations; and

(g) additional direct barrier-free access connecting to Queen’s Road East should be

considered to ensure a human-centred, safe, resilient and inclusive pedestrian

network for all, including those with limited mobility.

R11 – Hostford Development Company Limited

15. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Chan Mou Yin Cynthia and Mr Ian

Brownlee made the following main points:

(a) the representer owned properties at 3, 5, 7 St. Francis Street and 61 Queen’s

Road East, and utilised St. Francis Street as a daily access.  The elderly and

people with limited mobility were observed using the steep and narrow footpath

of St. Francis Street, which was inconvenient and dangerous.  Traffic safety

and universal access concerns were raised in the public interest;

(b) Items A and B1 were opposed on the grounds of excessive intensity and BH,

adverse impacts on the local character of Sau Wa Fong and the heritage setting

of NKT, and exacerbating pedestrian and traffic risks on St. Francis Street

without corresponding improvements;

(c) the Paper reiterated that the considerations of the Committee in agreeing to

the s.12A application for Item A site were based on traffic, fire safety, setback,

and the provision of a 24-hour barrier-free public passageway.  While traffic

issue was only one of the considerations under the OZP and the review of the

stepped streets, the intended character of the Sau Wa Fong area had not been

achieved.  The proposed development at Item A site would roughly double
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the original controls under the “R(C)” zone in terms of PR and BH, reducing

openness and sky views, and creating a massing incompatible with the low to

medium-rise, tranquil, human-scale character of Sau Wa Fong as stated in the

Explanatory Statement of the draft OZP and the ‘Review of Stepped Street Sites’

(2012).  Compared with the controls under the previous OZP, the proposed

development lacked transitional arrangement to step down in development scale

to respect the human scale and low to medium-rise context of Sau Wa Fong,

contrary to the intent of the Urban Design Guidelines of HKPSG.  The setback

requirement applied only to St. Francis Street, not Sau Wa Fong.  The NBA

overlapped with an existing road, maintaining the status quo without mitigating

the impact of the new development.  Edge planting in the Sau Wa Fong area

was minimal at street level or located on refuge/podium/roof levels, with no

guarantee of implementation;

(d) for Item B1, this hearing was the first opportunity for the public to make

comments, as the s.12A application was not subject to public comment under

the Town Planning Ordinance.  The proposed BH of 120mPD was considered

excessive as it would overwhelm the heritage building of NKT and diminish its

visual prominence and historic setting.  Façade treatments and landscape

buffers could not mitigate the increased bulk of the proposed residential

development.  The setback requirement should be guaranteed.  Reduced PR

and BH restrictions, along with a maximum number of units, should be imposed

on the OZP;

(e) Items A and B1 sites accounted for roughly one-third of the Sau Wa Fong area.

Doubling the development intensity of these two sites would result in

developments out of scale with the surrounding context, causing cumulative

detrimental impact on the Sau Wa Fong area, NKT and St. Francis Street;

(f) the proposed public passageways and NBAs at the two sites were not considered

planning gains, but instead detracted from the existing tranquil environment.

The increased east-west pedestrian circulation would funnel more users to St.

Francis Street, where facilities for pedestrians, vehicular and universal access

had not been improved.  Neither site had car parking spaces, emergency
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vehicular access or direct vehicular access.  Transit-oriented development and

increased housing supply were not appropriate for this constrained area;

(g) proposals were suggested, either by (i) reverting to the original controls under

the approved Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/31 for both sites; or (ii) imposing stricter

restrictions with a maximum PR of 6 for both sites, a maximum BH of 70mPD

for a single development covering sub-areas (a) and (b) at Item A site, a

maximum BH of 100mPD for residential tower at Item B1 site and maximum

numbers of units of 130 for Item A site and 205 for Item B1 site;

(h) the alternative proposals mentioned above, representing reduced

development intensity and BH compared with the development restrictions

specified under the draft OZP, were justified to be technically feasible; and

(i) setting a cap on the number of units was particularly important in a traffic-

sensitive area, including Items A and B1 sites, as traffic impact correlated

more directly with number of units than with PR.  Lower PRs and BHs for

the two sites were considered appropriate, taking into account the physical

constraints of St. Francis Street and the heritage building of NKT.  Instead

of relying on controls under the Building (Planning) Regulations (B(P)R)

(Cap. 123F) as responded in the Paper, planning control should be determined

by the Board at the early planning stage.

R12 – Lam Kin Chung Morning Sun Charity Fund (林健忠曉陽慈善基金會)

16. With the aid of a video presentation, Mr Lam Kin Chung made the following main

points:

(a) he was the founder of the charity fund, which was established in 1992;

(b) he objected to Items A and B1.  The Board should consider not only

development parameters but also the arts and cultural development in the

community as the St. Francis Street and Star Street area was considered

suitable to be developed as an art hub;
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(c) he raised public safety concerns in relation to St. Francis Street, citing its narrow

pavement, frequent pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, and surges of students

travelling along the road at school start and dismissal times.  A footbridge was

proposed to connect Item A site and the site comprising 3, 5, 7 St. Francis Street

and 61 Queen’s Road East over St. Francis Street, which could be linked to Sau

Wa Fong and NKT, thereby forming a continuous, step-free route for residents,

the elderly and wheelchair users.  The proposed footbridge would also reach

Queen’s Road East directly.  The bridge could contribute to handling

emergency situations by providing a refuge or fire separation in case of fire;

(d) the bridge was conceived as cultural infrastructure for an emerging art hub in

the Star Street/St. Francis Street/Sau Wa Fong precinct, with screens along the

bridge to display short videos provided under long-term collaboration

agreements already signed with the national art museums in Ukraine and

Kazakhstan, thereby creating a “digital museum” corridor.  This initiative

aligned with the objective of the National 14th Five-Year Plan to develop Hong

Kong into an East-meets-West centre for international cultural exchange;

(e) the Hong Kong Tourism Board (HKTB) had been briefed and had expressed in-

principle support for his proposal of the “world’s first 8K digital museum”.

Should it be realised, HKTB would promote the museum to overseas visitors;

(f) the future art space operated by Asia Art Archive in Item A site was expected

to be a relocation from its current venue at Hollywood Road, and its

international significance and cultural impact were questioned;

(g) the Paper stated that there were no technical details of the proposed footbridge.

The Item A applicants’ stated position of being “open for discussion” regarding

the proposed footbridge was not true.  He had made attempts to contact the

applicants of No. Y/H5/7, including a trip to London in July 2023, but in vain,

and hence no technical details for the proposed footbridge could be provided;

and
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(h) he questioned the Board’s change of stance, noting that documents in May

2023 still maintained a PR 5 for the Sau Wa Fong area to preserve the tranquil

environment, yet by September 2023 a much higher PR under application No.

Y/H5/7 was approved.  The proposed development at Item A site, with an

increased domestic PR from 5 to 9, would generate substantial private gains,

and the developer should contribute to the community to ensure equity.

[The meeting was adjourned for a 10-minute break.]

R13 – Hong Kong Gaudeamus Dunhuang Ensemble (香港天籟敦煌樂團)

17. Mr Kam Shing Hei Kahlen made the following main points:

(a) he was the Artistic Director of the Ensemble and also represented Ms Leonie

Ki Man Fung.  He expressed support for introducing arts and cultural uses in

Wan Chai and advocated the establishment of a Dunhuang-themed permanent

base and a multi-functional cultural venue/space in the district to promote

cultural exchange, education and community engagement;

(b) his proposal aligned with the National 14th Five-Year Plan, which positioned

Hong Kong as a centre for international cultural exchange.  Dunhuang, as an

international cultural hub comprising artistic, religious and economic activities

on the Silk Road for some 1,600 years, was regarded as a conceptual mirror of

Hong Kong’s gateway function in the Belt and Road development;

(c) strong and sustainable local demand for arts and cultural events was evidenced

by recent Dunhuang-related exhibitions and academic events which had drawn

enthusiastic responses from participants.  Programmes organised by the

Ensemble in collaboration with the Culture, Sports and Tourism Bureau (CSTB)

and the Leisure and Cultural Services Department (LCSD) on Dunhuang-

related culture, such as those in Kwun Tong and Sham Shui Po, had shown

positive uptake, indicating sustained public interest;

(d) Dunhuang provided rich multi-disciplinary contents such as art, music, religion
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and language, which was well suited to curriculum development, highlighting

its educational and research potential.  While Mainland cities such as Shanghai,

Beijing and Shenzhen had launched Dunhuang projects, Hong Kong lacked a

permanent base for such projects and activities;

(e) Wan Chai provided an opportunity to set up a permanent cultural venue/space

themed around Dunhuang, which could showcase conservation works, conduct

public education workshops and other cultural activities for public participation,

and collaborate with schools, elderly centres and youth groups on various forms

of art performances, talks and artist-in-residence programmes in Wan Chai;

(f) a Dunhuang-themed city walk could be provided to connect nearby facilities

and attract local and overseas visitors.  By treating Dunhuang as a living public

cultural space and coupling it with the proposed footbridge, the precinct could

evolve into a cultural node enabling diverse activities;

(g) the anticipated benefits to Wan Chai and Hong Kong included: (i) culturally, the

proposal demonstrated Hong Kong’s role as a centre for East-meets-West

international cultural exchange; (ii) educationally, it offered ongoing local

education materials, guided tours, and resource support for schools and the

community; (iii) economically and from a cultural industry perspective, it

contributed to design, retail and tourism activities; (iv) for the community, it

provided high-quality public programmes with a barrier-free cultural footbridge

connecting Sau Wa Fong and Queen’s Road East; and (v) internationally, it

facilitated cultural exchange and attracted overseas scholars, artists and visitors;

and

(h) despite the presence of major cultural institutions nearby including the Hong

Kong Academy for Performing Arts and the Hong Kong Arts Centre, Wan Chai

lacked flexible, multi-purpose performance and exhibition spaces.  A

Dunhuang-themed venue, in collaboration with the Dunhuang Academy, could

provide an opportunity to develop the area as a cultural landmark for Hong Kong

and this aligned with the national cultural strategy for Hong Kong.  He hoped

that the Board could consider his proposal.
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R14 – Wan Wai Hei Wesley

18. Mr Wan Wai Hei Wesley made the following main points:

(a) he focused on traffic safety and transportation aspects;

(b) St. Francis Street was the primary access to Star Street/Ship Street/Sau Wa Fong

area but it was narrow, steep, and heavily used by pedestrians.  It would not be

able to cope with anticipated growth in traffic and pedestrian demand arising

from the increase in development intensities, thereby creating significant risks

for pedestrians, motorists, the elderly and people with limited mobility, and

likely increasing pedestrian-vehicle conflicts;

(c) the proposed turntable at the building entrance was a measure typically used for

small-scale commercial/industrial buildings that abutted two-way streets with a

wider width.  In the site context of St. Francis Street which was narrow and

steep, assuming that the turntable took one minute for loading/unloading or

pick-up/drop-off of one vehicle, it could result in tailback onto Queen’s Road

East, leading to congestion;

(d) the nearest refuse collection point was located on Star Street.  The proposed

refuse handling would compromise sanitation, conflict with pedestrian flow and

create traffic obstruction, even if undertaken during off-peak hours; and

(e) he hoped that the Board could re-consider Item A.

R16 –John Batten

19. Mr John Batten made the following main points:

(a) the Star Street area was commended for its well-maintained low-rise character.

The pedestrian setting at Sau Wa Fong was regarded as similar to the

Mid-Levels stepped streets, and these old stepped-street neighbourhoods should
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be preserved;

(b) Hopewell Holdings’ long-standing push for high-density, high-rise

developments in Wan Chai was criticised, with its battering-ram approach

aimed at wearing down local opposition, including local residents and the

Kennedy Road Concern Group;

(c) the core concern lay in the intensification of development around NKT and Sau

Wa Fong.  This should not be diverted by the discussion on lift and art facilities

which were comparatively minor in nature.  The Board should focus on the

overall scale and built form that were appropriate for the area;

(d) the OZP’s original intent for low to medium-rise development for preserving

local character and tranquil setting was ignored.  Members of the public,

including him, were amateurs who relied on PlanD’s expertise but expressed

disappointment in this case.  He agreed with the proposals of R11 and urged

that the OZP’s original intent should be respected;

(e) based on his 25 years’ involvement in the arts field in Hong Kong and his past

academic advisory role with Asia Art Archive, he questioned the planning merit

of allocating floor space to Asia Art Archive, noting that the proposed area was

significantly smaller than its current premises in Hollywood Road and would be

insufficient to meet its operational needs; and

(f) the proposed high-rise development at Item B1 would overwhelm NKT.  With

the garden not protected, there was a risk of preserving only the building but

losing its heritage setting.  The Board should respect the original intent for this

historic part of Wan Chai and prevent Hopewell’s intensification from

encroaching onto the Star Street precinct, and consider R11’s proposal of

reverting the original zonings and development parameters of Items A and B1

sites on the approved Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/31.
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R24 – Cao Nengli

20. Ms Cao Nengli made the following main points:

(a) she was a resident of St. Francis Street and a frequent user of this street;

(b) existing conditions along St. Francis Street were already congested and

hazardous with heavy vehicular and pedestrian flows on a very narrow

carriageway and footpath, making walking unsafe and requiring constant

vigilance and frequent sudden stops for safety reason; and

(c) better planning was considered necessary to improve the walking environment

and pedestrian safety, such as widening the existing footpath or providing

additional walkway(s).

R38 – Lee Kwan Yee Herrick

21. Mr Lee Kwan Yee Herrick made the following main points:

(a) he was a surveyor and shared the views of some representers, especially R16;

(b) the tranquil ambience of Sau Wa Fong was articulated in its landscape setting,

pedestrian/traffic conditions, and a long history of low density development that

safeguarded the quality of these stepped-street neighbourhoods;

(c) higher density development in Sau Wa Fong would inevitably generate more

units and activities, increasing vehicle and pedestrian flows, thereby

heightening safety risks on already narrow and constrained streets;

(d) conservation examples, such as Tai Kwun, the former Marine Police

Headquarters in Tsim Shan Tsui, and the low-rise developments along Pak

Sha Road, Yun Ping Road and Kai Chiu Road in Causeway Bay

demonstrated conservation efforts made by other developers.  There was

strong public and private commitment to conservation, aimed at maintaining
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heritage buildings and areas with low-rise structures and human-scale

precincts; and

(e) intensification or development of a single out-of-scale tower would erode the

area’s established ambience and value, and should therefore be avoided.  It was

considered necessary to maintain consistency and coherency in policy, rather

than allowing ad-hoc changes solely based on technical feasibility.

R33 – Mary Mulvihill

22. With the aid of a visualiser, Ms Mary Mulvihill made the following main points:

(a) she raised a strong objection to Items A, B1 and B2, mainly on the grounds of

incompatibility with the planning intention, incremental density increase,

adverse heritage impacts on NKT, deterioration of the public realm, and the

developer’s weak track-record in delivering associated public facilities.  She

questioned whether Members had visited the amendment item sites and said that

only Members who had visited the sites would be in a position to make decisions

on the representations;

(b) the incremental increase in PR and BH in Item A site was incompatible with the

planning intention to preserve the low to medium-rise, tranquil and human-scale

character of Sau Wa Fong.  The proposal was contrary to the Board’s earlier

exclusion of the area from the upzoning exercise in 2013;

(c) she expressed concern over the long-running practice of the developer of Items

B1 and B2 sites of shifting “goalposts” to maximise development intensity, with

community facilities framed as approval sweeteners rather than genuine public

gains, and in some cases never delivered or of poor quality.  Examples

included the unbuilt tunnel connecting to MTR Wan Chai Station, which had

been included as one of the approval conditions of an approved section 16

application at 153-167 Queen’s Road East, that could facilitate the travel of

hotel guests and people with limited mobility if built; the unbuilt footbridge to

GARDENEast; the greening proposal promised for the alley behind Queen’s
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Road East remained largely unrealised; tree removal for the development of a

public open space (POS) at Kennedy Road which resulted in poor facilities,

periodic closures and unclear re-planting outcomes; and the provision of pocket-

size open space with minimal recreational amenities, etc.;

(d) provision of public lifts and road/junction improvements was a standard

requirement associated with large developments, rather than a planning merit

for community’s benefit;

(e) support from the local school should be subject to a declaration of interests, as

the developer had made donations towards the upgrading of school facilities.

The privacy impact on students, due to the proximity of classrooms to the

residential development at Item B1 site, was not addressed;

(f) no government, institution and community facilities were proposed in Item

B1 site;

(g) preservation of NKT had been used as a tool for increasing the development

intensity of Item B1 site.  The plinth and associated architectural features of

NKT were an integral part of the building’s historic setting, but they were at risk

of being hidden or lost, thereby compromising historic integrity and public

appreciation.  Without the plinth, the fountain, etc., the historical context of

NKT would be lost.  Besides, the presentation material (Drawing Z-5 of MPC

Paper No. Y/H5/8A) downplayed the shadowing effect of the proposed

residential development in Item B1 site, with NKT shown as bathed in light

despite the anticipated wall effect;

(h) NKT’s footprint had been included in the POS provision, despite the building

being intended for commercial and exhibition uses.  Only the front area of

NKT should be counted as POS and the actual provision should be less than

proposed;

(i) Item B2 was opposed on the ground that it would further downgrade the public

realm; and
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(j) the Board should uphold its mission to promote health, safety, convenience and

general welfare of the community, with greater attention to heritage

conservation.

23. As the presentations of PlanD’s representative, the representers and/or their

representatives had been completed, the meeting proceeded to the Q&A session.  The

Chairperson explained that Members would raise questions to the representers, their

representatives and/or PlanD’s representatives to answer.  The Q&A session should not be

taken as an occasion for the attendees to direct questions to the Board or for cross-examination

between parties.  The Chairperson then invited questions from Members.

Planning Context

24. Noting the concerns of some representers regarding the increased development intensity

of Item A site, a Member enquired about the background and the changes in zoning of Item A site.

In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD, with the aid of a PowerPoint slide, said that

prior to the early 1990s, Item A site was zoned “R(A)” on the OZP.  Buildings on sites abutting

stepped streets without direct vehicular access were generally restricted by the Buildings

Ordinance to a maximum height of six storeys primarily due to fire safety concerns.  In 1991,

PlanD conducted the ‘Study on Redevelopment along Stepped Streets’ (the Study) to examine any

relevant factors other than fire safety reason such as traffic and infrastructure, that warranted a

lower development intensity for the Sau Wa Fong area in view of advancement in fire engineering.

The Study recommended that sites without direct vehicular access and without provision of

loading/unloading facilities within the sites should retain a lower development intensity, and this

resulted in the rezoning of the Sau Wa Fong area from “R(A)” to “R(C)” subject to a maximum

PR of 5 and a maximum BH of 12 storeys, while a higher development intensity could be allowed

for comprehensive development/redevelopment through site amalgamation with direct vehicular

access.  In 2012, PlanD conducted the ‘Review of Stepped Street Site’ (the Review Study) to

examine whether a lower development intensity in the Sau Wa Fong area should be maintained.

The Review Study findings suggested that the “R(C)” zone for the Sau Wa Fong area should

be maintained to preserve the local character and that the impacts on visual, air ventilation, and

traffic should be considered for any proposal to upzone the area.  When assessing the s.12A

application for Item A site, the Committee had taken into account the aforementioned
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background, including the aspects considered in the Study and the Review Study, and partially

agreed to the s.12A application, considering that the proposed “R(A)9” zone for Item A site was

appropriate as the indicative scheme demonstrated the provision of loading/unloading facilities

within the site with direct street frontage achieved through site amalgamation for comprehensive

redevelopment, which was supported by the required technical assessments with no objection from

relevant government departments; and the suggestions of designating NBA on the original area

shown as ‘Road’ on the previous OZP covering the Sau Wa Fong area to preserve its unique

character, imposing a 10m setback from St. Francis Street to enhance visual and air permeability,

and providing a 24-hour barrier-free public passageway for convenient access to Sau Wa Fong.

25. In response to a Member’s enquiry about changes in planning circumstances since the

approval of the s.12A application at Item A site, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD said that

the major change was the subsequent approval of the s.12A application at Items B1 and B2 sites

in 2025.  Under Item A, a 24-hour public passageway would be provided to Sau Wa Fong, but it

would have no direct linkage to NKT.  Items A, B1 and B2 together could complete a fully

connected east-west pedestrian network in the area.

Development Restrictions on the OZP

26. Noting that the indicative scheme for Item A site assumed a Class C classification with

a PR about 10 and there was no PR/GFA restriction under the OZP, and that the public passageway

appeared to be a dedication area but would not be surrendered to the Government, a Member raised

concerns on the building bulk and whether a BH restriction of 110mPD could effectively control

development intensity.  In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD explained that the

development restriction of the “R(A)9” zone for Item A site followed the “R(A)” zone on the Wan

Chai OZP, which had no PR/GFA restriction and the control would follow B(P)R.  The

classification of the site would be determined by BA at the building plan submission stage.  The

BH restriction of 110mPD for Item A site was considered compatible with the surrounding “R(A)”

zone.

27. In response to a Member’s enquiry on the reason for not stipulating controls on PR/gross

floor area (GFA) and number of units on the OZP for Item B1 site, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung,

DPO/HK, PlanD said that the applicant had submitted various technical assessments in the s.12A

application to demonstrate that the proposed development parameters were technically feasible,
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and that since no PR/GFA restriction for the Item B1 site was stipulated on the draft OZP, the

development intensity would be controlled by the permissible PR under B(P)R.  At the MPC

meeting to consider the s.12A application on 10.1.2025, the applicant said that the maximum

number of flats could be stipulated in the lease during the land exchange process.

Traffic Aspect

28. Noting that some representers raised concerns on the accuracy of the Traffic Impact

Assessments (TIAs) submitted by the applicants of the two s.12A applications, a Member sought

clarifications on whether the TIAs had been submitted in support of the two s.12A applications.

In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD said that the applicants of both s.12A

applications had submitted TIAs covering assessments of vehicular and pedestrian conditions,

together with proposed mitigation and enhancement measures, including the barrier-free access

arrangement, and TD considered the findings acceptable.  Mr Horace W. Hong, Chief Traffic

Engineer/Hong Kong (CTE/HK), Transport Department (TD), supplemented that the findings of

TIA submissions as well as the proposed measures to improve pedestrian connectivity and the

walking environment had been covered in the MPC/TPB Papers.

29. Regarding the turntable provided at Item A site, some Members raised the following

questions:

(a) the rationale for its provision;

(b) the operation of the turntable, including the types of vehicles designated for use,

whether it would be open to the public, and whether there would be tailback

onto St. Francis Street; and

(c) whether there would be any potential conflict of the turntable and the lift in the

barrier-free public passageway as there appeared limited area in the setback

space, and whether the whole site could be set back from St. Francis Street for

carriageway/footpath improvements given that the applicants did not intend to

have building in the setback area.
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30. In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD, with the aid of a PowerPoint

slide, explained that after discussion between the applicants and TD, the applicants proposed

providing a turntable within Item A site, thereby reducing kerbside activities on St. Francis Street.

It was intended for use by the residents of the proposed residential development at Item A site and

by the public.  Mr Horace W. Hong, CTE/HK, TD supplemented that given St. Francis Street’s

steep gradient and narrow footpath, a kerbside lay-by was not recommended in view of the road

safety concerns.  In that regard, TD requested the applicants to provide an off-street loading and

unloading bay with turntable (the loading/unloading bay) within Item A site for passenger

pick-up/drop-off and loading/unloading activities.  The turntable would allow vehicles to enter

and leave the site without reversing movements, thereby addressing road safety concerns.  The

function of the loading and unloading bay would be similar to a typical on-street lay-by that if the

loading and unloading bay was occupied, other vehicles should have to drive in circles on roads

in searching for other pick-up/drop-off and loading/unloading bays instead of waiting and

queuing on St. Francis Street.  As advised by the representative of R1, the loading and unloading

bay would be open for use by the residents of the future development at Item A site as well as by

the public for passenger pick-up/drop-off.  Together with the proposed barrier-free passageway

with a lift, area-wide accessibility was expected to be improved.

31.  Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD further explained that according to the

applicants’ submission for the s.12A application, goods vehicles undertaking loading/unloading

would be required to make an advance booking with the property management office, whereas

private cars and taxis would not have such a requirement.  Mr Chin Kim Meng, R1’s

representative, supplemented that the turntable was intended primarily for the loading/unloading

of light goods vehicles (LGVs) only.  Private cars and taxis could enter the site for passenger

drop-off/pick-up with sufficient space to perform a “three-point turn”.  The booking system for

LGVs would facilitate better management and help avoid tailback onto the street.

32. In response to paragraph 29(c) above, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD said

that the Notes for the “R(A)9” zone stipulated the requirements for the provision of a minimum

setback of 10m from the lot boundary fronting St. Francis Street, the internal loading/unloading

facilities, and a public barrier-free passageway of not less than 4.5m wide connecting St. Francis

Street and Sau Wa Fong.  Based on the indicative scheme from the applicants of Item A site, the

public passageway with a width of 4.5m was separated from the turntable.  Users could use the

lifts or steps in the public passageway to Sau Wa Fong.  Detailed design and arrangement would
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be worked out at the detailed design stage.  The 10m setback from St. Francis Street was mainly

for the provision of an open-air turntable within Item A site and for the improvement of pedestrian

environment, visual amenity and air ventilation.

Pedestrian Connectivity and Barrier-free Pedestrian Network

Item A

33. Two Members raised the following questions to R1:

(a) the management responsibility of the lift at Item A site;

(b) whether a two-lift option had been considered to ensure resilience during

maintenance or when the lift was out of service; and

(c) noting that some representers raised safety concern on St. Francis Street due to

its steep and narrow width, whether off-site pedestrian improvements and

alternative measures had been explored to enhance pedestrian connectivity, such

as provision of a ramp connecting St. Francis Street and Sau Wa Fong or an

elevated walkway along St. Francis Street connecting to Queen’s Road East,

and widening of St. Francis Street.

34. In response, Messrs Fok Chi Wai David and Chin Kim Meng, R1’s representatives,

with the aid of a visualiser, made the following main points:

(a) the lift would be privately managed, and the provision of a public barrier-free

passageway connecting St. Francis Street and Sau Wa Fong had been stipulated

under the Notes of the “R(A)9” zone for Item A site;

(b) lift capacity, maintenance arrangements and feasibility of enhancements would

be reviewed at the detailed design stage; and

(c) Item A site had no frontage to Queen’s Road East, and the provision of direct

access from Item A site to Queen’s Road East would involve third-party land,
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rendering it infeasible.  The possibility of providing a ramp connecting St.

Francis Street and Sau Wa Fong, in addition to the lift for barrier-free access,

was considered impractical due to the significant level difference of about 6m.

The carriageway of St. Francis Street was about 4.5m in width and the existing

buildings abutted the footpath along St. Francis Street without any space for

footpath widening.  Any widening of the footpath would either reduce the

width of the carriageway, involve the acquisition of other private land or

obstruct the manoeuvring of emergency vehicles entering St. Francis Street

from Queen’s Road East, which was not conducive to traffic, pedestrian and fire

safety and hence was not pursued.  Pedestrian access to Queen’s Road East

from Sau Wa Fong and Ship Street would be available via the development at

Item B1 site in case the lift in Item A site was not available for use.

35. A Member enquired if there were any road improvement proposals, including St.

Francis Street outside Item A site, to enhance barrier-free access in the area.  In response, Ms

Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD said that when considering the s.12A application, the

Committee had taken into consideration, amongst other factors, the proposed 24-hour public

barrier-free passageway with a lift within the site for connecting St. Francis Street and Sau Wa

Fong, and the provision of a turntable to facilitate loading/unloading and a pick-up/drop-off area

for the public including those with limited mobility within the site.

36. Noting R12’s proposal for a footbridge over St. Francis Street linking the development

at 3, 5, 7 St. Francis Street and 61 Queen’s Road East with Item A site and his claim of having

encountered difficulties in contacting/liaising with the applicants of Item A site to explore the

feasibility, a Member enquired about the concept of the footbridge and whether R1 would be

willing to collaborate with R12 to enhance barrier-free access.  In response, Mr Lam Kin Chung,

R12’s representative, said that the proposed footbridge could assist wheelchair users and enhance

the barrier-free access to Queen’s Road East, but his attempts to meet the applicants of Item A site,

including his trip to London, were unsuccessful.  Mr Fok Chi Wai David, R1’s representative,

said that discussions had taken place in November 2023, but the proposed footbridge would cross

an existing street and involve government land, which required consent from the Government.

Should the footbridge be considered essential and with in-principle support from the Government,

the applicants would be willing to continue discussion with concerned parties.  He remarked that

the rezoning of Item A site would not preclude the provision of a footbridge in the future.
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37. A Member further enquired about the Government’s stance on the proposed footbridge.

In response, Mr Horace W. Hong, CTE/HK, TD said that the Government was open to private

footbridge proposals that would be open for public use and improve pedestrian connectivity, while

there was no concrete scheme with technical details for the proposed footbridge.  Since the

proposal would involve private land and private investment and there was no agreement between

the concerned landowners, it would be difficult for the Government to intervene with the

concerned landowners for implementation of the proposed footbridge.

38. Noting that some representers requested a barrier-free/accessibility impact assessment,

a Member enquired whether submission of such assessment could become a requirement in

future development proposals.  In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD said that

pedestrian connectivity and barrier-free access had already been taken into account when the

Committee considered the two s.12A applications.  The need for such an assessment would better

be considered on a case-by-case basis, as not every application warranted such a review.  Mr C.K.

Yip, Director of Planning (D of Plan), supplemented that the relevant requirements were examined

by relevant government departments under their respective purviews including the Buildings

Department on building-related accessibility requirements, TD on road and footpath design, and

PlanD on design of public space.  Relevant government departments would continue to ensure

compliance with requirements within their respective remits, and a separate assessment on barrier-

free/accessibility was considered not necessary.

Items B1 and B2

39. Two Members raised the following questions:

(a) whether a lift from Schooner Street to the NKT podium would be provided for

public use; and

(b) whether the 3m wide elevated walkway under Item B2 together with one lift

would be sufficient to accommodate the visitors to NKT.

40. In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD, with the aid of a PowerPoint

slide, made the following main points:
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(a) a new Lift C would be provided within Item B1 site to connect Schooner Street

with the NKT platform; and

(b) pedestrian circulation would not rely solely on the elevated walkway under Item

B2.  Lift B at Hopewell Garden/Hopewell Centre II, which was accessible via

the elevated walkway, would provide access to Kennedy Road and Lift A in

Ship Street Garden would reach Queen’s Road East, while Lift C would be

provided in Item B1 site connecting to Schooner Street for access to Sau Wa

Fong and Hopewell Centre II.  A multi-level pedestrian network was proposed

for diversion of pedestrian traffic.

Heritage Conservation and Arts Cultural Development

41. Regarding the conservation of NKT, some Members raised the following questions:

(a) whether NKT would be open to the public, and its intended uses;

(b) whether visibility to NKT could be safeguarded, given the indicative scheme of

the proposed residential building with a wing protruding towards Schooner

Street;

(c) whether only the Grade 1 building or other features, including the stone wall of

NKT would be preserved; and

(d) the views of the Antiquities and Monuments Office (AMO) on the conservation

proposal and the disposition of the proposed residential building near NKT.

42. In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD, with the aid of some PowerPoint

slides, made the following main points:

(a) under the indicative scheme submitted by the applicant for Item B1 site, an

eating place would be provided on G/F of NKT, with an exhibition of the history

of NKT on 1/F, and the rooftop would be open space (accompanied by on-site
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staff) for visitors/the public to appreciate the historic building;

(b) with the BH restriction of 35mPD for the platform at NKT, which would serve

as open space for public use, visibility of NKT would be safeguarded.  While

a wing of the proposed residential building under the indicative scheme might

protrude towards Schooner Street, the 9m width of Schooner Street and a 3m

ground-level setback would provide a 12m-wide pedestrian realm to protect

visibility.  The applicant had committed to refining the building disposition at

the detailed design stage to better integrate with the overall setting of NKT;

(c) the main building of NKT was a Grade 1 historic building, while the other

features including the stone wall were not graded.  To address the concerns of

the Committee, it was specified in the Explanatory Statement that the

associated historic architectural features, including the pavilion, water

fountain and hexagonal planter in the forecourt, should be preserved as far as

practicable to maintain the integrity of the NKT for public appreciation.  The

former building (Miu Kang Terrace) in front of NKT had long obscured part of

the stone wall along Schooner Street frontage.  With the design that turned the

area into the forecourt of NKT under the indicative scheme, the stone wall facing

Schooner Street would be reconfigured as part of the platform.  The stone wall

along Ship Street, including the formal entrance of NKT, would be retained.

Detailed treatment would be set out in the Conservation Management Plan

(CMP); and

(d) having reviewed the indicative scheme, AMO had no adverse comment on the

s.12A application for Item B1 site.  The applicant was required to submit a

revised CMP to set out conservation measures, taking into account the overall

setting of the historic building and the stone walls along Schooner Street and

Ship Street.

43. Noting the concerns of some representers regarding the potential impacts of the

development proposal at Item B1 on NKT, a Member enquired whether the development proposal

at Item B1 site was merely technically feasible or substantively better than the original scheme

permitted under the previous OZP, taking into account the shadowing effect of the building mass
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of the proposed residential development on the historic building of NKT.  In response, Ms Janet

K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, with the aid of some PowerPoint slides, explained that under the previous

OZP, the sites in front of NKT and at 18 Sau Wa Fong could be developed as buildings of 12

storeys in height under the original “R(C)” zone, thereby blocking the views and allowing only

narrow access to Schooner Street/NKT.  Through amalgamation of the lots for comprehensive

development, the area in front of NKT would become an open platform at 35mPD, extending the

terrace’s forecourt to allow better public appreciation of NKT, and the site of 18 Sau Wa Fong

would be designated as NBA for open space and for the east-west pedestrian link between Sau Wa

Fong and Schooner Street/Ship Street, thereby improving access to Ship Street Park and MTR

Wan Chai Station.  When considering the s.12A applications, the Committee had taken into

consideration the above-mentioned measures and other planning gains, including the

enhancement of the heritage setting, provision of POS and improved pedestrian connectivity as

well as the technical feasibility.

44. A Member raised questions to R13 regarding the funding sources and operation strategy

of the proposed cultural hub with a Dunhuang-themed concept.  In response, Mr Kam Shing Hei

Kahlen, R13’s representative, said that funding support was expected from the developer, given

the increased development intensity and hence the associated revenue generated from the

redevelopment project.  While funding sources could also come from the Government including

CSTB and LCSD, support from developers was considered important.  Collaboration between

developers and arts institutions, such as the Dunhuang Academy, would enable place-based arts

and cultural programmes to be located beyond museum venues, where most of the cultural

activities supported by CSTB/LCSD were conducted, thereby facilitating wider reach to the local

communities of the programmes/activities.

45. Noting the aspirations and vision mentioned by some representers for a tranquil

environment and cultural ambience alongside redevelopment needs, a Member enquired whether

such vision should be achieved in one go or on the basis of the OZP amendments that could allow

flexibility for the gradual materialisation of the vision.  In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung,

DPO/HK, PlanD, with the aid of a PowerPoint slide, said that the OZP provided a framework that

allowed flexibility for cultural uses/activities.  The ‘Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture’ use,

including art studios and galleries, had always been permitted within the “R(A)” zone.  Such

provision created opportunities for arts and cultural activities to grow organically over time.
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POS

46. Regarding the open space provision in Item B1 site, a Member enquired whether the

covered open space on 4/F would be open to the public, and the reason for imposing a minimum

of 2,800m² open space under the Notes, which was smaller than 3,180m² (about) as shown in

Drawing H-2b of the Paper.  In response, Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD said that the

covered open space on 4/F would be for the shared use of the residents of the future residential

development at Item B1 site and the public, and would be open to the public during reasonable

hours (6 am to 11 pm daily as proposed by the applicant), while the at-grade open space would be

accessible 24 hours a day for public use.  The indicative scheme shown in Drawing H-2b of the

Paper provided about 3,180m2 of POS and the applicant had indicated that this amount of open

space had not fully taken into account the geotechnical, structural and other building requirements,

which had to be reviewed at the detailed design stage.  The applicant expressed that it would

endeavour to provide more than 2,800m2 of open space to the public as far as practicable and the

actual provision would be subject to further investigation at the detailed design stage.  The

stipulated minimum provision of 2,800m2 of POS was considered appropriate.

47. As Members had no further questions to raise, the Chairperson said that the hearing

procedures for the presentation and Q&A sessions had been completed.  She thanked the

representers, their representatives and PlanD’s representatives for attending the meeting.  The

Board would deliberate on the representations in closed meeting and would inform the

representers of the Board’s decision in due course.  The representers, their representatives and

PlanD’s representatives left the meeting at this point.

[Mr Bond C.P. Chow left the meeting during the Q&A session.]

Deliberation Session

48. The Chairperson invited views from Members.

49. Members supported the amendment items on the draft OZP and expressed some

observations/suggestions as set out below.
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Comprehensive Redevelopment through Private Initiative

50. Some Members considered that the amendments could facilitate urban renewal and

revitalisation of the area, and had the following views:

(a) the comprehensive redevelopment approach could avoid fragmented “pencil”

infill buildings abutting stepped streets/streets with steep gradient and provide

opportunities for various initiatives to achieve planning gains, including

setback/NBAs, barrier-free access and improved pedestrian connectivity,

provision of POS, heritage conservation, overall improvement to the

environment, and provision of transport facilities within Item A site to avoid

such activities at St. Francis Street with steep gradient;

(b) redevelopment by private developers could strike a balance between financial

viability and the delivery of public benefits.  Private participation was regarded

as a sustainable approach of urban renewal that should be encouraged;

(c) the area had become increasingly vibrant in recent years, with organic growth of

some small shops and eateries, and more visitors, thereby building a local

identity in this part of Wan Chai.  The two redevelopment proposals were seen

as an opportunity to enhance such vitality while addressing local constraints; and

(d) PlanD’s efforts in liaising with the relevant parties on various initiatives as

mentioned in paragraph 50(a) above, and the applicants’ willingness to

incorporate them in the redevelopment proposals as planning gains, including

the provision of a barrier-free pedestrian network, were appreciated.

Development Intensity

51. Upzoning the original piecemeal “R(C)” site under Item A to “R(A)” was considered

compatible with the “R(A)” zone in the surrounding areas.  Regarding the PR of Item A site,

which was about 10, two Members were concerned that the area dedicated for the 24-hour public

passageway, while beneficial to the pedestrian environment, might lead to bonus/additional PR to

be claimed by the applicants of Item A site.  This would increase the site coverage and hence the
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building bulk, affecting air ventilation and permeability.  Proper control under the planning

and/or lands regimes might be required.  Mr C.K. Yip, D of Plan, said that the granting of

bonus/additional PR in exchange for dedication of land or area for public passage might be

permitted under Regulation 22 of B(P)R subject to approval of BA.  In general, there was

provision in the Notes of the OZPs for some zones, such as “R(A)”, to allow such additional PR if

granted by BA.  He remarked that taking an opposite approach, by restricting such additional PR

on the OZPs, would require strong justifications.  It was considered more appropriate to leave the

matter to be dealt with under the buildings regime as in the established practice.

52. Members generally considered that the BH restrictions of 110mPD and 120mPD for the

residential developments at Item A site and Item B1 site respectively were compatible with the

surrounding context, particularly for Item B1 site, given that the adjacent Hopewell Centre II was

subject to a BH restriction of 210mPD.  In that regard, adverse visual impact was not anticipated.

Pedestrian Connectivity and Barrier-Free Pedestrian Network

53. Some Members considered the existing pedestrian conditions and barrier-free access

in the area were poor and inadequate, characterised by narrow, steep and discontinuous

passageways.  The proposed redevelopments could address these constraints by introducing

barrier-free access and improved linkages, thereby providing multiple access routes connecting

MTR Admiralty Station/Star Street to Hopewell Centre II and Queen’s Road East.  In particular,

barrier-free access would be significantly improved compared with the current nil provision.

Members had the following suggestions:

(a) enhance promotion of the barrier-free pedestrian network, together with clearer

wayfinding signages;

(b) strengthen public engagement and education, with the Home Affairs

Department taking a proactive role in promoting the barrier-free facilities for

better community integration;

(c) further enhance the barrier-free arrangements at Item A site by exploring the

feasibility of providing an additional lift and enhancing lift capacity at the

detailed design stage; and
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(d) the developers of the two sites were encouraged to collaborate on overall

streetscape and accessibility enhancement in the area, particularly for the two

NBAs in Items A and B1 sites in Sau Wa Fong.

54. Regarding the representer’s proposal for a footbridge over St. Francis Street linking the

development at 3, 5, 7 St. Francis Street and 61 Queen’s Road East with Item A site, a Member

considered that the proposal was subject to uncertainties and constraints, and therefore required

further study by the proponent.

55.  Some Members acknowledged that the narrowness and steep gradient of St. Francis

Street were major constraints for widening, and suggested the Government to explore

incorporating setback requirement upon redevelopment of buildings along St. Francis Street for

footpath improvement.  The Secretary said that the Notes for the “R(A)” zone stipulated the

requirement for a minimum setback of 1m from the lot boundary fronting the portion of St. Francis

Street in between St. Francis Yard and Queen’s Road East, and a plan showing the setback

requirement was attached to the Explanatory Statement of the OZP.  Besides, under the

indicative scheme of the proposed development at Item A site, a 2.5m wide area within the 10m

setback fronting St. Francis Street was designated for pedestrian use.  Mr C.K. Yip, D of Plan,

said that imposing additional statutory setback requirement on the OZP would require detailed

area-wide study, careful assessment and thorough consideration, including potential impacts on

private development rights, technical feasibility and justifications.

Heritage Conservation and Arts and Cultural Development

56. Regarding the conservation of NKT, some Members expressed the following views:

(a) noting that NKT had remained vacant for a prolonged period, the redevelopment

proposal was seen as an opportunity to revitalise and conserve the heritage

building, thereby reducing the risk of further deterioration;

(b) the key viewing corridors to NKT from the east and south as well as along Ship

Street would remain open, with a forecourt created in front of NKT and the stone

wall fronting Ship Street retained;
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(c) the conservation scheme should safeguard the “spirit” and significance of the

place, not merely preserve the physical building.  Heritage values of both the

building and its wider setting should be clearly conveyed to the public.  The

developer should avoid adopting a purely engineering-oriented approach in the

conservation; and

(d) through the CMP and detailed design, an overall conservation plan should be

formulated, covering not only the historic building of NKT but also its

surrounding area, taking into account visibility, public access and treatment of

the stone walls and other features including the associated historic architectural

features, including the pavilion, water fountain and hexagonal planter in the

forecourt of NKT.  The developer should closely liaise with AMO in preparing

the CMP and implementing the conservation measures to ensure that the historic

value of NKT would be maintained for public appreciation.

57. Regarding the arts and cultural elements at Item A site, a Member reiterated that the

s.12A application considered by MPC was primarily based on the proposed residential

redevelopment and planning merits, while the arts or cultural elements were not the key

consideration.

Conclusion

58. The Chairperson concluded that Members supported the amendments on the draft OZP,

and agreed that the draft OZP should not be amended to meet the adverse representations.  All

grounds of the representations had been addressed through the departmental responses as detailed

in the Paper, as well as the presentations and responses made by the government representatives

at the meeting.

59. The Chairperson acknowledged Members’ concerns regarding pedestrian facilities at

Item A site, suggesting the applicants of Item A site to explore the feasibility of providing an

additional lift and enhancing lift capacity.  PlanD could convey the suggestions to the applicants.
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60. After deliberation, the Town Planning Board (the Board) noted the supportive views

of R1 on Item A, R2 to R4 on Items B1 and/or B2, and R5 on Item A, B1 and B2, and decided

not to uphold R6 to R38 and considered that the draft Wan Chai Outline Zoning Plan (OZP)

should not be amended to meet the representations for the following reasons:

“(a) Items A, B1 and B2 are to take forward two section 12A (s.12A) applications

which were agreed by the Metro Planning Committee of the Board taking into

consideration the compatibility of the proposed developments with the

surrounding areas in terms of land use and development intensity, findings of

relevant technical assessments and comments from the relevant government

bureaux/departments (B/Ds).  The amendment items are considered

appropriate (R6 to R38);

(b) relevant technical assessments on traffic, environmental, visual, air ventilation,

landscape, heritage, geotechnical, drainage, sewerage, and water supply

aspects have been conducted under the two s.12A applications and confirmed

that there are no insurmountable technical impacts arising from the proposed

developments with the implementation of appropriate

mitigation/improvement measures.  The development details and other

technical aspects of the proposed developments would be subject to the

scrutiny of concerned government departments in the subsequent

development stage of building plan submissions and/or land exchange

application (R6 to R38);

(c) with the completion of proposed developments at Items A, B1 and B2 sites,

there will be a new barrier-free pedestrian network connecting Queen’s Road

East to St. Francis Street through Sau Wa Fong serving the local residents and

visitors of the area (R6, R9 to R15, R30 and R33); and

(d) the overall provision of open space is considered generally adequate to meet

the demand of planned population, and new open space open to the public

would also be provided in the proposed development at Item B1 site to meet

the needs of the local residents in the area.  The existing and planned

provisions of government, institution and community (GIC) facilities are
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generally sufficient to meet the demand of the planned population in Wan

Chai District Council Area in accordance with the requirements of the Hong

Kong Planning Standard and Guidelines, except for child care centre,

community care services facilities, residential care homes for the elderly, day

rehabilitation services and residential care services.  These services/facilities

will be carefully planned/reviewed by relevant B/Ds, and premises-based GIC

facilities could be incorporated in future development/redevelopment when

opportunities arise.  The provision of GIC facilities will be closely

monitored by the relevant B/Ds (R15 and R33 to R37).”

61. The Board also agreed that the draft OZP, together with its Notes and updated

Explanatory Statement, was suitable for submission under section 8(1)(a) of the Town Planning

Ordinance to the Chief Executive in Council for approval.

[The meeting was adjourned for lunch break at 1:40 p.m.]

[Dr Tony C.M. Ip, Messrs Ricky W.Y. Yu and Vincent K.Y. Ho left the meeting during lunch

break.]
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62. The meeting was resumed at 2:20 p.m.

63. The following Members and the Secretary were present in the afternoon session:

Permanent Secretary for Development
(Planning and Lands)
Ms Doris P.L. Ho

Chairperson

Mr Stephen L.H. Liu  Vice-chairperson

Ms Sandy H.Y. Wong

Mr Daniel K.S. Lau

Mr K.W. Leung

Mr Ben S.S. Lui

Mr Timothy K.W. Ma

Dr C.M. Cheng

Mr Daniel K.W. Chung

Mr Ryan M.K. Ip

Professor B.S. Tang

Professor Simon K.L. Wong

Mr Simon Y.S. Wong

Mr Derrick S.M. Yip

Chief Traffic Engineer/New Territories West
Transport Department
Ms Vilian W.L. Sum

Assistant Director (Environmental Assessment)
Environmental Protection Department
Mr Gary C.W. Tam

Director of Lands
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Mr Maurice K.W. Loo

Director of Planning
Mr C.K. Yip

[Mr Ryan M.K. Ip joined the meeting at this point.]
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Tuen Mun and Yuen Long West District

Agenda Item 4

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Consideration of Representation in respect of the Draft Lam Tei and Yick Yuen Outline Zoning

Plan No. S/TM-LTYY/13

(TPB Paper No. 11027)

[The item was conducted in Cantonese and English.]

64. The Secretary reported that Amendment Item A (Item A) and Amendment Item B (Item

B) in the draft Lam Tei and Yick Yuen Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/TM-LTYY/13 (the draft

OZP) were to take forward the Rural and New Town Planning Committee (RNTPC) of the Town

Planning Board (the Board/TPB)’s decision of two agreed section 12A applications (No. Y/TM-

LTYY/10 and No. Y/TM-LTYY/11).  Ove Arup & Partners Hong Kong Limited (Arup) was one

of the consultants of the applicant for No. Y/TM-LTYY/10, while LWK & Partners Hong Kong

Limited (LWK & Partners) was one of the consultants of the applicant for No. Y/TM-LTYY/11.

The following Members had declared interests on the item:

Dr Tony C.M. Ip - having past business dealings with Arup; and

Mr Ricky W.Y. Yu - having current business dealings with LWK &
Partners.

65. Members noted that Dr Tony C.M. Ip and Mr Ricky W.Y. Yu had tendered apologies

for being unable to attend the meeting.

Presentation and Question Sessions

66. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD) and the representer

were invited to the meeting at this point:
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PlanD

Mr Raymond Au - District Planning Officer/Tuen Mun and
Yuen Long West (DPO/TMYLW)

Ms Kennie Liu - Senior Town Planner/TMYLW
(STP/TMYLW)

Mr Steven Ma - Town Planner/TMYLW

Representer

R1 – Ms Mary Mulvihill

Ms Mary Mulvihill  - Representer

67. The Chairperson extended a welcome and briefly explained the procedures of the

hearing.  She said that PlanD’s representatives would be invited to brief Members on the

representation.  The representer would then be invited to make an oral submission.  To ensure

efficient operation of the hearing, the representer would be allotted 10 minutes for making

presentation.  There was a timer device to alert the representer two minutes before the allotted

time was to expire, and when the allotted time limit was up.  A question and answer (Q&A)

session would be held after the representer had completed her oral submission.  Members could

direct their questions to PlanD’s representatives and/or the representer.  After the Q&A session,

PlanD’s representatives and the representer would be invited to leave the meeting.  The Board

would then deliberate on the representation in closed meeting and inform the representer of the

Board’s decision in due course.

68. The Chairperson invited PlanD’s representatives to brief Members on the representation.

With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Kennie Liu, STP/TMYLW, PlanD briefed

Members on the representation, including the background of the amendments on the draft OZP,

major grounds/views of the representer and PlanD’s views on the representation as detailed in TPB

Paper No. 11027 (the Paper).  Item A involved rezoning of a site near San Hing Road from

“Residential (Group E)” (“R(E)”) and “Village Type Development” (“V”) to “Residential (Group

A)1” (“R(A)1”) subject to a maximum plot ratio (PR) of 5 and a maximum building height (BH)

of 100mPD for a proposed private residential development.  Item B involved rezoning of a site

near Light Rail Transit Lam Tei Station from “Residential (Group B)1” (“R(B)1”) to “R(A)2”

subject to a maximum PR of 5 and a maximum BH of 108mPD for a proposed private residential

development.  There were also amendments to the Notes of the OZP consequential to the
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amendments to the Plan and to incorporate other technical amendments.

69. The Chairperson then invited the representer to elaborate on her representation.

R1 – Mary Mulvihill

70. With the aid of a visualiser, Ms Mary Mulvihill made the following main points:

(a) she opposed Items A and B and amendments to Notes (d) to (f).  Developments

comprising small units and high-rise towers were exploitative in nature and

would lead to noise pollution, thereby deteriorating the quality of life and

bringing negative impacts on the community;

Item A

(b) compared with a previous application in 2016 which proposed two five-storey

buildings, the proposed BH restriction of 100mPD represented a significant

increase in development intensity that was completely out of context with the

surrounding low-rise village houses and villas.  Noting the nearby public

housing developments of 160mPD and the village houses of 9m in height, the

proposed BH could not be justified as a gradual transition.  The ridgeline of

Castle Peak would be obstructed when viewed from San Hing Tsuen Children’s

Playground;

(c) unacceptable visual and air ventilation impacts on the existing communities

should be avoided;

(d) the sparse open space with a few potted plants on the periphery was considered

insufficient to mitigate the reflected heat, despite the applicant having proposed

two air paths of about 8.5m and 10m in width at podium level of the proposed

development.  The widths of the air paths were far less than the 15m gaps

provided in the nearby public housing developments to address similar

environmental issues;
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(e) the proposed emergency vehicular access (EVA), which took up almost 50% of

Item A site, was a waste of precious land resources;

Item B

(f) the small average flat size was not in line with the Government’s intention to

provide better living conditions in new developments and did not encourage a

better quality of life for the community;

(g) the increase in PR and BH restrictions from PR of 1 and 4 storeys to PR of 5

and 108mPD was not in line with the original planning intention for Item B site;

(h) the disposition of residential units facing rail lines, rather than the nullah, would

be subject to adverse noise impact;

(i) the proposed development would create a concrete wall along the pedestrian

path by the nullah.  The combined public footpath and cycling path was too

narrow and would likely cause conflicts between pedestrians and cyclists;

Provision of Open Space, Recreational and Government, Institution and

Community (GIC) Facilities

(j) the district was severely deficient in district open space (DO) provision, and

most of the local open space had yet been implemented.  Besides, the open

space provision based on 2m2 per person was not in line with the Government’s

pledge to increase the provision to 3.5m2 per person;

(k) the shortfall in DO could be alleviated by designating open space along the

nullah, which could become a waterfront promenade in the long term.

Footpaths and cycling paths could also be provided to connect both sides of the

nullah;

(l) the number of residents would increase by almost 4,000 with no GIC facilities

provided in the proposed residential developments.  This was unacceptable as
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the additional residents would place a burden on the existing services;

Amendments to Notes (d) to (f)

(m) regarding Notes (d), the incorporation of ‘Government Refuse Collection Point’

and ‘Public Convenience’ under Column 1 of the Notes in the “V” zone would

affect public scrutiny of the location and design of these facilities;

(n) regarding Notes (e), the incorporation of ‘Field Study/Education/Visitor Centre’

under Column 2 of the Notes in the “V” zone would encourage abuse of the

New Territories Exempted Houses policy and result in developments being for

sale to outsiders; and

(o) regarding Notes (f), the revision to the planning intention as well as the Remarks

of the Notes for the “Conservation Area” zone to exempt filling of land or

excavation of land pertaining to public works co-ordinated or implemented by

the Government and maintenance or repair works from the requirement of

planning permission would allow the concerned works to proceed even without

minimal supervision, thus entirely eliminating the interests of the community

from the process.

71. Ms Mary Mulvihill also expressed other views not related to amendment to the draft

OZP based on an email from a member of the public regarding the draft Wan Chai OZP No.

S/H5/32:

(a) the Board should be disbanded and PlanD officials should be held accountable

for decisions on planning applications.  This would enhance the

professionalism of planning officials and greatly streamline the planning

process; and

(b) anyone who disagreed with the Director of Planning’s decisions would have the

right to lodge an appeal with the Town Planning Appeal Board.

72. As the presentations of PlanD’s representative and the representer had been completed,
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the meeting proceeded to the Q&A session.  The Chairperson explained that Members would

raise questions to the representer and/or PlanD’s representatives to answer.  The Q&A session

should not be taken as an occasion for the attendees to direct questions to the Board nor for cross-

examination between parties.  The Chairperson then invited questions from Members.

73. Members had no questions to raise.  The Chairperson said that the hearing procedures

for the presentation and Q&A sessions had been completed.  She thanked the representer and

PlanD’s representatives for attending the meeting.  The Board would deliberate on the

representation in closed meeting and would inform the representer of the Board’s decision in due

course.  The representer and PlanD’s representatives left the meeting at this point.

[Mr Timothy K.W. Ma left the meeting during the Q&A session.]

Deliberation Session

74. Members generally considered that the amendment items and amendments to the Notes

of the OZP could be supported.  The Chairperson concluded that Members generally supported

the OZP amendments and agreed that the OZP should not be amended to meet the adverse

representation.  All grounds of the representation had been addressed by the departmental

responses as detailed in the Paper as well as the presentation and responses made by PlanD’s

representatives at the meeting.

75. After deliberation, the Town Planning Board (the Board) noted the views of R1 (part)

on amendments to the Notes (g), and decided not to uphold the remaining part of R1, and

considered that the draft Lam Tei and Yick Yuen Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) should not be

amended to meet the representation for the following reasons:

“Items A and B

(a) Items A and B are to take forward the decisions of the Rural and New Town

Planning Committee of the Board on two agreed section 12A applications for

proposed private residential developments subject to respective plot ratio and

building height restrictions.  The proposed developments are considered not

incompatible with the surrounding environment.  Relevant technical
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assessments have been conducted, which demonstrate that no insurmountable

impacts on the surroundings are anticipated.  The concerned government

bureaux/departments (B/Ds) have no objection to or no adverse comment on the

proposed developments at the respective sites.  The zonings and relevant

development restrictions on the draft OZP are considered appropriate;

(b) the existing and planned provision of government, institution and community

(GIC) facilities in Tuen Mun District Council (TMDC) Area is generally

sufficient to meet the demand of the planned population while there is surplus

in the planned provision of open space in TMDC Area.  The provision of GIC

facilities and open space will be closely monitored by the relevant B/Ds;

Amendments to the Notes for “Village Type Development” Zone

(c) the incorporation of ‘Government Refuse Collection Point’ and ‘Public

Convenience’ under Column 1, as well as ‘Field Study/Education/Visitor

Centre’ under Column 2 of the Notes for the “Village Type Development” (“V”)

zone is in line with the latest Master Schedule of Notes to Statutory Plans (MSN)

promulgated by the Board.  The provision of these facilities will follow the

relevant established government procedures and/or require planning permission

from the Board; and

Amendments to the Notes for “Conservation Area” Zone

(d) the incorporation of the exemption clause that filling of land or excavation of

land related to public works co-ordinated or implemented by the Government

are exempted from the requirement for planning application in the

“Conservation Area” (“CA”) zone is in line with the latest MSN promulgated

by the Board and will streamline the planning application process.  The

exemption clause is only applicable to public works and minor works in which

no major adverse impacts are anticipated.  Statutory control over

developments in the “CA” zone would not be undermined.”

76. The Board also agreed that the draft OZP, together with its Notes and updated
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Explanatory Statement, was suitable for submission under section 8(1)(a) of the Town Planning

Ordinance to the Chief Executive in Council for approval.

Sha Tin, Tai Po and North District

Agenda Item 5

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Review of Application No. A/NE-TK/800

Temporary Private Vehicle Park (Private Cars and Light Goods Vehicles Only) for a Period of

3 Years and Associated Filling of Land in “Green Belt” and “Village Type Development” Zones

and area shown as ‘Road’, Various Lots in D.D. 26, Shuen Wan Chim Uk, Ting Kok, Tai Po

(TPB Paper No. 11028)

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

Presentation and Question Sessions

77. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD), the applicant and

the applicant’s representatives were invited to the meeting at this point:

PlanD

Mr Rico W.K. Tsang - District Planning Officer/Sha Tin, Tai Po

and North (DPO/STN)

Mr Jeffrey P.K. Wong - Senior Town Planner/Sha Tin, Tai Po and

North (STP/STN)

Ms Charlotte T.W. Wun - Town Planner/Sha Tin, Tai Po and North

Applicant and Applicant’s Representatives

Ms Fennie S.F. Cheung - Applicant

Mr C.K. Yan ]

Mr M.T. Fung ] Applicant’s Representatives
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Mr C.P. Tse ]

78. The Chairperson extended a welcome and explained the procedures of the review

hearing.  To ensure smooth and efficient conduct of the meeting, a time limit of 15 minutes

was set for presentation of the applicant.  She then invited PlanD’s representatives to brief

Members on the review application.

79. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Jeffrey P.K. Wong, STP/STN, briefed

Members on the background of the review application including the application site (the Site) and

the surrounding area, the applicant’s proposal and justifications, the consideration of the

application by the Rural and New Town Planning Committee (RNTPC) of the Town Planning

Board (the Board/TPB), departmental and public comments, and the planning considerations and

assessments as detailed in TPB Paper No. 11028 (the Paper).  Taking into account the latest

planning circumstances, PlanD had no objection to the review application.

80. The Chairperson then invited the applicant to elaborate on the review application.

81. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr C.K. Yan, the applicant’s representative,

made the following main points:

(a) the Transport Department had expressed support for the application, while other

relevant government departments had no objection to or no adverse comment

on the review application;

(b) the local residents were dedicated to respecting the environment and enhancing

greenery and environmental protection.  They had undertaken greening

measures such as provision of solar lighting and planters and growing of

Wisteria in demonstrating efforts to make the general environment compatible

with the planning intention of the “Green Belt” (“GB”) zone;

(c) the Site was surrounded by a large-scale transitional housing development (i.e.

Lok Sin Village) which also fell within the “GB” zone.  The residents had

created vertical greening along the meshed fencing fronting Lok Sin Village to

contribute to the greenery and beautification of the area;
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(d) the residents were shocked to receive a warning letter from the Government that

the parking lot used by residents should be prohibited from parking of vehicles.

The applied use for a temporary private vehicle park for 3 years would serve as

a transitional period to allow residents to identify alternative parking; and

(e) the area was zoned “GB” in the 1990s.  Since then, the demand for housing and

transport facilities had increased significantly in light of the growing population

in Hong Kong.  It was hoped that the Board could give sympathetic

consideration to the application and consider their justifications for improving

the local parking facilities.

82. As the presentations of PlanD’s representative and the applicant’s representative had

been completed, the Chairperson invited questions from Members.

83. In response to a Member’s enquiry regarding the background of the cluster of village

houses to the south of the Site within the same “GB” zone, Mr Rico W.K. Tsang, DPO/STN, with

the aid of a PowerPoint slide, clarified that the 11 Small Houses involving 14 planning applications

were approved during 2008 to 2011 prior to the Board’s formal adoption of a more cautious

approach in considering the applications for the New Territories Exempted House/Small House in

August 2015.  Those applications were approved in view of the surrounding environment and the

demand and supply of Small Houses.  Approval conditions related to drainage facilities and fire

service installations were also imposed.

84. A Member enquired whether the applicant would reinstate the greenery of the Site upon

the expiry of planning permission and how to address the parking need thereafter.  In response,

Mr C.K. Yan, the applicant’s representative, was committed to reinstating the Site upon the expiry

of the planning permission.  The period of 3 years served as a buffer for residents to identify

alternative parking location.  The local residents also envisioned that the Government would have

better planning by then to provide a public car park to resolve their parking needs.

85. In response to a Member’s enquiry on whether additional planning application would

be required if the local residents wanted to install electric vehicle chargers in the parking area in

the future, Mr Rico W.K. Tsang, DPO/STN, with the aid of a PowerPoint slide, said that planning
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approval under section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance was scheme-based and any changes to

the approved scheme could be assessed under the mechanism of Class A and Class B amendments.

86. Noting the proximity of the Site to a “Conservation Area” (“CA”) zone and the presence

of a U-shaped drainage culvert, a Member enquired how wastewater from car washing or spillage

of waste engine lubricant would be handled to prevent discharge into the channel and avoid adverse

environmental impact.  Mr Rico W.K. Tsang, DPO/STN, said that the applicant would be

required to submit and implement drainage proposal to the satisfaction of the Director of Drainage

Services and would be responsible for the maintenance of drainage facilities.  Mr Gary C.W. Tam,

Assistant Director (Environmental Assessment), Environmental Protection Department

supplemented that the culverts were rainwater drainage channels and no discharge of car wash

wastewater into the drainage was allowed.  Moreover, engine lubricant was a kind of chemical

waste which should be specially treated for disposal and could not be discharged into the drainage.

87. As the applicant and her representatives had no further points to raise and there were no

further questions from Members, the Chairperson said that the presentation and question sessions

for the review application had been completed.  The Board would further deliberate on the review

application and would inform the applicant of the Board’s decision in due course.  The

Chairperson thanked PlanD’s representatives, the applicant and the applicant’s representatives for

attending the meeting.  They left the meeting at this point.

Deliberation Session

88. Members generally agreed with PlanD’s recommendation to approve the application on

review and some Members had the following observations/views:

(a) noting that both the Site and the transitional housing were located within the

same “GB” zone, it was considered unreasonable to approve the transitional

housing for public interest but to reject the temporary vehicle park serving the

local community;

(b) given the previous approval of the village cluster and the remote location which

made parking a practical necessity, a concern was raised as to whether planning

permission would be granted for parking within the lot of the Small Houses in
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the “GB” zone;

(c) taking into account the latest planning circumstances, PlanD should consider

reviewing the “GB” zoning to determine if the area should be rezoned to an

appropriate zoning so as to avoid the need for repeated temporary vehicle park

applications every 3 years and to address the long-term parking demand; and

(d) notwithstanding the approval condition requiring the submission and

implementation of a drainage proposal, it would be difficult to enforce against

the discharge of car wash wastewater and waste engine lubricants.  Reliance

on residents’ self-discipline was necessary and the Drainage Services

Department should inspect the rainwater channels to ensure that discharge

would be diverted towards Ting Kok Road rather than towards the “CA” zone.

89. Mr C.K. Yip, Director of Planning, said that the Small House policy was intended for

the application of a house only, without other ancillary facilities such as parking space or

swimming pool.  While holistically planned village layouts for disposition of Small Houses, road

alignment, parking spaces and public toilets etc. within the “Village Type Development” (“V”)

zone would be ideal, such village layouts could only be materialised subject to availability of

resources, land resumption and a viable implementation timetable, which were often complicated

and hindered by fragmented ownership of private land, resulting in a complex process for land

resumption for public car parks.  To cope with the parking demand, some planning applications

for temporary vehicle parks in the “V” zone were submitted and normally approved if they would

not generate significant adverse impacts on the surrounding environment and would not affect

future Small House supply.  Vehicle parking on private lot within the curtilage of a Small House

might not be regarded as an unauthorized development, but a sizeable, organised parking lot with

multiple parking spaces would require planning permission.  Planning applications for permanent

public vehicle park in the “V” zone should be assessed against the planning intention of the “V”

zone, as the land available for Small House development would diminish.  Temporary use

therefore served as a transitional arrangement in meeting the parking needs while safeguarding the

long-term planning intention of the zone.  Notwithstanding the above, PlanD could review the

zoning of “GB” at the Site as appropriate when opportunity arouse.

90. The Chairperson concluded that Members generally considered that the review
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application could be approved, having considered the justifications provided by the applicant’s

representatives and all relevant considerations.

91. After deliberation, the Board decided to approve the application on review on a

temporary basis for a period of three years until 14.11.2028, on the terms of the application as

submitted to the Board and subject to the approval conditions stated in the Paper.  The Board also

agreed to advise the applicant to note the advisory clauses as set out in the annex of the Paper.

Agenda Item 6

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Review of Application No. A/NE-TK/836

Proposed Four Houses (New Territories Exempted Houses - Small Houses) in “Green Belt”

and “Village Type Development” Zones, Lots 146 S.A, 146 RP, 147 S.A, 147 S.B, 152 S.A,

152 S.B, 152 S.C, 153 S.A and 153 S.B in D.D. 28, Lung Mei, Tai Po

(TPB Paper No. 11029)

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

Presentation and Question Sessions

92. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD) were invited to the

meeting:

Mr Rico W.K. Tsang - District Planning Officer/Sha Tin, Tai
Po and North (DPO/STN)

Mr Jeffrey P.K. Wong - Senior Town Planner/Sha Tin, Tai Po
and North (STP/STN)

Ms Charlotte T.W. Wun  Town Planner/Sha Tin, Tai Po and
North

93. The Chairperson extended a welcome and informed Members that the applicants and

their representative had indicated that they would not attend the meeting.  She then invited

PlanD’s representatives to brief Members on the review application.
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94. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Jeffrey P.K. Wong, STP/STN, briefed

Members on the background of the review application including the application site and the

surrounding area, the applicants’ proposal and justifications, the consideration of the application

by the Rural and New Town Planning Committee (RNTPC) of the Town Planning Board (the

Board/TPB), departmental and public comments, and the planning considerations and assessments

as detailed in TPB Paper No. 11029 (the Paper).  As there had been no major change in planning

circumstances since the consideration of the section 16 (s.16) application, PlanD maintained its

previous view of not supporting the application.

95. As the presentation of PlanD’s representative had been completed, the Chairperson

invited questions from Members.

96. Members had no questions to raise.  The Chairperson thanked PlanD’s representatives

for attending the meeting.  They left the meeting at this point.

Deliberation Session

97. Given that there had been no major change in planning circumstances since the

consideration of the s.16 application by RNTPC and the applicants had not provided any

substantive new information to support the review application, Members agreed to maintain

RNTPC’s decision to reject the application.

98. After deliberation, the Board decided to reject the application for the following reasons:

“(a) the proposed development is not in line with the planning intention of the

“Green Belt” zone for the area which 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.  There is no

strong planning justification in the submission for a departure from the

planning intention;

(b) the proposed development does not comply with the Town Planning Board

Guidelines No. 10 for ‘Application for Development within Green Belt Zone
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under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance’ in that the proposed

development would involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation

and affect the existing natural landscape on the surrounding environment; and

(c) land is still available within the “Village Type Development” (“V”) zone of

Lung Mei and Tai Mei Tuk which is primarily intended for Small House

development.  It is considered more appropriate to concentrate the proposed

Small House development within the “V” zone for more orderly development

pattern, efficient use of land and provision of infrastructures and services.”

Agenda Item 7

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Review of Application No. A/NE-LYT/850

Proposed House (New Territories Exempted House - Small House) in “Green Belt” and

“Village Type Development” Zones, Lots 917 RP and 919 in D.D. 46, Ma Mei Ha, Fanling

(TPB Paper No. 11030)

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

Presentation and Question Sessions

99. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD) were invited to the

meeting:

Mr Rico W.K. Tsang - District Planning Officer/Sha Tin, Tai
Po and North (DPO/STN)

Mr Ryan C.K. Ho - Senior Town Planner/STN (STP/STN)

100. The Chairperson extended a welcome and informed Members that the applicant and his

representative had indicated that they would not attend the meeting.  She then invited PlanD’s

representatives to brief Members on the review application.

101. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Ryan C.K. Ho, STP/STN, briefed
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Members on the background of the review application including the application site and the

surrounding area, the applicant’s proposal and justifications, the consideration of the application

by the Rural and New Town Planning Committee (RNTPC) of the Town Planning Board (the

Board/TPB), departmental and public comments, and the planning considerations and assessments

as detailed in TPB Paper No. 11030 (the Paper).  As there had been no major change in planning

circumstances since the consideration of the section 16 (s.16) application, PlanD maintained its

previous view of not supporting the application.

102. As the presentation of PlanD’s representative had been completed, the Chairperson

invited questions from Members.

103. Members had no questions to raise.  The Chairperson thanked PlanD’s representatives

for attending the meeting.  They left the meeting at this point.

Deliberation Session

104. The Chairperson invited views from Members.

105. Noting that the three review applications considered by the Board at the same meeting

were submitted by the same representative for different applicants without providing substantive

justifications or new technical assessments when compared with the s.16 applications, some

Members enquired about the eligibility criteria for a person to act as an applicant’s representative,

and whether any disciplinary concerns could be raised to a professional institute if a chartered

member, serving as the applicant’s representative, failed to demonstrate professionalism by

submitting applications that were clearly without merit.  Such action could constitute an abuse of

statutory planning procedures and impede the efficient processing of applications, which was

against the Government’s policy of enhancing efficiency.

106. In response, Mr C.K. Yip, Director of Planning, said that the current system allowed

anyone to act as an applicant’s representative without need for professional qualifications.  For a

chartered town planner, for example, the Hong Kong Institute of Planners (HKIP) had a set of

Code of Professional Conduct, which indicated that one of the responsibilities of HKIP members

was to give opinions in their professional capacity that were objective, reliable and honest and to

the best of their ability and knowledge.  Having said that, it would be difficult to prove a
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deliberate intent to mislead the applicant into submitting a review application.

107. The Chairperson supplemented that while requiring submissions by qualified

professionals could improve the quality of applications, it would also increase costs for applicants,

particularly for small-scale projects such as brownfield operations or Small Houses.  It was

necessary to strike a balance between quality assurance and the need for applicants to submit

applications even if they did not have professional background.

108. Members acknowledged the above considerations and generally agreed that review

applications without strong justifications or merits should not be encouraged and normally could

not be supported.

109. Regarding the current review application, given that there had been no major change in

planning circumstances since the consideration of the application by RNTPC and the applicant

had not provided any substantive new information to support the review application, Members

agreed to maintain RNTPC’s decision to reject the review application.

110. After deliberation, the Board decided to reject the application for the following reasons:

“(a) the proposed development is not in line with the planning intention of the

“Green Belt” zone which 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.  There is no strong

planning justification in the submission for a departure from the planning

intention; and

(b) land is still available within the “Village Type Development” (“V”) zone of Ma

Mei Ha which is primarily intended for Small House development.  It is

considered more appropriate to concentrate the proposed Small House

development within the “V” zone for a more orderly development pattern,

efficient use of land and provision of infrastructures and services.”

[Mr Daniel K.S. Lau left the meeting during deliberation.]
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Tuen Mun and Yuen Long West District

Agenda Item 8

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Review of Application No. A/YL-TYST/1316

Temporary Open Storage of Construction Materials for a Period of 3 Years in “Village Type

Development” and “Open Space” Zones, Lot 2677 in D.D. 120, Shap Pat Heung, Yuen Long

(TPB Paper No. 11031)

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

Presentation and Question Sessions

111. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD) were invited to the

meeting:

Mr Raymond H.F. Au - District Planning Officer/Tuen Mun
and Yuen Long West

Mr Dino W.L. Tang - Senior Town Planner/Tuen Mun and
Yuen Long West (STP/TMYLW)

112. The Chairperson extended a welcome and informed Members that the applicant and his

representative had indicated that they would not attend the meeting.  She then invited PlanD’s

representatives to brief Members on the review application.

113. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Dino W.L. Tang, STP/TMYLW, briefed

Members on the background of the review application including the application site and the

surrounding areas, the applicant’s proposal and justifications, the consideration of the application

by the Rural and New Town Planning Committee (RNTPC) of the Town Planning Board (the

Board/TPB), departmental and public comments, and the planning considerations and assessments

as detailed in TPB Paper No. 11031 (the Paper).  As there had been no major change in planning
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circumstances since the consideration of the section 16 (s.16) application, PlanD maintained its

previous view of not supporting the application.

114. As the presentation of PlanD’s representative had been completed, the Chairperson

invited questions from Members.

115. Members had no questions to raise.  The Chairperson thanked PlanD’s representatives

for attending the meeting.  They left the meeting at this point.

Deliberation Session

116. Given that there had been no major change in planning circumstances since the

consideration of the application by RNTPC and the applicant had not provided any substantive

new information to support the review application, Members agreed to maintain RNTPC’s

decision to reject the application.

117. After deliberation, the Board decided to reject the application for the following reasons:

“(a) the applied use is not in line with the planning intention of the “Village Type

Development” zone which is to designate both existing recognised villages

and areas of land considered suitable for village expansion.  Land within this

zone is primarily intended for development of Small Houses by indigenous

villagers.  No strong planning justification has been given in the submission

for a departure from the planning intention, even on a temporary basis; and

(b) the applied use is not in line with the Town Planning Board Guidelines No. 13G

on ‘Application for Open Storage and Port Back-up Uses under Section 16 of

the Town Planning Ordinance’ in that there is no previous approval granted at

the application site; and there are adverse environmental impacts on the

surrounding areas.”

[Mr Derrick S.M. Yip left the meeting during deliberation.]
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Agenda Item 9

[Open Meeting]

Any Other Business

[The item was conducted in Cantonese.]

118. There being no other business, the meeting was closed at 4:10 p.m.
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