Appeudix IY of RNTPC

Paper No. A/YL-ST/SOS B

s Previdns Applicafions covering fhe Site

- on the San Tin QZP No: S/YI.-ST/3

Approved Applications

23
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No| Application Proposed Use(s)/ Decision of the Approval
0. _ Development(s) . RNTPC/TPB | Conditions

1. |A/YL-ST/36 | Cross-border traffic  servies station |  19.9.1997 [2,3,4,6
{ (including canteen, container freight | Approved
station, container repair workshop, office | by RNTPC

and services trades) for a period of 3 years (3 years)

2. \A/YL-ST/275*| Temporary cross-border traffic service | 1542005 [1,2,3,4
station  (including public car patk, |  Approved -
container freight station, container by RNTPC
storage, container tractor/trailer park, tyre ) (3years)
repair workshop, office and services
trades) for a period of 3 years . [Revoked on

, _ 15.6.2007]

3. |A/YL-ST/342* |Temporary cross-border traffia service| 12.10.2007 |-
station (including public car park, container Approved |1
freight station, container storage, confainer] by RNTPC
tractor/trailer park, tyre repair workshop,| (2 years)
office and services trades) for a period of 3| -
years . [Revoked on

12.4,2009]
4. |A/YL-ST/354 [Temporary cross-border fraffic servies 1742009 |1, 2,3,5,
: station (including public car park, container{ Approved |6, 7, 8, 9,
freight station, container storage, coutainer| by RNTPC |12, 13,14
tractor/trailer park, office and services (3 years)
. trades) for a périod of 3 years _

5. |A/YL-ST/424* | Temporary cross-border traffic seryice| 5.102012 |1, 2,3, 5,
station (including public car park, container| Approved |6, 7,9, 10
freight station, container storage, container| by RNTPC |1113,14
tractor/trailer park, office and services (3 years)
trades) for a period of 3 years ‘

- ‘ [Revoked on
o 5.4,2013]

6. |A/YL-ST/445* | Temporary cross-boundary traffic service] 26.9.2014 |1, 2, 3, 5,

‘ station (including public car park, container| - Approved |7, 10, 11.
freight station, container storage, container by RNTPC |13,14

|tractor/trailer  park,  vehicle repair| (3 years)
workshop, office) with ancillary services| =
trades (including handling in and out of [Revoked an
|container freight, arrival and departure off 26.12.2015]
goods vehicles) and staff canteen for al - '
period of 3 years
7. |A/YL-ST/476 [Temporary crogs-boundary shopping centrel 18.9.2015 1,3,5,15,1




.

[with ancillary car park, eating place, shop Approved 6,17,18,19
and services (fast food shop), office and by RNTPC
storage of consumer goods for a period of 3 (3 years) -

years
¥ denotes permission revoked o
Approval Condition(s):
(1) The submission and implementation of fire service installations proposal/ the provision of fire
extingnisher(s). .

(2) The subraission and implementation of drainage proposal/The existing drainage facilities on
ihe site should be maintained at all times during the planning approval period/Thie submission
of a condition record of the existing drainage facilifies. '

(3) . The submission and implementation of landscaping and tree preservation proposals/The
Jandscape planting on the site should be maintained at all times during the approval period.

(4)  The submission of traffic impact assessment/traffic management schemes and implementation

of mitigation measures.

(5)  The provision of boundary fencing/the paving and boundary fencing on the site should be
maintained. ‘ '

(6) - The seifing back of the site {o avold encroachment onto the -proposed local road widening
works/projects.

S5 No—operation_for_certain_time limit specified in the approved conditions of respective

»applications. o

(8) No operation on Sundays and public holidays.

" (@)  No cutting, dismantliig; vepairing and-workshep-activity.

(10) Neo Vehicles.without'valid licenses issued under the Road Traffic Ordinance were allowed tobe
parked/stored on the site. : :

(11) The submission and provision of buffer area proposal.

(12)  The submission and provision of a proper run-in /a vehicular access and ran-infear parking
arrangement should be maintained.

(13)  The stacking height of the containersfmaterials stored within. Sm of the periphery of the site
© 7. should not exceed the beight of the boundary fence. :

(14) . The stackinig heigﬁt of containers stored at any other parts of the site should not exceed certain
units at any time during the planning approval period.

(15)  No operation between 11:00 p.m. and 3:00 a.m., as propased by the applicant, is allowed on the
* site during the planning approval period. -

(16) " The submission of revised Drainage Impact Assessment, implementation of mitigation
measures identified in the revised Drainage Impact Assessment, and implemented drainage
facilities shall be maintained at all times during the planning approval period. :

(17  The gubmission of revised Environmental Assessment and implementation of mitigation
measures identified in the revised Envirommental Assessment. : :

(18) The submission of parkiné Jayout plan and public fransport services proposal, implementation
of parking layout plan and public transport services proposal, and implementation of the public
transport services proposal. Lo '

(19)  The submission and implementation of junction improvement proposal at 'fung ‘Wing On Road
and the modification works within the San Tin public transport interchange (PTI), as proposed
in the TIA. ' : .




Rejected Apnlications

.| NoJ Application ' Proposed Use(s)/ ... .. T ... Date-of -+ |Rejectoyg
N . e ""Development(s) . . Consideration | Reasons|
‘ (RNTPC/TPR)
1. |AfYL-ST/192 Temporary cross boundary traffic -15.3.2002 1

service station (including car park, Rejected by RNTPC
confainer freight station, container
storage, container fractor/frailer park,
tyres repair workshop, office and
service trades) for a period of 3 years

2. |A/YL-8T/262 | Temporary cross-border traffic service 14.5.2004 2
' station (including public car park, | Rejected by RNTPC
container tractor/trailer park, container
freight station, confainer storage, tyre
repair areas, ancillary site office and
service frades) for a period of 3 years

Rejection Reasons: . -

(1) There was insufficient i in_fo:mation_iJLthe,submission-to-demonstraté—that-due-regard-had-been—'"'""'"'" e

given fo minimize the adverse impacts of the development including drainage, traffic,
sewerage, environment and ecology on the surroundings in particular the Mai Po Nature
Reserve and the contiguous fish pond areas, and the nearby residents, ‘

@) The development did not comply with the revised TPR Guidelines for “Application for

Developments within Deep Bay Aréa”, and was not in line with the TPB Guidelines for

. “Temporary Open Storage and Port Back-up Uses”, There was Insufficient information in the

submission to demonstrate that die regard had been given to minimize the adverse impacts of

the development including drainage, traffic, sewage, environment and ecology on the
surroundings in particular the Mai Po Nature Reserve and the contiguous fish ponds.*
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Appendix Vof RNTPC
Raper No. A/YL-ST/503

DetaliedDEI‘F‘iftﬁiénfaIComments b bttt

L. Comments of DLO/YY.. LandsD
(2) The 'applicant’s assertion at paragraph 10.4 of the Planning Statement is unclear and is not

ceptable. The applicant is required to' amend this paragraph to demonstrate what it
means in this regard, In response to his comments, the applicant has elaborated that the

into the Site. The applicant is reminded that they are not appropriate to comment on thejr
development potential as they are GL outside the Site,

(b) As checked with the applicant and understand that the subject planning application, i.e.

locations for the local shuttle bus, the proposed footpath widening scheme and road

mmprovement works including theijr ﬁlt_ur.e_managemmt—and—maintenmce‘réspons1b1hﬁes

and development potential of any adjacent GL as mentioned above ete.; are valid ag
appropriate. [t is noted that the applicant noted his comments on a previously withdrawn
application (Application No. A/YL-8T/477) (Appendix Ib). They should ensure these
comments are complied with accordingly, = : :

2. Comments of CHE/NTW, HvD:

3. Comuments of DEP: -

Comments on the f_evised EA (Appendix Id):
For clarity and completencss, the applicant should address the following cdmments:

I RtC item 4 and 5.2.1 4k para. - The statement "All noise sensitive uses potentially
affected by the proposed development are village houses....Area sensitive Rating "A" is




considered appropriate and on conservative side for village house (type (i) area based on
Table 1-of TM) not affected by IF " appears confusing. For clatity, the applicant should
yeview and clarify whether tthe type of area within which the NSRs are focated is
considered fo- be rural area” in accordance with the relevant TM to support the

 determination of the noise criteria for the planned fixed noise sources at the proposed

development.

RiC ifem 10 and 5.2.1 6th para. - His previous comment remains valid. The statement "t
will be specified in future tender and design documents that HEPSG standard will be met
in implementation of the project by providing corxesponding assessment/calculation 0
client and its consultant for vetting in submission in detailed design stage...it is practical
and there will be adequate mechanism to ensure HEPSG standard can be met" in the

current submission appears confusing. The applicant should review and clarify.

RtC item § and Appendix 2 - Further to his previous comment, "houses near Yan Shui
Wai facing the subject site” should be revised as “houses near Tung Chan Wai facing the
subject site” in Appendix 2 for clarity. '

s.2.1 7th para. - For clarity, please review and clarify whether "In fact-even w When. the
predicted noise level is-highex— exceeds the relevant noise standards, further noise
mitigations measures such as ...will can be practicably incorporated so as {0 comply. with
the standard”.

4, Comments of D of Jmm:

(@)

(®)

()

@

Tn view of the heavy aival _trafﬁc; of visitors ﬁ'ﬁm'(TE‘O'O‘fB'“lB:OO‘Houi‘S‘(Gr-even—later) e e

the rising trend of the overall passenger traffic at the Lok Ma Chau Confrol Point
(LMCCP), it is considered that the proposal of diverting the cross-boundary visitors to
LMCCP by direct cross-boundary coach services and promotion to use Yellow.Bus by
shopping coupon will strictly exacerbate the already very crowded situation and lengthen
the waiting time for clearance of passengers during the bunching hours at this control
point.

Lest there may be any deleterious impact on the clearanc_e'.operation and public ordes of
LMCCP, it will be necessary for the cross-boundary visitors of the proposed development
to be arranged for enfry to Hong Kong during the non-bunching hous.

Having considered the applicant’s response to comments in the FI dated 29.8.2017
(Appendix ), he would like to clarify that the figures quoted in the response about the
average daily number of visitors using LMCCP are the average iumbers of all passengers,

in which both Hong Kong residents, foréign and Mainland visitors are included. For

_examaple, in 2009, the average sumber of daily passengeis using LMCCP was 93,914

where 74,014 were Hong Kong yesidents and the remaining 19,900 were Mainland visifors
and foreign visitors, In 2017 (up to end of August), the ayerage number of daily
passengers using LMCCP is 88,435 where 58,319 are Hong Kong residents and 30,116 are
Mainland visitogs and foreign visitors. : ~

Concerning the figures of visitors, the daily average in 2009 was 19,000 and that in 2017 |

* (up to end of Angust) was 30,116, representing an increase. of 51%. The proposal of

diverting a number of visitors (5,680 visitors/day, weekend) to LMCCP would raise the
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-ﬁgure to 35,796 which would result in an increase of 80

% in the daily average compared
with that in 2009 or an increase of 19% compared with the latest daily average figure.
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Appendix VI of RNTPC
Paper No. A/YL-ST/503

coo - Reconpuended Ad_vm% e

(8)  the approval of the applicatidn doc_es'not imply that the proposed building design
elements could fulfil the requirements undér the Sustainable Building Design
Guidelines and the relevant requirements under the lease, and that the proposed gross

the Building Authority. The applicant should approach the Buildings Department and
the Lands Department direct to obtain the necessary approval. If the building design
elements and the GFA concession are not approved/granted by the Building Authority
and the Lands Authority and major changes to the current scheme are required, a firesh
planning application to the Board may be required;

(b)  the proposed footbridge should maintain 24-hour access for public use;
{c) to note the comments of District Lands Officer/Yuen Long, Lands Department that the

the granfing of any proposed additiona GL, would be approved. Such application will
be dealt with by LandsD acting in the capacity as the landlord at his discretion, and if it

is approved under such discretion, the approval wo_u1d,b,e“subj'ect_te-sueli—telmsjand— T

conditions Including, among others, the payment of premium and adninistrative fee as
may be imposed by LandsD;

(d)  tonote the comments of the Chief Highway Engineer/New Territories West, Highways
" Department that the design and construction of the proposed road improvement works
-shall comply with the prevailing TD and HyD standards, All proposed road
- improvement works shall be undertaken by the applicant at their own cost to TD and
HyD’s satisfaction, subject to the agreement by TD. As the footbridge across Castle

Peak Road — San Tin as proposed by the applicant will solely serve the, development,

HyD will not consider to take up its maintenance responsibility upon completion.
Nevertlieless, the applicant’s attention is drawn to the following particular requirements
for provision of ramps and escalators to grade separated pedestrian facilities Stipulated

in Transport Bureaw Technical Cireylar No. 2/00: : N

() access for the disabled ml.lst‘b'e provided for all footbl'idgeé, elevated walkways
~ and subways either by the. provision of ramps or lifts. (para. 3 of the circular); and

(i) where there are developments adjacent to a proposed footbridge, elevated
walkway and/or subway, care should be taken during the planning process to
* énable the connection of the footbridge, elevated walkway and/or subway to the
development with lifts being provided in the development. These facilities could

- replace ‘the provision of, tamps. However, the lease conditions or planning ‘
approval condjtions must contain provisions to the effect that the developer has the
responsibility to ensure 24 hows free access of such facilities to adjoining public
footways. The completion of the footbridge, elevated walkway and/or subway
should tie in with the completion of the development. If for any reason the
footbridge, elevated walkway and/or subway is constructed in advance of the
development, temporary stairways and temporary at grade crossings for the use of
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the disabled should be provided before the development is completed. (para. 4 of
the circular); -

" to note the comments of the Chief Engineer/Railway Development 2-2, Railway

Development Office, Highiways Department that part of the Site falls within the
administrative route protection boundary of the proposed Northern Link (NOL)
bifurcation to Lok Ma Chau. It is advised that although the programme and the
alignment of the proposed NOL bifurcation to Lok Ma Chau are still under review,
those areas within the railway protection boundary may be required to be vacated at the
#ime for the construction of the proposed NOL;

to note the comments of Director of Fire Services that detailed fire safety requirements
will be formulated upon veceipt of formal submission of general building plans and
referral from relevant licensing authority. Furthermore, the Emergency Vehicle Access
provision in the Site shall comply with the standard as stipulated in Section 6, Part Dof
the Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings 2011 under the Building (Planning)
Regulation 41D which is administered by the Buildings Department;

1o note the copmments of the Chief Building Surveyoi/New Territories West, Buildings
Department that the pre-requisites in Practice Note for Authorized Persons, Registered
Structural Engineers and Registered Geotechnical Engineers (PNAF) APP-151 and
sustainable building design guidelines (SBD guidelines) set out in PNAP APP-152

P A [ YOO

iade at the building plan submission stage;

()

should-be-complied-with if GEA concession is claimed. Detailed checking will be

to-note-the.comments of the Chief E1}gi_;;e9;'[Mainla11d North, Drainage Services

Department as follows:

(i) the applicant should note that no building or structure or foundation or support for
any building or structure other than fences shall. be erected on, ovet, under or
within the Drainage Reserve Area (DRA);

(i) forthe Tree Preservation Proposal, all existing trees within the DRA and inside the
Site should be removed to his satisfaction. No transplaniing of trees would be
allowed within the DRA;

(ii1) after completion of the drainage works, the 'applicai*xt shall provide DSD a set of
" fecord photographs showing the completed drainage works with corresponding

photo graph locations marked clealy on the approved drainage plan for reference.
DSD will inspect the completed drainage works jointly with the applicant with

reference to the set of photographs; -

(iv) the. applicant ghall ascertain that all existing flow paths would be propetly
intercepted and maintained without increasing the flooding risk of the adjacent
areas; - - : ,

(v) the applicant is rerinded that the proposed drainage works as well as the site
boundary should not cause encroachment upon areas outside his jurisdiction;
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(vi) no public sewerage maintained by CE/MN, DSD is currently available for

connection.  For sewage disposal ‘and treatment, agreement from DEP, the
planning authority of sewerage infrastructure, should be obtained; ' '

(vu) theapphcant should consult DLO/YL regarding all the proposed sewerage and

~drainage works outside the site boundary in order to ensure the unobstructed
discharge from the Site i future; and . -

(viii) all the proposed sewerage and drainage facilities should be constincted and
' maintained by the applicant at his own cost. The applicant shall ensure and keep all
drainage facilities on site under maintenance all times;

Depalmlenf that the applicant should be reminded to seek relevant land administrative
party for approval of the proposed felling of 85 treeg beyond site boundary due to the
footbridge proposal connecting to the Site;

to note the comments of Chief Engineer/Construction, Water Supplies Department that
details of the water mains connection shall be agreed with his New Territories West
‘Region prior to consfruction; '

to note the comments of Director of Food and Environmental Hygiene as follows:

: (@) ~ifany Food aiid Bivitonmental Lygiene Department (FEHD)'s facility is affected

-by the development, FEHD's prior consent must be obtained. Reprovisioning of
the affected facilities by the applicant up to the satisfaction of FEHD may be
required. Besides, the applicant should provide sufficient amoeunt of additional
tecurrent cost for management and maintenance of the reprovisioned facilities to
FEHD:;

(if) if FEHD is requested to take Up manageinent responsibility of new public toilets
and refuse collection points, FEHD should be separately consulted. Prior consent
from FEHD must be obtained and sufficient amount of recurrent cost must be
provided to him;

(iif) if provision of bleansing service for new roads, streets, cycle tracks, footpaths,

paved areas ete, is required, FEHD should be separately consulted. Prior consent

from FEHD must be obtained and sufficient amount of recurrént cost must be
provided to him;

(v) if the proposal involves any commercial/trading activities, no environmental
nuisance should be generated to the surroundings. Also, for any waste generated

from the commercial/trading activities, the applicant should handle on their own/at
their expenses; : ‘



@

(o)

4 -

to note the comments of Director of Immigration that the applicant should take note of
his concerns over the possible impact on the smooth operation of the nearby control
points namely, LMC Control Point and LMC Spur Line Control Point and take
necessary measures (e,g. coupon. system for transport arrangement io minimise
cross-boundary visitors coming before 1300 hour) to ensure the smooth operation of the

two control points; and

to note the comments of Director of Electrical and Mechanical Services that in the
interests of public safety and ensuring the continuity of electricity supply, the parties
concerned with planning, designing, organizing and supervising any activity neat the
underground cable or overhead line under the mentioned application should approach
the electricity supplier (i.e. CLP Power)for the requisition of cable plans (and overhead
line alignment drawings, where applicable) to find out whether there is any
underground cable and/or overhead line within and/or in the vicinity of the Site. They
should also be reminded to observe the Electricity Supply Lines (Protection)
Regulation and the «Code of Practice on Working near Electricity Supply Lines”
established under the Regulation when carrying out works in the vicinity of the
electricity supply lines. '
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Agenda Jtem 33 -

- Section 16 Application
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[Open Meeting (ﬁresentation and Question Sessioné Only)]
A/YL-8T/503 | Proposed Eating Place, Placé of Entertainment, Shops and 'Services, |
' and Minor i{elaxation of Height Restriction and Excavation of Land in
“Other Specified Uses” annotated “Service Stations” Zone, Lots 661
S.C RP, 669 RP, 674 RP (Paﬁ) and 733 RP (Part) in D.D. 99 and
Adjoining Government Land, San Tin, Yuen Long ‘
(RNTPC Paper No. A/YL-ST/S03A)

- 106. The Secretary .»reported that the applicaﬁon was submitted by Topcycle™
Development Ltd., 2 subsidiary of Henderson Land Development Company Ltd. (HLD), and
Masterplan Ltd. (Masterplan), AECOM Asia Co. Ltd. (AECOM) and Ramboll Environ Hong
Kong Ltd. (Environ) were three of the consultants of the applicant. The following MemBers g

_‘.___._'had-declared-interesté-on-the-item: —- — PR

Mr Ivan C.S.Fu - haying current business dealings with HLD,
' Masterplan, AECOM and Environ;

Ms Janice WM. Lai - - having- curent business dealings with HLD,.

AECOM and Bnviron;
-'MrStephen_L.H. Liw - having past b.uslinessl_de.:alingé_withI-DLD;.' =
MrAleﬁ T'.Il-I; Léi o y “his ﬁlm ﬁavihg ;:un‘ent ':business d;aaiihgé -with -
| .Pr.o.fessQr.K.C. -Chal‘.l‘ - 'be‘ing" arllf'employee lolf' th.é&Chinesc‘e Uﬁiyersity"of R

Hong Kong, which had received a donation froma .

family member of the Chairman of HLD;-

| MLHF Leung - be@rig anefnplloyee. of the Uhjversity"of_ Hong Kong: -
* | R . (HKU), which had: received a lddhatipﬁ.»from_ a
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family member of the Chairman of HLD;
Dr C.H. Hau , - havirig current business dealings with AECOM and

being an employee of the HKU, which had received

a donation from a family member of the Chairman

of HLD;

Dr Lawrence K.C. Li - being the Treasurer of the Hong Kong Polytechnic
University, which had obtained sponsorship from
HLD;

Ms Christina M. Lee - being the Secretary-General of the Hong Kong .

Metropolitan Sports Events Association, which had
obtained sponsorship from HLD; and

Hong Kong Aats Centre, which had received a

donation from an Executive Director of HLD.

107. The Committee noted that Mz Ivan C.S. Fu, Mr Stephén L.H. Liu, Professor K.C.‘-

Chau and Dr C.H. Hau had tendered apologies for being unable to attend the meeting. The

Committee also é_tgreed that the interest of Ms Janice W.M. Lai was direct and she shouid- be
.invited to lea{fe the fneeting temporarily for the item, and as the interests of Mr H.F. Leung,
| Dr Lawrence K.C.l Li, Ms Christina M. Lee and Mr Peter K.T. Yuen were indirect and Mr

Alex. T.H. Lai had no involvement in the application, ;they could stay in the meeting.
' [Ms Janice WM. Lai left the meeting at this point.]

Presentation and Question Sessions

1‘08‘. . Wlth the aid of a PowerPomt presentatlon Ms Maggle M Y. Chiu, DPO/F SYLE

plesented the apphcatmn and covered the following aspects as detalled in the Paper

(2) background to the application;

MrPeter K-T-Yuen =—being-amember-of the Boardof Governors-ofthe -
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the proposed commercial development (eating place, place of entertainment,

(©

“5Hops and sérvices) and mifior Telaxation “of “height “résfriction” and

excavation of land;

departmental comments — departmental comments were set out in

paragraph 10 of the Paper. The Director of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Conservation had reservation on the application from natire conservation

point of view and raised concerns on whether the proposed development

which would generate large amount of traffic and human flow in the site o

and its snrrounding'area couId be regarded as an appropriate level of

residential/recreational development for fulfilling the planning intention of

. Wetland Buffer Area {(WBA) as stipulated in the Town Planning Board
Guidelines No. 12C and approval of the application might encourage other

similar developments in the WBA which would result in cumulative

(d).

@

apphcanon based on the assessments set out in paragraph 12 of the- Paper

negative impacts on the ecological integrity of wetland eoosystem m Deep

"Bay area in future.' He was also worried about the i_mp'act on the

fishpond/wetland habitats in the Wetland Conservation Area (WCA) during

the operational phase as spillover of traffic and human flow to San Tin

Tsuen Road and the fishpond/wetland habitats in WCA was élntrcipated.

‘Other concerned government departments had no objection to or no adverse

“comment on the application;

during the first three weeks of the statutory publlic'atiOn periods, a total of

176 publie comments, including 161 snpporting comments submitted by

, 'md1v1dua1s and 15 objectlng comments submitted by a Yuen Long Dlstrlct '

Councﬂ member San Tin Rural Commlttee the Hong Kong Bird Watchmg

Socrety a.nd the Village Representatlves of eight v111ages were recelved

- The major supportlve views: and obJectlon grounds were set out in

a paragraph 11 of the Paper and

the Planmng Department (PlanD) s v1ews — PlanD had no ob]ectron to the _

The site fell wrthrn the “Other Spec1ﬁed Uses annotated “Servrce Station™

-~
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(“OU(SS)”) zone. - The proposed commetcial development (eating place,

place of entertainment, shop and services) with a plot ratio of 2.178 (or .

" . gross floor area of 86,477m’) was considered in compliance with the
- development restrictions -of the “OU(SS)” zone. Regarding the ﬁroposed‘ '
building height (BH) relaxation sought, the proposed BH increase of 3 -

storeys were all accommodated in basement levels and there would be no
increase in the number of storeys above ground. However, in terms of
absolute ﬁeight above groun&, the proposed BH would be increased from
the originally permitted 15m to-levels ranging from 16m to 21.2m above
ground to achieve a stepped height design. The site was in close
proximity to Lok Ma Chau (LMC) Control Point and LMC Spur Line

" Control Point and was located adjacent to the San Tin public transport

- interchange (San Tin PTU/“Yellow Bus” terminus). The proposed

development was not incompatible with the surrounding areas. While

DAFC had reservation on the application, suitable approval condition

requiring “submission of arevised Ecological Tmpact-Assessment (EcolA) —

and implémentation of the recommended mitigation measures was
suggested to address the technical concerns.  Other concerned departments

had no adverse comment on or no in-principle objection to the application

. from traffic, environmental, drainage, landscape, visual, water supply and

electricity/town gas safety perspectives. Seven previous applications at

~ the site for tempofary uses had been approved since 1997. The last

application No. A/YL-ST/476 submitted by the same applicant for
proposed temporary cross-boundary shopping centre with ancillary car park,
eating place, shop and services (fast food shop), office and storage of

consuniex goods '(temporary cross-boundary shopping centre) was épﬁroved

- with conditions by the Committee on 18.9.2015 for a period of three years.

Regarding the public comments, the comments of government departments :

and planning assessments above were relevant.

M Christina M. Lee and Mr Alex T.H. Lai left the meeting at this point.]

1109,

The Chairman and some Members raiséd the following questions: |



(2)

(b)

(©

(d) .

.74 -

the progress of implementation of the temporary cross-boundary shc')p}ﬁng

centre at the site under the approved application No. A/YL-ST/476 and the -

fn‘egof’dlfferencebetwefénthattemporarycr?:;s“s-boundary_shoppmg“centre R

and the current proposal under application; -

"whether the applicant had provided any justifications on applying for a

permanent development while the approved temporary cross-boundary

shopping- centre had yet to commence operation;

whether the applicant had proposed any management measures similar to
those proposed under apphcatlon No. A/YL-ST/476, ie. management of
the shoppmg centré by a non—proﬁt making foundation;

whether 'a similar applieation No. A/YL-ST/498 for pfoposed temporary

cross-boundary shopping centre with ancillary car park, eating place, shop

110.

@
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and ‘services (fast food shop), office and storage of consumer goods fora =~

period of three years in the “Undetermined” (“U”) zone to the east of the

site was a related application;

whether the traffic impact assessment had taken into consideration the
nearby proposed development including the temporary shopping centre
under application No. A/YL-ST/498; and

~ how could the concerns of DAFC on ecological impact be, addressed.

Ms Maggie M.Y. Chin, DPO/FSYLE, made the following responses:

the ‘site -was the subject of a tem'porary‘ approval under application No

A/YL- ST/476 for tempora.ry .cross-boundary shopping centre and the'
"COIlS‘[lIlCtlon works were near completmn Accordmg to the apphcant the

. temporary shopping cenfre was tentatlvely scheduled for operation by end _'

2017 The current proposal under apphcat1on (No A/YL-8T/503), -

subm1tted by the same apphcant was for a permanent commermal.r ‘

' development compnslng eatmg place place of entertalnment and shOp and |
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services uses, which, if approved, was scheduled for construction in 2019
for complet@oﬁ by 2021, after expiry of the planning pefmiséion for the
tempqrai‘y cross_-boﬁndary shopping centre. The applicant had not
_provided other information in the subnﬁssion regarding interface
arrangement on the implementation of the temporary and permanent

developments;

- (b) according to the applicant when submitting application No. A/YL-ST/476,
the temporary cross-boundary shopping centre aimed to provide a quick
solution to meet the demand of croés-boundary visitors in the Yuen Long
and North districts for shopping facilities, whereas, for a permanent
development, it might require more detailed assessment including Traffic
Impact Assessment (TIA) and EcolA to demonstrate its technical feasibility
in the long run and these .assessments usuaily require a longer time to

conduct;

(c) " under previous app]icf;s.tion No. A/YL-ST/476, the appliqant ‘claimed thét
the tempofary cross-boundary shopping centre would be managed by a
non-profit making /fo{mdation whicf; would donate revenue to support local
_charitable organisations so that‘_the‘ _10céls could benefit from the
development. The applicant of the current application had not prpx}ided

information for such arrangements;

(d) | there were a number of similar gpplfcatipﬁs for .,commqrcial/rét-ail uses in
the - vicinity. With réference to Pian A;S of the Paper, she said. that
apphcatlon No. A/YL- ST/480 covermg an area of only 612m* for
temporary shop and serv1ces (reta.ll shop) for 2 period of three years, was
approved by the Corfmittee on 19*2-—2016 Apphcatlon No. A/YL-ST/498 _ |

© at a site across Sa.n Sham Road in the “U” zone to the north-east for
proposed temporary cross-bouﬁdaryﬂshopplng centre was submltted by a
- different applicant, and the request. for deferment of con31derat10n of the -

épplication would be considered.‘by the Committee at the same meeting;
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(¢) 1in the TIA conducted, the applicant had taken into account the potential
traffic that would be generated by the proposed teﬁrpo‘ra:y shopping cenire.

() | the applicant had submitted an EcolA including survey on b1rd flight path
and impact assessment on the nearby habitat and DAFC had no objection to
the methodology of the EcolA. DAFC was mainly concemed on the
impact caused by spillover of traffic and human flow to Sarr Tin Tsuen
Road on the adjacent wetland. In resporlse, the applicant had proposed a.
series of mitigation measures in the EcolA including traffic management
measure i.e. traffic exi