Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-51499

OUrgent OReturn receipt EIExband Group DORestricted OPrevent Copy

\
From: I }
. Further Representation Number:

Sent: 2025-01-02 2JA0E 19:11:54 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FOO1
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd®pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. 5/H10/22 - Further
Representation by Representer R1 - The University of Hong
Kong
Attachment: '(Signed) Representation to TPB_3 Jan2.pdf; S6D (Prof. Zhang

Xiang)_Further representation.pdf

To: Town Planning Board Secretariat (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk),

Please find attached further representation submission prepared by the Universify of Hong Kong in
support to the proposed amendment items I and II in relation to the rezoning of a site between Pok Fu
Lam Road and Victoria Road from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Globa Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined”(“U”), and the corresponding amendment to the
Notes of the Plan.

Should vou have any queries on out captioned submission, please contact the undersigned at tel. no.

Repards,

Bella FAN

Assistant Director.of Estates

From: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 4:47 PM

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

BT ENEBERY : - TOWN PLANNING BOARD
2 ShEE s T e 15/F., North Point Government Offices
FRILAREM=T=1 250 333 Java Road, North Paint,

hABRFEETEM Hong Kong.



THE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG

= b= A BB

B

:&-E. SRFRBLR . Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong

President and Vice-Chancellor FEEE Tel: (852) 2859 2100

Professor Xiang Zhang ' PESCHL Fax: (852) 2858 9435
By Email (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)
and Fax (2877 0245/ 2522 8426)

Jan 3, 2025

Town Planning Board Secretariat
15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point '

Hong Kong

Dear Sir/Madam,

Further Representation to Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22
Representer: The University of Hong Kong

The University of Hong Kong (“HKU”) supports the decision of the Town Planning Board
on the proposed amendments to the draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No, $/H10/22 Item A
— the rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road to “Undetermined”.

The Global Innovation Centre (“GIC”) is the first research facility in Hong Kong dedicated
to upstream deep technology. It would bring together talents and researchers from various fields
worldwide to share their knowledge, aligning with the local and national policy goals to develop
Hong Kong into an international innovation and technology (“I18T”) hub while consolidating its
strength in upstream basic research,

Focusing on upstream deep technology research, the GIC aims to provide an enabling
environment for scholars and academics to engage in transdisciplinary frontier research, such as
sustainable energy, quantum technology, and artificial intelligence. Its strategic location near the
HKU campuses, Queen Mary Hospital and Cyberport will foster synergies amongst them, and
provide a self-sustainable research and development ecosystem in the area. Given the urgency to
fostering the I&T development, it is more reasonable to develop the GIC close to the HKU
campuses, such that the GIC’s operations and research could be well-supported by the scholars
already working in the HKU to generate prompt, tangible and transferrable research results.



To a larger extent, the GIC can also complement the industry-oriented activities in other
1&T hubs in Hong Kong and the GBA, supporting the national and local macro development
strategy and contributing to sustainable economic growth and high-technology development in
Hong Kong.

Since 2022, HKU has undertaken a site search on the proposed Item A Site and conducted
technical assessments and feasibility studies on the site, all of which suggest that development of
the GIC at the Item A Site was feasible. However, we have noted the feedback from the public
and already announced that the HKU would strategically amend the proposed scheme, such as
reducing the density of the development, increasing the setback area from neighbouring buildings,
designating more green space, etc., to minimise the adverse impacts on the sirroundings and the
community.

The HKU has also received valuable feedback on the GIC's development from various
stakeholders during the Town Planning Board meetings in November 2024 and has taken note of _
the views regarding environmental impact or other technical aspects of the GIC project. We are
now assessing the feasibility of the suggestions and proposals received and will also step up our
effort in engaging with the community stakeholders. -

Given the above considerations, HKU supp.orts the rezoning of Item A Site to be an
undetermined zone which could allow time for the HKU to review the development plan and
study the comments and suggestions made by members of the Town Planning Board and the
public. ‘

Yours Sincerely,

Professor Xiang Zhang
President and Vice-Chancellor
The University of Hong Kong
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1. Thefurther representation should be made to the Town Planning Board {the Board) before the explry of the specified plan exhibition pericd.
The completed form and supporting documents {if any) should be sent to the Secretary, Town Planning Board, 15/F, North Paint Government ~
Offites, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong. '
iE— e MR Y B AR A RRE AT RTINS R e (T8 T RRB G ) Bl - HReee B Nl — 2 st eyt
i) o DS T I AT 333 RILABIT A 15 RN ReyHORuL - '

2. Please read the "Town Planning Board Guidelines on Submisslon and Processing of Representations and Further Reprasentations” before you

flll in this form, The Guldelines can be obtained fram the Secratariat of the Board (15/F., North Polnt Government Offices, 333 Java Road,
North Point, Hong Kong - Tel.: 2231 4810 or 2231 4835} and the Planning Enquiry Counters (PECs) of the Planning Department {Hotline: 2231
5000} {17/F., Nosth Point Government Offlces, 333 Java Road, North Polnt, Hong Kong and 14/F., Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tln, New Territories), or downloaded from the Board’s website at http://www.tph.gov.ik/.
SRR - MBS BE TR TR MR GRS B T B R i 2B BRI ) ST MIZE ROANIR G| - BT A
EriElEFaEIb gt 333 RILABMTET 15 il - MES: 2230 4810 TV 2231 4835 R0 R EEET IR (BAGH: 2231
5000) LA 333 SULABIRSE 17 BEFMOE LR 1 SO EBUTSSE 14 1) HE - IFEHER A eEE TR
(438k: httos//www.tpb.gov.kf) «

= 8, This form can be downloaded from the Board's website, and obtalned fiom the Secretariat of the Board and the PECs of the Planning
Department. The form should ba typed or completed In block letters, preferably in both English and Chinese. The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required informatlon is not provided.

St s F SR E T - IRRTEE R Srintk RS E A BIRG AR TR « R — B eI A LR BT BT SEREAE
RN » RHIRIE PSSR « PEECRAEIRULETRON » AR R A TIRARNE—& Rl R AR -

4.  Inaccordance with the Town Planning Ordinance [the Ordinance), the Board will make avallable afl further representatlons received for publle
Inspectlon as soon as reasonably practicable at the Board's wehbsite and the PECs. The further representations will be available for public
Inspectian until the Chlef Executive in Council has made a decision an the plan in guestion under section 9 of the Qrdinance.
iES CRTTHENRS) (T8 TR ) 2RSS EAENNTTNIRT « SUNEATREN— il MR EEER
TR AR E RS AR ER - HETHRESRITEEMRIMERIS o FRIAINRHIRLAE L -

1. Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)
R RE P BERW AL (TR TE—PERA) )
Full Name #k / 28 ({Mr. /Ms./Company/Organization* #gdz/<e-1/4B] /Y )

The University of Hong Kong

(Note: for submission by person, full name shown on Hong Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)

CER: BEARY  HELREEHHE ERARNLH)

2. Authorized Agent (if applicable) B33 CE A (M1 A
Full Name #£4 / 38 {Mr/ Ms./Company/Qrganizatlon* Sadk /4 /20 B/ )

(Note: for submission by person, full name shown on Hang Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)
(8 EEARX  FAREIRBESOB BRARNEHE)

* Delete as appropriate 2SR INES

Please filt In "NA" for not applicable item SEIERHANE SRR © FEA




Form No. S6D S6D
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3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)*

Plan to which the further representation relates (please
spegtfy the name and number of the plan to which the

ﬁﬁ—'i‘q!m’l‘ﬁﬂﬁ&'ﬂﬁ]ﬂﬂ (FHEE O TR RN B IR R
R

proposed amendments is make) Draft Polc Ful Lam Quiline Zoning Plan No. $/H10/22 - Al

WNature of and reasons for the further representation ¥E—JF BRIty B ¥

Are you supporting or
Subject matters HRASEHEE opposing the subject matter? Reason EHEHA
RERERR RIS
lteam | {Proposed Amendment to Please refer to the Further Representation
Matters shown on the Plan), & [g{ support %% Statement.
Item [l {Proposed Amendments to ppor
the Noles of the Plan) D oppose Eg:j'
3 support X
[ oppose ¥
[0  support 3ZfF
0 oppose ¥
O .support 3Z5%
O  oppose 5B

# | thefurther representation contains more than 20 pages, or any page larger than A4 size, 4 hard coples and 1 soft copy are required to be

provided for the submission,  Provision of emall address is also required.

Eie—HRIRRIA 20 HEVATTE—ER/MER Ad TR ZEN S — N HFI— (i 22 - SBARIVEEMEAL - (Chinese transiation

to be updated}

@  Please spetify the amendment Item number provided In the Schedule of Amendments.

SHEEBIENSETIE B ISP ISR E Skt -

A Please also note that section 6D{3)(3B} of the Ordinance provides that any further representation received under section 6D{1} may be
treated as not having been made If, in the opinion of the Board that, the reason for the further reprasentation is a reason concerning
compensation ar assistance, relating to, or arising from resumptlion/acqulisition/clearancefobtalning vacant possession of any land by the

Government. The above matters should be dealt with in accordance with the relevant statutory provisions on compensation andfor

promuigated policy on compensation, Should you have any views on compensatlon or assistance matters, you may separately ralse your
views to the Diractor of Lands or the refevant authority, BEER + #3015 60{3)(38)(%4TH » JOERGIEA NS 6D(L)RIEIEERDHE
— et R A ER R R SR UE EE ET - H y2 BAE A HAT S IRE AT SR bRy » RIS b s R Ty
HMRT WL - J:m&mm#"Hﬂ#ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁfﬁEﬁ&@ﬁiﬁ/;ﬁa’\?ﬁmm{ﬁﬁ%mﬁ. MM R EA R TTBITE

HERFRSAMERRE
Please fill *NA” for not appltcahleltem HETEAREENE T TEE
[ at the appropriate box BEEERSREAN L & 8
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From: _ \

Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHAMU 19:41;53 | TpB/R/S/H10/22-FO02
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22- Further
Representation by Representer R7 - Fan Mei Mary
Attachment: Further Representation_ Fan Mei Mary.pdf; S6D (Fan Mei

Mary)_Further representation.pdf

To: Town Planning Board Secretariat (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk),

Please find attached further representation submission prepared by me, in support to the proposed
amendment items I and I in relation to the rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria
Road from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(Globa Innovation
Centre)”) to “Undetermined”(“U”), and the corresponding amendment to the Notes of the Plan.

. Should you have any queries on our captioned submission, please contact the undersigned at tel. no.

Regards,

Bella FAN

Assistant Director of Estates

From: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> .

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 4:47 PM

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. 5/H10/22

BHAMNZEAS TOWN PLANNING BOARD
BESAEEE=FE=+=u 15/F., North Point Government_ Offices
333 Java Road, North Point,
tARFEE+AM Hong Kong.
M X Fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426 By Email



Town Planning Board Secretariat
15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Keng

Dear Sir/Madam,

Further Representation to Draft Polk Fu Lam Qutliﬁe Zoning Plan No, $/H10/22
Representer: Fan Mei M K764x

| support the dacision of the Town Planning Board on the proposed amendments
to the draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. $/H10/22 Item A - the rezoning of a site
between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road to “Undetermined” and the corresponding
amendments to the Notes. '

The technical assessments conducted in support to the previous application have
demonstrated no insurmountable technical problems or impacts arising from the proposed
development at the selected site. As HKU will undertake further amendments of the
development plan, some of the development parameters will' change, and technical
assessments will be conducted again as necessary. The downscaled development will ensure
better technical impact assessment result. HKU will also pay special attention in the
construction planning during the construction works perlod to further minimize the impact to
the neighbourhood,

Given the above and the importance of the Global Innovation Centre to the
upstream reseatch developmentin Hong Kong, | support the rezoning of ltem A Site to be
an undetermined zone which could allow tima for the HKU to review the development
plan and study the comments and suggestions made by members of the Town Planning
Board and the public.

Yours Sincerely,

Fan Mei Mary



Form No, SBD -2k 56D &E

Reference No.
For Official Use Only TR

SR AW Date Received
U Bl HB

The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board {the Board) before the expiry of the specified plan exhlbitlon period.
The completed form and supporting decuments {if any) should be sent to the Secretary, Town Planning Board, 15/F, North Polnt Government
Offices, 333 Java Road, North Polnt, Hong Kong.

HE—P RO ES BAIRAIR BRI EnARESS (TR TEAR ) R NROFER LRI — g0 el
{7 - DR A 333 MILARITEE 15 RrA ISR S E - |

Please read the “Town Planning Board Guidelines on Submission and Processing of Representations and Further Representations” hefore you
fill I this form. - The Guidelines can be obtalnad from the Secretariat of the Board (15/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road,
North Point, Hong Kong —Tel.: 2231 4810 or 2231 4835) and the Planning Enquiry Counters {PECs) of the Planning Department (Hotline: 2231
5000) (17/F., Morth Polnt Government Offlces, 333 Java Road, Nerth Polnt, Hong Kong and 14/F., Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tin, New Territorles), or downloaded from the Board's website at http://www.tpb.gov.hk/.

HARTEE S Al » BRCHMBEETR TR AR R R GRS RS e i B e —2b spil ) SV NI R @ RES] - JEOHES [FImZE
B GTHEREALANER 333 RILAEIFSE 15 B - %8 2231 4810 =% 2231 4835 FoHUIRATH IR Rk (d: 2201
5000[3( AL AN 333 RILABITSE 17 ﬁi&%’rﬂaﬁvﬁﬁ% 1 YEHHEBIFSE 14 #1) 2 » TURERBHRE T
{#Ek: hito:tfwww tob.gov.hk/) «

This form can be downloaded from the Board’s website, and obtzined from the Secretariat of the -Board and the PECs of the Planning
Department. The form should be typed or complated In block letters, preferably In both English and Chinese, The further representation

may be treated as not having bean made if the required Information is not provided.

HRE AT R AR TR - IR A2 M R A B R AR IR AU RS EERIRR AR » SRS A A R AT EN S 2B T

SRR o IR E RS - SRR AR R TR — S I R G s - -

In accordante with the Town Planning Ordinance {the OrdInance), the Board will make available all further representations recelved for public
Inspection as soon as reasonably practicable at the Board's website and the PECs.  The fusther representations will be avallable for public
inspection until the Chief Executive in Council has made a declsion on the plan In question under section 9 of the Ordinance.

R (RTTHEIRDL) (T T REL ) BRESESHEETNTITHERT « BEMAENREIrEE— Sl LRER R OHRR
FRFHERIR AR EARER « EETRRE G EITR S HRRREES o (REE MR E Ak -

i.

Person Making this Further Representation {(known as “Further Representer” hereafter)

BHERE—-FHANAL (TR "E—FPRBAL)

Full Name %42 / TR (Mr. /Ms./Company/Organization* 4a4: /2t -/ T84 )
Fan Mel Mary

(Note: for submission by persan, full name shewn on Hong Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)

GEE: EEARY - FAHIREBSGHE BRAKRSHSSH)

2.

Authorized Agent (If applicable) X85 #{CH A (713 B)

Full Name #5645 / 218 (Mr./ Ms./Company/Organization® S /20 /4VE] /4 )

(Note: for submission by person, full name shown an Hong Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)

(EE: BEART - ARKLATESHR BRATENEH)

* Delete as appropriate FEHERIEPE
Please fill in “NA" for not applicable ltem BETFRFNEENE & FiEA o




Form No. S6D S6D

3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)*
BE—-SRREFO AR E-# S HRH
Plan to which the further representation relates (please
specify the name and number of the plan to which the
proposed amendments is make) Draft Pok Ful Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 - Al
S TR MM (SR EEEET R B Al Ak,
$RSE)
Nature of and reasons for the further representatlon‘ P AE R By
Are you supporting or
Subject matters 5 BHBIIFS opposing the sublect matter? Reasan T A
: IRER R A NEE?
ltemn | (Proposed Amendment to Please refer to the Further Representation
Matters shown on the Plan), & E{ upport i Statement.
ftem 1t (Proposed Amendments fo supp
the Notes of the Plan) [0 oppose 2%t
[1 support 37HF
O oppose FZ&t
O  support &
O oppose &
- O support 3%
(0 oppose F3f

#  Ifthe further representation contains more than 20 pages, ar any page larger than A4 size, 4 hard copies and 1 soft copy are requifed ta be
provided for the submission.  Provislon of email addrass Is also required.

il — BT A 20 ERAEE—EAMEE adr ARSI AR — UMD T — (D4R « S37RHR I B ENRAL « (Chinese translation
to be updated} ' :

@ Please speclfy the amendment item number provided [n the Schedule of Amendments.

P EREE TR B RINEHETTTRE 4R -

A Please also note that section 6D(3)(38) of the Ordinance provides that any further representation received under section 6D(1) may be
treated as not having Been made If, in the opinlon of the Board that, the reason for the further representation 1s a reason concerning
compensation or assistance, relating to, or arising from resumptlon/acquisition/clearance/ohtaining vacant possession of any land by the
Government. The above matters should be dealt with In atcordance with the relevant statutory provisions on compensation and/or
promulgated pollcy on compensation.  Should you have any views on compensation or assistance matters, you may separately ralse your
views to the Director of Lands or the relevant authority. FHER + FRIIS eDRHIRIWRETY « OZ BN eo)MBEINEMR
— 3 BRI R e R BT A B,/ B R B E (T AT e R T 5 RES TR B SRR Y » ISR — Be it ol M
HARWIRY - L IREIRER BRI A AR, SR AARE R « IR E B AR - TIRITRIER
BB RIAMEREY

Please fill "NA” for not applicable item SEAE-RIMAFTEEMEE T SRR o

4 at the appropriate box BHfERER T HAMNLE & B



' Submisslon Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51496

BlUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy

From: :
Sent 2025-01-03 E.%.E 13:03:55 Further Representation Number: -
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO03
Ce:

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22- Further
) Representation .

Dear Sir or Madam,

| refer to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No.
S8/H10/22 gazetted on 13 December 2024,

We are authorised by the Further Representer, The Ebenezer School and Home for the

Visually Impaired Limited (Ebenezer), to submit a Further Representation in respect to the

Proposed Amendments to the Draft Plan under Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance.
___ _.. Please find the authorisation letier, filled out form and the Further Representation Statement
- which sets out the nature of and reasons for the Further Representation and.thezamendment-_
proposed to the revised Draft Plan available at the link below for your con5|deratlon—(Hard
———copy of the submission will be also delivered .) i

https Ildrive google.com/driveffolders/11LhBbeNwh8fY-A0QB1Nt-rELgJPYkzKc?usp=sharing

The Town Planning Board is kindly invited to support this Further Representatlon and the
~amendments proposed within.

Yours faithfully,
Cynthia Chan

Masterplan Limited




MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

PH T KR B FE S FH PR o 8] 3 January 2025
By Email

The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15 Floor, North Point Government
Offices, 333 Java Road

North Point, Hong Kong

Dear Sir/ Madam,

Further Representation in Relation to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

“We refer to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 (Draft Plan) gazetted on 13 December 2024.

We are authorized by the Further Representer, The Ebenezer School and Home for
the Visually Impaired Limited (Ebenezer), to submit a further representation in
respect to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Plan under Section 6D(1) of the
Town Planning Ordinance. The proposed amendment to which the further
representation relates, the nature of and reasons for the further representation, and
the further amendments to the Draft Plan, are included in the statement attached to
this letter.

The Town Planning Board is kindly invited to support this further representation and
the amendments proposed within.

Yours faithfully,

i

— ~
[.T. Brownlee

For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

Encl.
cc. Client (By Email)

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong,

Tel: (852) 2418 2880 Fax: (852) 2587 7068 Email: info@masterplan.com hk

I |11‘ H



EBENEZER SCHOOL AND HOME
FOR THE VISUALLY IMPAIRED 4%11&3% i 24
o E AR A i

o ) Y
131 Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong & i/ kikii — = — 3% Nurturing, [ R I I)] .
Tel %1£:3159 5400  Fax {§ Ji: 2817 4355 for a Better World
E-mail &-F ¥ 45 esgo@cbenezer.ong hk Website #]4k: www.ebenezer.org.hk

Founder Q3N

Hildesheimer Blindenmission,
Germany

R 30 December 2024
Patron $BIA

Mrs Janet Lee

FHRR L L

Chairman )
Mr Timothy Lam Jr

Masterplan Limited
R Room 3516B China Merchants Tower
Deputy Chairman Hi¥ 5
Mr Michael Scales Shun Tak Centre

Wik
200 Connaught Road Central
Hon Secretary RSN
Ms Grace Chen HO]‘[g KOHg
Pz L

Hon Treasurer 5]l
Mr Gareth Simpson

iR e

Supervisor {5 Dear Sir/Madam,
Prof Brian Duggan

Bl Hdg
§§i§"§;€£‘"‘“““w Authorisation Letter

f Mak Ki Yan, BBS, IP - . .
e Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the

Directors HE1s: ‘ Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

Ms.\'icluria de Alwis

e s

E{}{’»{;’,’Eﬂ;ﬂ" We, The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited, the Further
Mr Sean Fong Representer, hereby authorises Masterplan Limited to act on our behalf, in
FEhid s . .

,:,S e submitting the further representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the

e Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 and to handle all planning

Ms Angelina Kwan

(LS es matters related to this further representation.
Mr Henry Lai
HI A

Ms Rhonda Leung
LSRR Y

Ms Sandra Leung H ¥
Rl Tomw it
Mr Roger Nissim
PR

Ms Ellen Tsao

W fteHk A

Chicf Executive Officer Bi{% k

Dr Alice Yuk, BBS, JP

£ ) Y 4
PrTTIT TS

N
Deputy CEO Rl Dr. Alice Yuk, BBS, JP
Mr R Wong . "
;.-iav:f}ﬁénm Chief Executive Officer

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited

SERVICES J&#5 Hi{ir:

Ebenczer School  Ebenezer New Hope  Early Intervention Ebenczer Child  Ebenezer Care & Christian Ministry  Project WORKS
B School B SEME  Programme for Visually — Care Centre Attention Home WEE THER, 18
Impaired Children P L1/ L R R VS o 17 A 5.

AN A e RO L 2
T_I!I'I COMMUNITY (MILISJ
i B H YL Incorporated as the Ebenczer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited
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FURTHER REPRESENTATION IN RESPECT OF
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PLAN
UNDER SECTION 6D(1) OF
THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (CAP. 131)

W (SRR BB (%131 %)
% 6D(1) & Bt B B 49 % % & &7
fe th & — % it




Form No. S6D %8 56D §ft

Reference No.
For Official Use Only RS

SR Date Recelved
Us=IHE #8

The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board {the Board) before the explry of the speciiled plan exhibition perlod.
The completed farm and supporting documents (If any) should be sent to the Secretary, Tawn Planning Board, 15/F, North Palnt Government
Qffices, 333 Java Read, North Polny, Hong Kang.

HE—sp R A R R R AR R St TR R Ry (BT BRW ) B MIRAIRE BT RA I — SRRy i
(B DRI AR 393 WHIbABITAY 15 M SRR St -

Please read the "Town Planning Board Guldelines on Submission and Processing of Representations and Further Representations” before you
flll In this form, The Guldelines can be obtalned from the Secretariat of the Board {15/F., North Polnt Government Cfiices, 333 lava Road,
North Polnt, Hong Kong —Tel.: 2231 4810 or 2231 4835) and the Planning Enquiry Counters {PECs) of the Planning Department (Hotline: 2231
5000} {17/F., North Paint Govemment Offlces, 338 fava Road, North Point, Hong Kang and 14/F,, Sha Tin Government Officas, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, sha Tin, New Terrltarles), or downloaded from the Board's website at http://www.tpb.gov.hi/.

IR a0 BRHIBEENR T HRIRERHRR ST A B R e R — s el eI B ZE R GRS - MBS MR
B (iR 393 WILAEUTAYE 15 B - MU 2231 4810 3 2231 4835 BALM(EATRIIR R R (BhkR: 2291
5%;;( Zisbrar 993 SELARIAE 17 RO M Rt 1 WIOHBITAS 10 M) HHE B E SRR T
{ : httpe/fwwer tnb.govihi/)

This form ¢an be downloaded from the Board's website, and obtalned from the Secretariat of the Board and the PECs of the Planning
Department. The form shoutd be typed or completed In block letters, preferably In both English and Chinese.  The further representatlon
may be treated as niot having been made If the required Information 1s not provided.

PR AR R R TS » IR B RS BRI R AR R A R A - BB — R AR TE S 2R RLE
BRE  SNRNTSERE DA - PEESRAEIRULATAR SR « MR R TIHET A — S iR A R -

In accordance with the Town Planning Ordinance fthe Ordinance), the Board will make avallable all further representations recelved for public
Inspection as soon as reasonably practicable at the Board's website and the PECs, The further vepresentations wiil be availabte for public
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Further Representation in Respect to the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan, No, 3/H10/22

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired
131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong RBL 136RP

We are acting on behalf of The Ebenezer Schoo! and Home for the Visually Impaired
Limited (Ebenezer), the Further Representer, who owns and currently occupies the

bulldings at 131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong. A letter of authorisation and completed
Further Representation Form No.S6D are attached.

The Proposed Amendments to which the Further Representation Relates

| refer to the Proposed Amendments | and 11 to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plén
(OZP) No. S/H10/22, as published by the Town Planning Board (TFB) on 13 December
2024 and as sef out below.

i, Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on the Plan

ftem A~ Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated "Globa!l Innovation Centre”
("OU(Global Innovation Centre)"} to “Undetermined” (“U").

. Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

a) Revision to the covering Noles fo mcorporate development restrictions for “U”
zone.

b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the Remarks of the Noles for the “Other
Specified Uses" zone fo delete all the provisions related to the "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone

. In addition, the TPB also published amendments to the Explanatory Statement (ES) of the
Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. More specifically, paragraph 7.8 relating fo the “"OU(Global
nnovation Centre)” zone has been deleted, and a new section under paragraph 7.9
relating to the proposed “U" zone has been added. These proposed amendments to the
ES are also relevant and are therefore referred to in this further representation.

A Location Plan indicating the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer site)
and the site of Proposed Amendment 1, ltem A is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Location Plan showing the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer Sile) and the

Site of Proposed Amendment ltem A (Amendment Site) (Base image source: Planning Department Pian No.

R/S/H10/22 - A1)

The Nature of the Further Representation

Ebenezer strongly opposes to Proposed Amendment |, Item A which seeks to rezone the
Amendment Site from existing “Green Belt” ("GB") zone, and from the previously proposed
“Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (*OU(Global Innovation
Centre)") to “Undetermined” ("U") zone. It is Ebenezer's view that the Amendment Site

should remain as "Green Belt" zone.

Accordingly, Ebenezer opposes the proposed revision to the covering Notes to incorporate

development restrictions for “U” which is indicated as Proposed Amendment ll(a).
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10.

The nature of this further representation is summarised in the Table 1 below, which sets
out Ebenezer's stance on each of the Proposed Amendments.

Subject Matter

Ebenezer’s View

.

Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on
the Plan

Item A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu
Lam Road and Victoria Road from “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation
Centre” ("OU(Global Innovation Centre)") to
“Undetermined” (“U").

Ebenezer strongly opposes the
Proposed Amendment ltem A to rezone
the Amendment Site from the existing
“Green Belt” ("GB") zone to “U" zone.

1.

Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the
Plan

(a) Revision to the covering Notes to
incorporate development restrictions for
“U” zone.

Ebenezer strongly opposes to this
Proposed Amendment relating to the
rezoning of the Amendment Site from
the existing "Green Belt” (“GB") zone to
‘U’ zone.

(b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the
Remarks of the Notes for the “Other
Specified Uses” zone to delete all the
provisions related to the “OU(Global
Innovation Centre)" zone

Ebenezer supports the deletion of all

‘provisions related to the "OU(Global

Innovation Centre)” zone.

Table 1 The Nature of the Further Representation: Ebenezer's Stance

Reasons for the Further Representation

In this section of the further representation, the reasons for Ebenezer's views on the
proposed amendments will be set out. It should be noted that the concerns raised and the
information included in the previous round of representations submitted in May 2024 by
Ebenezer and the various service units of Ebenezer are still relevant and should be
referred to. However, to avoid repetition, only the points most relevant to the subject
Proposed Amendments will be discussed in this further representation.

Misinformation Presented to the TPB Members During the Deliberation Session

The TPB decided to propose amendments following 3-day hearing sessions and a
deliberation session for the consideration of representations on the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP
No. S/H10/22, which took place on the 1%, 4" 5" and 29" of November 2024, respectively.

With reference to the Minutes of the deliberation session held on 29th November 2024,
under paragraph 34(b), the Chairperson informed TPB Members that:

! Minutes of 1327th Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 29th of November 2024

4
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“regarding the relocation of the Ebenezer, there was a plan to relocate the existing facilities
to Tung Chung. The general building plans of the new facility were approved by the
Building Authority. Discussion with the Lands Department for the land exchange was
underway; “

and in paragraph 30, the Vice-chairperson said:

"Regarding the impacts of the Centre on the Ebenezer, it might be desirable for the
Ebenezer to relocate to another location. Upon relocation, land currently occupied by
Ebenezer could be released to HKU for the Centre’s future expansion.”

The above information is not correct and has misled the Members’ consideration. To
clarify, the existing services? at Ebenezer's Pok Fu Lam sites will be relocated to Tung
Chung in the future. However, the site currently accommodating the Ebenezer New Hope
School (ENHS site) will remain under Ebenezer's ownership and will continue to serve
visually impaired people. It is intended that the future use of the ENHS site will include
training services, daycare centre and youth support for the visually impaired. As such, it
is expected that visually impaired people will continue to use the ENHS site, which is
adjacent to the subject Amendment Site. It should also be noted that the ENHS site was
granted to Ebenezer by Private Treaty with a condition that prohibits assignment. The
ENHS site therefore cannot be assigned to HKU by Ebenezer. (Figure 2)
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Figure 2 Following the relocation of existing services, the site of Ebenezer New Hope School (ENHS site) will

- continue to be occupied by Ebenezer and will provide additional services to the visually impaired community.

2 Existing services that will be relocated include Ebenezer School and its Boarding Section, Ebenezer Child
Care Centre, Ebenezer Care & Attention Home for the Elderly, Early Intervention Programme, Ebenezer
Central Administrative facilities, Ebenezer New Hope School and its Boarding Section.
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15.
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Furthermore, with regards to the relocation of the existing Ebenezer services to Tung
Chung, it should be noted that there are ongoing complications and unresolved issues in
the land exchange process with Lands Depariment. Based on the current pace of
progress, the timeline for the relocation is uncertain and the redevelopment program of
this Site is unforeseeable in the next 10 years or even further. In other words, Ebenezer
and its current services for the visually impaired will remain at the Pok Fu Lam site unil
the relocation take place.

it is noted from paragraph 16 of the Minutes of the hearing held on the 5 November 2024
that Representor No 3320 provided information to the TPB that there would be extensive
site formation works involving large quantities of rock. It is resorded that these activities
would take at least 12.6 years to complete. In particular paragraph 16(h) states that the
noise and vibration generated from the rock breakers used for excavation would have
significant adverse impact on these noise sensitive receivers, in particu!ar the visually
impaired students of Ebenezer School for a prolonged period.”

In summary:

» The services for the visually impaired will continue to be provided at the Ebenezer
site. Based on the current pace of progress, the timeline for the relocation is
uncertain and the redevelopment program of this Site is unforeseeable in the next
10 years, or even further,

» The ENHS site will remain and continue to provide additional services for the
visually impaired after the relocation of existing services.

+ The current sites used by Ebenezer will be occupied and subject fo significant
adverse noise and vibration impact for the whole of the period of site formation for
the HKU GIC,

As such, Ebenezer and the visually impaired people will no doubt be adversely impacted
by the construction and operation of the University of Hong Kong’s Global Innovation
Centre (HKU GIC) development. As presented at the hearing on 1% November 2024 and
discussed in the previously submitted representations by Ebenezer and its service units
(R251 - R257), the development of the HKU GIC, both during its construction period and
after its completion, would cause detrimental impacts and unnecessary hardships, posing
risks to the mental and physical health of the visually impaired people including children
and elderly’. Therefore, Ebenezer retains its stance that the HKU GIC should be
developed at an alternative, more suitable site, and to revert the subject Amendment Site
to "Green Belt” zone.

“Undetermined” Zone is Inappropriate and Unnecessary

The view that the proposed HKU GIC development was not appropriate for the site was
expressed by most Representers, as well as by the majority of the TPB Members. This is
evident in paragraphs 8, 8 and 33 of the Minutes of the deliberation session, as quoted
below;

% Details of Ehenezer's concerns and the impacts that the HKU GIC would cause can be found in the
Minutes of 1327 Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 15t of November 2024 and the written
Representation submissions R251 to R257.
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“8. The representers’ objections/concerns were mainly refated fo_site selection and hence
land_use_compatibility, development intensily, impacts on trafiic, visual fandscape,
gcological, environmental, geotechnical,_public health and safety aspects, as well as the
fack of proper consultation.

“9. Majority of Members shared similar views regarding site seleclion for the Cenire, and
their views and suggestions were as follows; ...

(c) HKU should consider alternative locations in Pok Fu Lam and olher areas such as NV
[Northern Metropolis], If HKU concluded afier review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu
Lam, it should provide more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the
development of the Centre. Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding
the idea of establishing a self-contained facility while also promoling a synergy effect with
the surrounding developments”,;

and
“33. The Chairperson summatised the major views of Members as follows: ...

{b) as part of the review, HKU should consider alternative sites in Pok Fu Lam and other
areas. If HKU concluded afier review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, HKU
should consider whether the ltem A Site or other sites, including but not limited to the
adjoining “R(C)6" site, was more suifable for achieving HKU's objective;”

“8. ... Members also noted that HKU had committed in its press statement in early October
2024 and at the hearing to consult relevant stakeholders in strategically reviewing and
amending its development plan to address their opinions as much as practicable. HKY
would also explore the possibility of identifying alternative sites for the development of the

Centra.”

Given the strong views of the representers and TPB Members on the suitability of the site,
and the muttitude of reasons why it was unsuitable recorded in paragraph 8 of the minutes,
it is highly unlikely that the HKU GIC development would be redesigned to be acceptable
at this Amendment Site. It is therefore premature to rezone the site to "Undetermined”. In
particular, the way that paragraphs 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 are written to explain the "U” zone is
considered inappropriate, as it ironically implies and determines the use of the site to be
for the Global Innovation Centre. This is inappropriate given that the. final site location for
the Global Innovation Centre is still subject to HKU's review, exploration and assessment
of alternative sites. The Amendment Site should therefore maintain its existing “GB" zone
and R(C)6 zone.

Revert to the Original Zoning

The amendment to the covering Notes to inciude the "U" zone provides minimal
development control and does not include any specific development restrictions. This
poses risks of inappropriate development at the site, Alternatively, by reverting the site to
the original "GB" zone and “R{C)& zone”, there would be clearer, more substantial and
statutory protection for the site from inappropriate development. The reversion-of the site
to the original zoning in this way, would better reflect the decision of the TPB Members’
concerns to reject the proposal as it was unacceptable on so many grounds.



19.

20.

21.

21

22

Furthermore, reverting the Amendment Site to “Green Belt" zone and "R{C)8" would be
appropriate, If, after HKU’s review and assessment, this site is still deemed the most
suitable for the HKU GIC development, the revised proposal would be required to undergo

_statutory town planhing procedures for proposed amendments to the OZP. This

requirement applies equally to the "GB” zone and “R(C)6" zone. Additionally, by reverting
to the original “GB” zone and "R(C)6" zone, would serve a similar intended effect to the
“U" zonhe by providing time for HKU to review its proposal. Therefore, rezoning the site to
“U" zone is considered unnecessary, and it is Ebenezer's view that the site should revert
to its original “GB" zone and "R(C)6" zone.

Identified Alternative Site in the San Tin Technopole OZP

As part of Ebenezers submission at the Representation Hearing (R251), a specific
alternative site in the San Tin Technopole OZP Area 30 was identified and presented to
the TPB for consideration. This is recorded in the Minutes of the hearing on the 1
November 2024 paragraphs 64(e) to (f). HKU should be directed by the TPB to specifically
examine this site in a positive way as a realistic alternative to the “U” site.

Should the Town Planning Board reject the proposal to revert the Amendment Site to “GB"
zone and R(C)6 zone, then the following comments and concerns relating to the *U" zone
are relevant and TPB's further consideration is required.

Proposed “U” zone not properly considered during the Hearing and Deliberation
Sessions .

Copying is not Valid

There have been numerous cases where the TPB has been challenged in court for
copying iext provided by Planning Department and using the wording as the TPB's
decision. It has been clearly decided by the couris that copying of text from other sources
such as the TPB Paper is inadequate. The TPB must clearly show that it *has applied its
own mind” in reaching a decision. It is also required to show that it has taken account of
any relevant submissions that may have directly addressed the way in which the wording
of decisions is determined. This is relevant in the current case where the wording of the
ES for the “U” zone was drafted before the hearing by Planning Department and adopted
verbatim in the gazetted amendments. In this respect the actions of the TPB in deciding
to amend the zoning to include the “U" zone are completely inadequate.

Irrational Decision Making

The decision of the TPB was sent by email to the Representors on the 13 December 2024.
it Is a general statement not specifically related to the poinis raised by the Representor in
the written statement nor in the verbal statements made during the hearing. As such the
decision does not really provide adequate reasons as to why the submissions made were
not accepted. It also erronecusly states that the representations by Ebenezer (R251) had
been “partially met by rezoning the HKU GIC site to "U™. None of the proposais from
Ebenezer had been accepted, not even partially. The inadequate reasons for the decision
relevant to Ebenezer can be seen in the email from the TPB which is quoted in Appendix
1.
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The decision is an exact repetition of the Planning Departments "view” as contained in
paragraph 9 of the TPB Paper. That view also related to the proposali for changing the
zone to "U” which was still a new proposal yet to be considered by the TPB members.
The TPB Paper was written- before the hearing of the representations and therefore in
terms of it being an accurate basis for decision making is completely wrong. It also does
not reflect the genuine concerns of the TPB Members that arose during the open and
closed parts of the hearing. Because the decision has been copied from the TPB paper,
it also does not reflect the deliberations of the TPB as recorded in the minutes of the fourth
meeting in paragraphs 8 to 33, To state in reason (a) that the proposed use of the HKU
GIC site is compatible with other uses in the neighbourhood is factually incorrect.

Undetermined Zone is Vague and lrrational

One of the purposes of zoning on statutory plans is to provide a degree of certainty as to
what will happen in the neighbourhood. The wording of the ES amendments to describe
the purpose of the “U” zone does not provide any certainty or any justification as to why it
is considered to be “U”, The ES virtually restates the planning intention of the HKU "GIC”
zone that it is supposedly replacing. Appendix 2 is the gazetted amendment to the ES.
This has been directly copied from Annex X of the TPB Paper without any amendment,
and this clearly shows that the decision is not a considered decision of the TPB. The
public should have a reasonable expectation that a high degree of certainty is provided in
the statutory plan and in the decision-making process of the TPB,

Appendix 3 Is an alternative ES which has been purposely wrilten for this Further
Representation based on the Minutes of the hearing. [t clearly states that the TPB did not
accept the proposal from HKU and lists the wide range of concerns and inadequacies that
members had identified. It also specifies the concerns that members had about finding a
suitable site elsewhere or in Pok Fu Lam. It indicates the types of justifications that
members consider were necessary to be provided by HKU should HKU decide to proceed
with the proposal. The TPB's proposed amendments to the ES as included in Appendix
2 should be replaced by the alternative ES paragraphs included in Appendix 3.

Alternative Sites for HKU GIC Development

As demonstrated in paragraphs 15 and 16 of this further representation, there has been
extensive discussions around site selection and alternative sites for the HKU GIC
development during the hearing and deliberation sessions. However, this concern has not
been reflected in the covering Notes nor the ES relating to the “U” zone. Itis now included
in the revised wording proposed in Appendix 3

Other Technical Issues Raised by Representers and TPB Members

In addition to the discussions surrounding alternative sites, a series of technical issues
relating to the HKU GIC development were also raised and discussed in detail during the
3-day hearing sessions and the Members' deliberation session. Concrete suggestions and
actions that HKU could take to address these issues were also proposed by Members and
Representers. Some of these have been included in the alternative wording in Appendix
3 .

Specific Congerns for Ebenezer
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As indicated in the Minutes of the deliberation session, HKU GIC's impact on Ebenezer is
one of the Members’ key concerns. For instance, with regards to the design and visual
impact of the HKU GIC development, some Members specifically expressed the view that
“the revised scheme should minimise the adverse impacts on the Ebenezer.” The
Ebenezers proposals for a 35m set-back and a maximum building height of 130mPD are
now included in the revised ES in Appendix 3.

In a similar vein, on noise impact, with reference to paragraph 9(d) of the Minutes of the
deliberation session, the majority of the Members opined that “HKU should fully address
the noise impact of the Centre, in particular during the construction stage, on students with
visual impairment at Ebenezer School;”.

Subsequently in paragraph 17, some Members expressed that ‘the Noise Impact
Assessment prepared by HKU’s consultants might have underestimated the potential
noise impacts on the Ebenezer, in particular, during the construction phase. Since
students with visual impairment af Ebenezer School were more sensilive to noise
disturbance, consideration should be given to adopting a different set of assessment
standards for this specific case. Besides, HKU should engage more proactively with the
Ebenezer at the early design stage to better understand their needs and address their
concerns.” These are specific concerns and concrete actions that HKU could take during
their review of the development proposal, and should be reflected in the ES accordingly.

Public Engagement
The consultation approach that HKU has adopted so far was considered “ineffective” by a

Member of the TPB. Many representers inciuging Ebenezer, have alsa expressed similar
dissatisfaction with HKU’s lack of communication and community engagement for the HKU

© GIC development. With reference to paragraph 26 of the Minutes of the deliberation

session, Members generally considered that:

“there was room for improvement in HKU's public consultation and communily
engagement efforts...

The consultation exercise should commence at an early stage and adopt a two-way and
bottorn-up approach to address various concerns raised by stakeholders, including local
residents, the Ebenezer and green groups...

HKU should also engage in continuous discussions with the Ebenezer regarding the
design constraints and approaches to minimise noise impacts on its students wilh visual
impairment. :

The TPB's concern for Ebenezer is appreciated, and it is agreed that HKU should engage
in continuous discussions with Ebenezer to minimise impacts on the visually impaired
people should the development proceed at this site. Similarly, this should be reflected in
the ES relating to the "U” zone as amended in Appendix 3. However, given the degree of
difference between what HKU want to do and how the Ebenezer must operate, it is
considered difficult that an acceptable compromise can be achieved

Proposed Amendments to the Plan

.10
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Taking into consideration all the abovementioned reasons for this further representation,
should TPB consider "U” zone to be an appropriate zoning, then it is proposed that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reverted to "GB" zone. The remaining portion of the
Amendment Site can be retained as the proposed “U” zone. (Figure 3)

Ebenezer Site
Proposed “U" zone

Proposed reversion to
“GB" zone
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Figure 3 Proposed amendment to plan — to revert a small portion of the Amendment Site to "GB" zone and

retain the remaining portion as "U" zone

The portion to be reverted to its original "GB” zone would be the area directly adjoining
and in front of the Ebenezer site and the ENHS site, as development in this area would
adversely impact Ebenezer the most, given its proximity. As such, this would be a
compromise solution that could address the TPB Members’ concerns relating to the impact
of the HKU GIC on Ebenezer and protect the visually impaired community, while retaining
an adequately sized site for HKU, should it deem this location as the most suitable for the
HKU GIC development.

Conclusion

This further representation has -expressed Ebenezer's views on the proposed
amendments to the Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. Ebenezer strongly opposes the proposed

11



“Undetermined” zone for the Amendment Site, and it (s proposed that the site should be
reverted to its original “Green Belt" zone and R(C)6 zone. However, should TPB proceed
to rezone the site to “U" zone, it is proposed and strongly recommended, that a small
portlon of the Amendment Site be reverted to the orlginal *GB" zone, as shown in Figure
3. This would protect the visually impaired people of Ebenezer, and ensure that the future
development at this site is appropriate to its context and respects the neighbourhood in
this part of Pok Fu Lam, If any portion of the "U" zone is to be retained, then the revised
ES in Appendix 3 should be adopted.

January 2025
Masterplan Limited
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Appendix 1 TPB Decision sent by email on the 13 December 2024

(Portion relating to Amendment ltem A)

The TPB decided to partially meet R55 (part), R206 (part), R251 to R3189, R3191 to
R3372, R3374 to R3523, R3525 to R3615 and R3634 fo R3659, and {o propose
amendments to the draft OZP by rezoning the ltem A Site from “OU(Global Innovation
Centre)” to "U", The proposed amendments to the draft OZP, Explanatory Statement and
Notes as set out in Annexes VIil, IX and X of TPB Paper No. 10987 respectively would be
exhibited for public inspection under section 6C(2) of the Town Planning Ordinance (the
Ordinance). .

The TPB decided not to uphold R3190, R3373, R3524, R3616 to R3633, R3660 and
R3661, and considered that the draft OZP should not be amended to meet the
representations for the following reasons:

Amendment ltem A

(a)

(b)

(©)

ftem A is to take forward the initiative of the 2021 Policy Address to develop the proposed
Global Innovation Centre (the Cenire) for deep technology research in Pok Fu Lam to
consolidate Hong Kong's leading position in basic research. Innovation, Technology and
Industry Bureau (ITIB) affirms that the Centre aligns with the policy goals to enhance Hong
Kong's status as an internatfonal innovation and technology (1&T) hub while consolidating
its strength in upstream basic research. ITIB also takes the view that the Cenlre is a
distinct inftiative pursued by the University of Hong Kong (HKU) concerning mainly basic
research in the upsiream and related teaching/academic facilities near its existing
campus, while government-initiated Initiatives such as San Tin Technopole in the Northern
Metropoiis have different foci and functions in the I&T ecosystern and that the latter is not
meant to supersede or substitute the former;

in planning terms, the proposed use at the ltem A site is not incompatible with the
surrounding educational, institutional, hospital and residential uses;

taking into account the HKU's recent announcement that it would take some time to
strategically, review and amend the development plan of the Centre, including reducing
the density of the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the
setback area from neighbouring buildings, designating more green spaces, etc. fo address
stakeholders’ opinions as much as practicable, and its Indication that the project team will
endeavour to step up engagement with the community through various channels so as to
improve the development proposal and provide timely project updates in the upcoming
process, the ltem A Site is proposed to be rezoned to “Undetermined” as an interim fand
use zaning fo aflow the HKU to review its plan; and
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Appendix 2 “Undetermined Zone” Proposed Explanatory Statement

7.9
7.9.1

“Undetermined” {"UU"): Total Area 4.72 ha

To consolidate Hong Kong's leading position in hasic research, the 2021 Policy Address
announced that the Government has accepted in principle the proposal from the University
of Hong Kong (HKU) to reserve a site in Pok Fu Lam for HKU to construct facilities for
deep technology research. Pursuance to this policy initiative, an area largely zoned
“Green Beft’ and “Residential (Group C)8" beiween Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria
Road was rezoned to “OU” annotated “Global innovation Centre", subject to a maximum
gross floor area of 222,720m2 (including not more than 10,620m2 domestic gross floor
area) and a maximum building height of 158mPD. The planning intention is primarily to
provide land for development of the proposed Giobal Innovation Centre by HKU for deep
technology research. It would provide development space for accommodating a variety
of deep technology basic research and supporting facilities, including research, academic,
exhibition and conferences, scholar residence/staff quarters, supporting calering,
recreational and other facilities.  The draft Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 incorporating
the amendments was exhibited for public inspection under section 5 of the Ordinance on
22 March 2024,

7.9.2 Subsequently, in view of HKU's decision to take some time to strategically amend the

development plan of the Cenire, e.g. reducing the density of the proposed development
and bulk of the building(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring buildings,
designating more -green spaces, elc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable, and to step up engagement with the community through various channels so
as to improve the development proposal, the land has been rezoned from “OU” annotated
“Global Innovation Centre” to “U". The "U" zone is intended to allow HKU to review its
original plan and adjust it in response to stakeholders’ views.  The long-term use and
development parameters of the site would be determined after HKU's submission of a
revised proposal, which would go through public consultation and the Government's
exarnination, and would be subject to another round of stafutory town planning procedures
for proposed amendments to the OZP. As the development parameters are subject to
changes pending HKU'’s review, and inferim zoning arrangement as a stop gap measure
to allow flexibility to take on board the outcome of the review is necessary.
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Appendix 3 : Proposed Alternpative Wording of the Explanatory Statement

7.9

7.9.1

7.8.2

7.9.3

Undetermined "U"

In early 2024 the University of Hong Kong (HKU)} submitted to government a proposal io
develop a portion of government land between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road for a
deep technology research centre. After consideration of the HKU proposal and
government departmental comments, on the 22 March 2024 the TPB amended the draft

. Pok Fu Lam OZP No. 8/H10/22 Incorporating the proposals for public inspection under

section 5 of the Ordinance. 3,677 valid representations were received and 3 days of
hearing were held in early November 2024.

After consideration of the representations the TPB decided not to accept the proposal by
HKY, but to amend the zoning to "U". It was concluded that there was inadequate
consideration of alternafive sites, that consideration of land use compatibility, development
intensity, Impacts on traffic, visual, landscape, ecological, environmental, geotechnical,
public health and safety aspects, as well as the public consultation was inadequate. HKU
should consider alternative locations in other areas such as the Northern Meiropolis. If
HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, it should provide
more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the development of the Centre,

-Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding the idea of establishing a

self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with the surrounding
developments. In undertaking the further study no development shall be proposed within
38m of the Ebenezer school boundaries in the R{C)zone ¢r GIC zone, and no building
built in front of Ebenezer shall have a height greater than 130mPD

No application under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance for a similar proposal
would be processed by the TPB under the “U” zoning. If, on conclusion of the review by
HKU the "U” site was considered to be the most suitahle site, then the proposal would
need to be resubmitied to the TPB with supperting technical information. Should the
proposal be accepted by the TPB the "U" zone would need to be amendment to a suitable
alternative zone to allow the development to proceed.
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Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the

Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

We, The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited, the Further

Representer, hereby authorises Masterplan Limited to act on our behalf, in

submitting the further representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 and to handle all planning

matters related to this further representation.

Chief Executive Officer

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

<& i ek —
TH %?{' #FoE FE 5 F BR o 5] . 3 January 2025
By Email

The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15 Floor, North Point Government
Offices, 333 Java Road

North Point, Hong Kong

Dear Sir/f Madam,

Further Representation in Relation to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

We refer to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 (Draft Plan) gazetted on 13 December 2024.

We are authorized by the Further Representer, The Ebenezer School and Home for
the Visually Impaired Limited (Ebenezer), to submit a further representation in
respect to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Plan under Section 6D(1) of the
Town Planning Ordinance. The proposed amendment to which the further
representation relates, the nature of and reasons for the further representation, and
the further amendments to the Draft Plan, are included in the statement attached to
this letter.

The Town Planning Board is kindly invited to support this further representation and
the amendments proposed within.

Yours faithfully,

=Tk

[.T. Brownlee
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

Encl.
cc. Client (By Email)

Room 3516B, 35/F China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 (‘mmdughl Road Central, Hong Kong
Tel: (852) 2418 2880 - Fax: (852) 2587 7068 Email: info@masterplan.com.hk
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Further Representation in Respect to the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan, No. S/H10/22

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired
131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong RBL 136RP

We are acting on behalf of The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually impaired
Limited (Ebenezer), the Further Representer, who owns and currently occupies the
buildings at 131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong. A letter of authorisation and completed
Further Representation Form No.S6D are attached.

The Proposed Amendmenis to which the Further Representation Relates

| refer to the Proposed Amendments | and !l to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutiine Zoning Plan
(OZP) No. 8/H10/22, as published by the Town Planning Board (TPB) on 13 December
2024 and as set out below.

I Proposed Amendment to Mafters shown on the Plan

item A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road
from “"Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U”).

i Froposed Amendments fo the Notes of the Plan

a) Revision to the covering Notes to incorporate development restrictions for "U”
zone.

b} Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the Remarks of the Notes for the “Other
Specified Uses” zone to defete all the provisions related to the “OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone

. In addition, the TPB also published amendments to the Explanatory Statement (ES) of the
Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. More specifically, paragraph 7.8 relating to the "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)" zone has been deleted, and a new section under paragraph 7.9
relating to the proposed “U” zone has been added. These proposed amendments to the
ES are also relevant and are therefore referred to in this further representation.

A Location Plan indicating the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer site)
and the site of Proposed Amendment |, ltem A is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Location Plan showing the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer Site) and the
Site of Proposed Amendment ltem A (Amendment Site) (Base image source: Planning Department Plan No.
R/S/H10/22 - A1)

The Nature of the Further Representation

Ebenezer strongly opposes to Proposed Amendment |, ltem A which seeks to rezone the
Amendment Site from existing “Green Belt” (‘GB") zone, and from the previously proposed
“Other Specified Uses" annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(Global Innovation
Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U”) zone. It is Ebenezer's view that the Amendment Site
should remain as “Green Belt" zone.

Accordingly, Ebenezer opposes the proposed revision to the covering Notes to incorporate
development restrictions for “U” which is indicated as Proposed Amendment li(a).



7.

10.

The nature of this further representation is summarised in the Table 1 below, which sets
out Ebenezer's stance on each of the Proposed Amendments.

Subject Matter

Ebenezer's View

ik

Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on
the Plan

Item A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu
Lam Road and Victoria Road from “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation
Centre” ("OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to
“Undetermined” (“U").

Ebenezer strongly opposes the
Proposed Amendment ltem A to rezone
the Amendment Site from the existing
“‘Green Belt” (“GB”) zone to “U” zone.

1.

Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the
Plan

(a) Revision fo the covering Notes to
incorporate development restrictions for
“U” zone.

Ebenezer strongly opposes to this
Proposed Amendment relating to the
rezoning of the Amendment Site from
the existing “Green Belt” (“GB") zone to
“U" zone.

(b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the
Remarks of the Notes for the “Other
Specified Uses” zone to delete all the
provisions related to the "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone

Ebenezer supports the deletion of all
provisions related to the "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone.

Reasons for the Further Representation

Table 1 The Nature of the Further Representation: Ebenezer's Stance

In this section of the further representation, the reasons for Ebenezer's views on the
proposed amendments will be set out. It should be noted that the concerns raised and the
information included in the previous round of representations submitted in May 2024 by
Ebenezer and the various service units of Ebenezer are still relevant and should be
referred to. However, to avoid repetition, only the points most relevant to the subject
Proposed Amendments will be discussed in this further representation.

Misinformation Presented to the TPB Members During the Deliberation Session

The TPB decided to propose amendments following 3-day hearing sessions and a

deliberation session for the consideration of representations on the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP
No. S/H10/22, which took place on the 1%, 4", 5" and 29" of November 2024, respectively.

With reference to the Minutes of the deliberation session held on 29th November 2024,

under paragraph 34(b), the Chairperson informed TPB Members that:

" Minutes of 1327th Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 29th of November 2024

4




11.

“regarding the relocation of the Ebenezer, there was a plan to relocate the existing facilities
to Tung Chung. The general building plans of the new facility were approved by the
Building Authority. Discussion with the Lands Department for the land exchange was
underway; “

and in paragraph 30, the Vice-chairperson said:

“Regarding the impacts of the Centre on the Ebenezer, it might be desirable for the
Ebenezer to relocate to another location. Upon relocation, land currently occupied by
Ebenezer could be released to HKU for the Centre's future expansion.”

The above information is not correct and has misled the Members' consideration. To
clarify, the existing services? at Ebenezer's Pok Fu Lam sites will be relocated to Tung
Chung in the future. However, the site currently accommodating the Ebenezer New Hope
School (ENHS site) will remain under Ebenezer's ownership and will continue to serve
visually impaired people. It is intended that the future use of the ENHS site will include
training services, daycare centre and youth support for the visually impaired. As such, it
is expected that visually impaired people will continue to use the ENHS site, which is
adjacent to the subject Amendment Site. It should also be noted that the ENHS site was
granted to Ebenezer by Private Treaty with a condition that prohibits assignment. The
ENHS site therefore cannot be assigned to HKU by Ebenezer. (Figure 2)
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" Figure 2 Folowr‘ng the relocation of existing services, the site of Ebenezer New Hope School (ENHS site) will

continue to be occupied by Ebenezer and will provide additional services to the visually impaired community.

2 Existing services that will be relocated include Ebenezer School and its Boarding Section, Ebenezer Child
Care Centre, Ebenezer Care & Attention Home for the Elderly, Early Intervention Programme, Ebenezer
Central Administrative facilities, Ebenezer New Hope School and its Boarding Section.

5



12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

Furthermore, with regards to the relocation of the existing Ebenezer services to Tung
Chung, it should be noted that there are ongoing complications and unresolved issues in
the land exchange process with Lands Department. Based on the current pace of
progress, the timeline for the relocation is uncertain and the redevelopment program of
this Site is unforeseeable in the next 10 years or even further. In other words, Ebenezer
and its current services for the visually impaired will remain at the Pok Fu Lam site until
the relocation take place.

it is noted from paragraph 18 of the Minutes of the hearing held on the 5 November 2024
that Representor No 3320 provided information to the TPB that there would be extensive
site formation works involving large quantities of rock. [t is recorded that these activities
would take at least 12.6 years to complete. In particular paragraph 16(h) states that fthe
noise and vibration generated from the rock breakers used for excavation would have
significant adverse impact on these noise sensitive receivers, in pamcufar the wsuaﬂy
impaired students of Ebenezer School for a prolonged period.”

In summary:

* The'services for the visually impaired will continue to be provided at the Ebenezer
site. Based on the current pace of progress, the timeline for the relocation is
uncertain and the redevelopment program of this Site is unforeseeable in the next
10 years, or even further,

+ The ENHS site will remain and confinue to provide additional services for the
visually impaired after the relocation of existing services.

+ The current sites used by Ebenezer will be occupied and subject to significant
adverse nofse and vibration impact for the whole of the perlod of site formation for
the HKU GIC.

As such, Ebenezer and the visually impaired people will no doubt be adversely impacted
by the construction and operation of the University of Hong Kong's Global Innovation
Centre (HKU GIC) development. As presented at the hearing on 1% November 2024 and
discussed in the previously submitted representations by Ebenezer and its service units
(R251 - R257), the development of the HKU GIC, both during its construction period and
after its completion, would cause detrimental impacts and unnecessary hardships, posing
risks to the mental and physical health of the visually impaired people including children
and elderly>. Therefore, Ebenezer retains its stance that the HKU GIC should be
developed at an alternative, more suitable site, and to revert the subject Amendment Site
to "Green Bel" zone.

“Undetermined” Zone is Inappropriate and Unnecessary

The view that the proposed HKU GIC development was not appropriate for the site was
expressed by most Representers, as well as by the majority of the TPB Members. This is
evident in paragraphs 8, 9 and 33 of the Minutes of the deliberation session, as quoted
below:

3 Details of Ebenezer's concerns and the impacts that the HKU GIC would éause can be found in the
Minutes of 1327 Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 1% of November 2024 and the written
Representation submissions R251 to R257.



17.

18.

"8, The representers’ objections/concemns were mainly related to site selection and hence
land use compatibility, development_intensity. impagcts on traffic, visual, landscape,
ecological, environmental, geotechnical, public health and safety aspects, as well as the
lack of proper consuitation.

“9. Majority of Members shared similar views regarding site selection for the Centre, and
their views and suggestions were as folfows: ...

(c) HKU should consider alternative locations in Pok Fu Lam and other areas such as NM
[Northern Metropoiis]. If HKU conciuded after review that the Centre shoufd be in Pok Fu
Lam, it should provide more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the
development of the Centre. Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding
the idea of establishing a self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with
the surrounding developments”;

and

“33. The Chairperson summarised the major views of Members as follows: ...

(b) as part of the review, HKU should consider afternative sites in Pok Fu Lam and other
areas. If HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, HKU
should consider whether the ltem A Site or other sites, including but not limited to the
adjoining “R(C)6" site, was more suitable for achieving HKU's objective;”

“8. ... Members also noted that HKU had committed in its press statement in early October
2024 and at the hearing to consult refevant stakeholders in strategically reviewing and
amending its development plan to address their opinions as much as practicable. HKU
would also explore the possibifity of identifying alternative sites for the development of the
Centre.”

Given the strong views of the representers and TPB Members on the suitability of the site,
and the multitude of reasons why it was unsuitable recorded in paragraph 8 of the minutes,
it is highly unlikely that the HKU GIC development would be redesigned to be acceptable
at this Amendment Site. It is therefore premature to rezone the site to “Undetermined”. In
particular, the way that paragraphs 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 are written to explain the "U" zone is
considered inappropriate, as it ironically implies and determines the use of the site to be
for the Global Innovation Centre. This is inappropriate given that the final site location for
the Global Innovation Centre is still subject to HKU's review, exploration and assessment
of alternative sites. The Amendment Site should therefore maintain its existing “GB” zone
and R(C)6 zone.

Revert to the Original Zoning

The amendment to the covering Notes to include the “U" zone provides minimal
development control and does not include any specific development restrictions. This
poses risks of inappropriate development at the site. Alternatively, by reverting the site to
the original "GB" zone and “R(C)6 zone”, there would be clearer, more substantial and
statutory protection for the site from inappropriate development. The reversion of the site
to the original zoning in this way, would better reflect the decision of the TPB Members'
concerns to reject the proposal as it was unacceptable on so many grounds.
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Furthermore, reverting the Amendment Site to “Green Belt' zone and "R(C)6" would be
appropriate. If, after HKU's review and assessment, this site is still deemed the most
suitable for the HKU GIC development, the revised proposal would be required to undergo
statutory town planning procedures for proposed amendments to the OZP. This
requirement applies equally to the “GB” zone and "R(C)6" zone. Additionally, by reverting
to the original “GB” zone and "R(C)6” zone, would serve a similar intended effect tc the
“U" zone'by providing time for HKU to review its proposal. Therefore, rezoning the site to
“U" zone is considered unnecessary, and it is Ebenezer's view that the site should revert
to its original "GB” zone and "R(C)6" zone.

Identified Affernalive Site in the San Tin Technopole OZP

As part of Ebenezers submission at the Representation Hearing (R251), a specific
alternative site in the San Tin Technopole OZP Area 30 was identified and presented to
the TPB for consideration. This is recorded in the Minutes of the hearing on the 1
November 2024 paragraphs 64(e} to (f). HKU should be directed by the TPB fo specifically
examine this site in a positive way as a realistic alternative to the “U” site,

Should the Town Planning Board reject the proposal to revert the Amendment Site to "GB”
zone and R(C)6 zone, then the following comments and concerns relating to the “U* zone
are relevant and TPB's further consideration is required.

Proposed “U” zone not properly considered during the Hearing and Deliberation
Sessions

Copying is not Valid

There have been numerous cases where the TPB has been challenged in court for
copying text provided by Planning Department and using the wording as. the TPB's
decision. It has been clearly decided by the courts that copying of text from other sources
such as the TPB Paper is inadequate. The TPB must clearly show that it “has applied its
own mind” in reaching a decision. It is also required to show that it has taken account of
any relevant submissions that may have directly addressed the way in which the wording
of decisions is determined. This is relevant in the current case where the wording of the
ES for the “U” zone was drafted before the hearing by Planning Department and adopted
verbatim in the gazetted amendments. In this respect the actions of the TPB in deciding
to amend the zoning to include the "U” zone are completely inadequate.

Irrational Decision Making

The decision of the TPB was sent by email to the Representors on the 13 December 2024.
it Is a general statement not specifically related to the points raised by the Representor in
the written statement nor in the verbal statements made during the hearing. As such the
decision does nof really provide adequate reasons as to why the submissions made were
not accepted. It also erroneously states that the representations by Ebenezer (R251) had
been “partially met by rezoning the HKU GIC site to “U"". None of the proposals from
Ebenezer had been accepted, not even partially. The inadequate reasons for the decision
relevant to Ebenezer can be seen in the email from the TPB which is quoted in Appendix
1.



23

24

25

26

27

The decision is an exact repetition of the Planning Depariments "view" as contained in
paragraph 9 of the TPB Paper. That view also related to the proposal for changing the
zone to "U” which was still a new proposal yet to be considered by the TPB members.
The TPB Paper was written before the hearing of the representations and therefore in
terms of it being an accurate basis for decision making is completely wrong. It also does
not reflect the genuine concerns of the TPB Members that arose during the open and
closed parts of the hearing. Because the decision has been copied from the TPB paper,
it also does not reflect the deliberations of the TPB as recorded in the minutes of the fourth
meeting in paragraphs 8 to 33. To state in reason (a) that the proposed use of the HKU
GIC site is compatible with other uses in the neighbourhood is factually incorrect.

Undetermined Zone is Vague and Irrational

One of the purposes of zoning on statutory plans is to provide a degree of certainty as to
what will happen in the neighbourhood. The wording of the ES amendments to describe
the purpose of the “U” zone does not provide any certainty or any justification as to why it
is considered to be “U”. The ES virtually restates the planning intention of the HKU *GIC”
zone that it is supposedly replacing. Appendix 2 is the gazetted amendment to the ES.
This has been directly copied from Annex X of the TPB Paper without any amendment,
and this clearly shows that the decision is not a considered decision of the TPB. The
public should have a reasonable expectation that a high degree of certainty is provided in
the statutory plan and in the decision-making process of the TPB.

Appendix 3 is an alternative ES which has been purposely written for this Further
Representation based on the Minutes of the hearing. It clearly states that the TPB did not
accept the proposal from HKU and lists the wide range of concerns and inadequacies that
members had identified. 1t also specifies the concerns that members had about finding a
suitable site elsewhere or in Pok Fu Lam. It indicates the types of justifications that
members consider were necessary to be provided by HKU should HKU decide to proceed
with the proposal. The TPB's proposed amendments to the ES as included in Appendix
2 should be replaced by the alternative ES paragraphs included in Appendix 3.

Alternative Sites for HKU GIC Development

As demonstrated in paragraphs 15 and 16 of this further representation, there has been
extensive discussions around site selection and alternative sites for the HKU GIC
development during the hearing and deliberation sessions. However, this concern has not
been reflected in the covering Notes nor the ES relating to the “U” zone. It is now included
in the revised wording proposed in Appendix 3

Other Technical Issues Raised by Representers and TFB Members

In addition.to the discussions surrounding alternative sites, a series of technical issues
relating to the HKU GIC development were also raised and discussed in detail during the
3-day hearing sessions and the Members’ deliberation session. Concrete suggestions and
actions that HKU could take to address these issues were also proposed by Members and
Representers. Some of these have been included in the alternative wording in Appendix
3.

Specific Concerns for Ebenezer
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As indicated in the Minutes of the deliberation session, HKU GIC's impact on Ebenezer is
one of the Members' key concerns. For instance, with regards to the design and visual
impact of the HKU GIC development, some Members specifically expressed the view that
‘the revised scheme should minimise the adverse impacts on the Ebenezer.” The
Ebenezers proposals for a 35m set-back and a maximum building height of 130mPD are
now included in the revised ES in Appendix 3.

In a similar vein, on noise impact, with reference to paragraph 9(d) of the Minutes of the
deliberation session, the majority of the Members opined that “HKU should fully address
the noise impact of the Centre, in particular during the construction stage, on students with
visual impairment at Ebenezer School;”.

Subsequently in paragraph 17, some Members expressed that “the Noise Impact
Assessment prepared by HKU's consuitants might have underestimated the potential
noise impacts on the Ebenezer, in particular, during the construction phase. Since
students with visual impairment at Ebenezer School were more sensitive to noise
disturbance, consideration should be given to adopting a different set of assessment
standards for this specific case. Besides, HKU should engage more proactively with the
Ebenezer at the early design stage to better understand their needs and address their
concerns.” These are specific concerns and concrete actions that HKU could take during
their review of the development proposal, and should be reflected in the ES accordingly.

Public Engagement

The consultation approach that HKU has adopted so far was considered “ineffective” by a

- Member of the TPB. Many representers including Ebenezer, have also expressed similar

dissatisfaction with HKU's lack of communication and community engagement for the HKU
GIC development. With reference to paragraph 26 of the Minutes of the deliberation
session, Members generally considered that;

‘there was room for improvement in HKU's public consuftation and community
engagemernt efforts...

The consultation exercise should commence at an early stage and adopt a two-way and
bottom-up approach to address various concerns raised by stakeholders, including focal
residents, the Ebenezer and green groups...

HKU should also engage in continuous discussions with the Ebenezer regarding the
design constraints and approaches o minimise noise impacts on its students with visual
impairment.

The TPB’s concern for Ebenezer is appreciated, and it is agreed that HKU should engage
in continuous discussions with Ebenezer to minimise impacts on the visually impaired
people should the development proceed at this site. Similarly, this should be reflected in
the ES relating to the “U" zone as amended in Appendix 3. However, given the degree of
difference between what HKU want to do and how the Ebenezer must operate, it is
considered difficult that an acceptable compromise can be achieved

Proposed Amendments to the Plan

10
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Taking into consideration all the abovementioned reasons for this further representation,
should TPB consider “U” zone to be an appropriate zoning, then it is proposed that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reverted to "GB” zone. The remaining portion of the
Amendment Site can be retained as the proposed "U” zone. (Figure 3) :

Proposed "U" zone

Proposed reversion to
“"GB" zone

Ebenezer Site
=
EED

LThe Oniversity &
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Figure 3 #roposed amendment to plan — éﬂ portion of the

retain the remaining portion as “U" zone

The portion to be reverted to its original “GB” zone would be the area directly adjoining
and in front of the Ebenezer site and the ENHS site, as development in this area would
adversely impact Ebenezer the most, given its proximity. As such, this would be a
compromise solution that could address the TPB Members’ concerns relating to the impact
of the HKU GIC on Ebenezer and protect the visually impaired community, while retaining
an adequately sized site for HKU, should it deem this location as the most suitable for the
HKU GIC development.

Conclusion

This further representation has expressed Ebenezers views on the proposed
amendments to the Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. Ebenezer strongly opposes the proposed

11



“‘Undetermined” zone for the Amendment Site, and it is proposed that the site should be
reverted {o its original "Green Belt” zone and R(C)6 zone. However, should TPB proceed
to rezone the site to "U” zone, it is proposed and strongly recommended, that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reverted to the original “GB” zone, as shown in Figure
3. This would protect the visually impaired people of Ebenezer, and ensure that the future
development at this site is appropriate to its context and respects the neighbourhood in
this part of Pck Fu Lam. If any portion of the “U” zone is to be retained, then the revised
ES in Appendix 3 should he adopted.

January 2025
Masterplan Limited
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Appendix 1 TPB Decision sent by emafl on the 13 December 2024

(Portion relating to Amendment ltem A)

The TPB decided to partially meet R55 (part), R206 (part), R251 to R3189, R3191 to
R3372, R3374 to R3523, R3525 to R3615 and R3634 to R3659, and {o propose
amendments fo the draft OZP by rezoning the ltem A Site from "OU(Global Innovation
Centre)" to "U". The proposed amendments to the draft OZP, Explanatory Staterment and
Notes as set out in Annexes Vill, 1X and X of TPB Paper No. 10987 respectively would be
exhibited for public inspection under section 6C(2) of the Town Planning Ordinance (the
Ordinance). -

The TPB decided not to uphold R3190, R3373, R3524, R3616 to R3633, R3660 and
R3661, and considered that the draft OZP should not be amended to meet the
representations for the following reasons:

Amendment lfem A

(a)

(b)

(c)

Item A is to take forward the initiative of the 2021 Policy Address to develop the proposed
Global Innovation Centre (the Centre) for deep technology research in Pok Fu Lam to
consolidate Hong Kong's leading position in basic research. Innovation, Technology and
Industry Bureau (ITIB) affirms that the Centre aligns with the policy goals to enhance Hong
Kong's status as an international innovation and technology (1&T) hub while consalidating
its strength in upstream basic research. [TIB also takes the view that the Centre is a
distinct initiative pursued by the University of Hong Kong (HKU) concerning mainly basic
research in the upstream and related teaching/academic facilities near its existing
campus, while government-initiated initiatives such as San Tin Technopole in the Northem
Metropolis have different foci and functions in the I1&T ecosystem and that the latter is not
meant to supersede or substitute the former;

in planning terms, the proposed use at the ltem A site is not incompatible with the
surrounding educational, institutional, hospital and residential uses;

taking into account the HKU’s recent announcement that it would take some time to
strategically review and amend the development plan of the Centre, including reducing
the density of the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the
sethack area from neighbouring buildings, designating more green spaces, elc. fo address
stakeholders’ opinions as much as practicable, and its indication that the project team will
endeavour to step up engagement with the community through various channels so as to
improve the development proposal and provide timely project updates in the upcoming
process, the ftem A Site is proposed to be rezoned to “Undetermined” as an interim land
use zoning to alfow the HKU to review its plan; and

13



Appendix 2 “Undetermined Zone” Proposed Explanatory Statement

7.9

"Undetermined” (*U}"}): Totaf Area 4.72 ha

7.8.1 To consclidate Hong Kong's leading position in basic research, the 2021 Policy Address

announced that the Government has accepted in principle the proposal from the University
of Hong Kong (HKU) to reserve a site in Pok Fu Lam for HKU to construct facilities for
deep technology research. Pursuance to this policy initiative, an area largely zoned
“Green Belt” and “Residential (Group C)6” between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria
Road was rezoned to "OU" annotated “Global Innovation Centre”, subject to a maximum
gross floor area of 222,720m2 (including not more than 10,620m2 domestic gross floor
area) and a maximum building height of 158mPD. The planning intention is primarily to
provide land for development of the proposed Global Innovation Centre by HKU for deep
technology research. It would provide development space for accommodating a variety
of deep technology basic research and supporting facifities, including research, academic,
exhibition and conferences, scholar residence/staff quarters, supporiing catering,
recreational and other facilities.  The draft Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 incorporating
the amendments was exhibited for public inspection under section 5 of the Ordinance on
22 March 2024, :

7.9.2 Subsequently, in view of HKU’s decision to take some time to strategically amend the

development plan of the Centre, e.g. reducing the density of the proposed development
and bulk of the buflding(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring buildings,
designating more green spaces, efc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable, and to step up engagement with the community through various channels so
as fo improve the development proposal, the land has been rezoned from “OU” annotated
“Global Innovation Cenire” to "U”. The “U” zone is infended to alfow HKU to review ifs
original plan and adjust it in response to stakeholders' views.  The long-ferm use and
devefopment parameters of the site would be determined after HKU’s submission of a
revised proposal, which would go through public consuitation and the Govermment's
examination, and would be subject to another round of statutory town planning procedures
for proposed amendments to the OZP. As the development parameters are subject to
changes pending HKU'’s review, and interim zoning arrangement as a stop gap measure
fo allow flexibility to take on board the outcome of the review is necessary.

14



Appendix 3 : Proposed Alternative Wording of the Explanatory Statement

7.9

7.9.1

7.9.2

7.9.3

Undetermined “U"

In early 2024 the University of Hong Kong (HKU) submitted to government a proposal to
develop a portion of government land between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road for a
deep technology research centre. After consideration of the HKU proposal and
government departmental comments, on the 22 March 2024 the TPB amended the draft
Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 incorporating the proposals for public inspection under
section 5 of the Ordinance. 3,877 valid representations were received and 3 days of
hearing were held in early November 2024.

After consideration of the representations the TPB decided not to accept the proposal by
HKU, but to amend the zoning to "U". It was concluded that there was inadequate
consideration of alternative sites, that consideration of land use compatibility, development
intensity, impacts on traffic, visual, landscape, ecological, environmental, geotechnical,
public health and safety aspects, as well as the public consultation was inadequate. HKU
should consider alternative locations in other areas such as the Northern Metropolis. If
HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, it should provide
more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the development of the Centre.
Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding the idea of establishing a
self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with the surrounding
developments. In undertaking the further study no development shall be proposed within
35m of the Ebenezer school boundaries in the R(C)zone or GIC zone, and no building
built in front of Ebenezer shall have a height greater than 130mPD

No application under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance for a similar proposal
would be processed by the TPB under the "U" zoning. If, on conclusion of the review by
HKU the "U" site was considered to be the most suitable site, then the proposal would
need to be resubmitted to the TPB with supporting technical information. Should the
proposal be accepted by the TPB the “U" zone would need to be amendment to a suitable
alternative zone to allow the development to proceed.
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3 January 2025 By Hand and Email (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)
The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road

North Point

Hong Kong

Dear Sir/Madam,

Further Representation Relating to
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22
under Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance

Further Representation Statement

We are acting on behalf of the Ebenezer New Hope School (“ENHS”) (“the Further
Representer”) to make this Further Representation to the Town Planning Board (“TPB”).
This Further Representation relates to the Proposed Amendment to the Draft Pok Fu
Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 (the “Draft OZP”") made to the TPB under
Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance (CAP. 131) (“TPO”/ “the Ordinance™).

The particular matters to which this Further Representation relate are in Opposition to
Proposed Amendment Item A shown on the Amendment Plan No. R/S/H10/22-A1,
and the Notes, Schedule of Use and Explanatory Statement (“ES™) related to the
Proposed Amendment Item A of the Draft OZP, i.e.
e Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road (the “Site™)
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U™).

In addition, this Further Representation is also based on the government press release
on 29 November 2024! (“the Press Release™), and the minutes of the 1327™ Meeting of
the Town Planning Board held on 1, 4, 5, and 29 November 2024% (“TPB minutes™).

I Government Press Release (29 November 2024) - Town Planning Board decides to amend zoning of
Global Innovation Centre site in Pok Fu Lam to "Undetermined":
https://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/202411/29/P2024112900435 . htm

2 Minutes of the 1327th Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 1, 4, 5, and 29 November 2024:

SR A https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_e.pdf;
https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_el.pdf:
https://www.ipb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_e2.pdf;
https://www.pb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_e3.pdf
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Nurturing PRIDE

The Further Representer objects the location of the Global Innovation Centre at the
Site and demand to the Site to revert to “Green Belt” (“GB”), “Residential (Group
C)6” (“R(C)6”) and area shown as ‘Road’ originally zoned in the Approved Pok Fu
Lam OZP No. S/H10/21.

The Proposed Amendment of rezoning the site from “OU(Global Innovation Centre)”
to “U” would presume the site is developable, and is still considered as an upzone from
the original land uses having a majority of area zoned as “GB” with the general
presumption against development. On the contrary, the TPB minutes has suggested that
the University of Hong Kong (“HKU™) has yet to provide strong justifications for the
preferred site, conduct adequate technical assessments to address local concerns, and
provide further clarifications on establishing a self-contained facility. Based on the
abovementioned, the Site shall revert to the original zonings to reflect the current
planning intention, i.e. “primarily for the conservation of the existing natural
environment amid the built-up areas/at the urban fringe, to' safeguard it from
encroachment by urban type development, and to provide additional outlets for passive
recreational activities. There is a general presumption againsit development within this
zone . As stated in the Explanatory Statement of the Draft OZP, “development within
this zone is normally not permitted unless otherwise approved by the Board based on
very strong planning grounds". Given the Site is currently a densely vegetated slope
and there are no strong justifications for the proposed Global Innovation Centre to be
located in the Site, the proposed “U” zone is deemed not suitable as it will set an
undesirable precedent with a presumption for development.

It was frequently mentioned in the submitted representations and the hearing of
representations and further summarized as one of the major views of the TPB members
in both the Press Release and TPB minutes that HKU should consider alternative
locations in Pok Fu Lam and other places such as the Northern Metropolis, particularly
in the San Tin Technopole. The Further Representer concurs with the above and would
like to reiterate the strong opposition of the Global Innovation Centre to be located at
the Site considering the close distance of less than 15m from the School which is
detrimental to the safety and quality of the learning environment for the students and
boarders with visual impairment cum intellectual and physical disabilities. The Further
Representer sincerely seek the Government and HKU to reconsider the site selection
with the changing planning circumstances including the Northern Metropolis Action
Agenda 2023 since the announcement of the policy direction in the 2021 Policy Address.
The proposed “U” zone fails to reflect the views of the public and TPB members and
impedes the possibility for an alternative location of the Global Innovation Centre.
Should HKU consider an alternative location for the Global Innovation Centre, TPB

3 Schedule of Uses of Green Belt of the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 (p.25)
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would have to use extra resources to go through additional statutory town planning
process to revert the Site back to the original “GB” and “R(C)6” zones and area shown
as ‘Road’.

Referring to the TPB minutes dated 29 November 2024, there were discussions
regarding the possibility for HKU to exchange land with the Ebenezer, as well as
relocation of the Ebenezer to another location so that the land could be released to HKU
for the development of the Global Innovation Centre® . The Further Representer would
like to clarify that the ENHS site remained to be zoned as “G/IC” without being part of
the S.12A Planning Application No. Y/H10/14 for residential use and was granted to
Ebenezer by Private Treaty with a condition that prohibits assignment. The ENHS site
cannot be assigned to HKU for the Global Innovation Centre’s future expansion by
Ebenezer due to lease condition. Moreover, while relocation of the existing services of
Ebenezer is under planning and discussion and is yet to be confirmed, there were no
plans for the changing of use for the ENHS site. The site currently accommodating the
ENHS will remain under Ebenezer’s ownership and will continue to serve the visually
impaired. It is intended that the future use of the ENHS site will include training services,
daycare centre and youth support for the visually impaired, should the existing services
of the Ebenezer, including ENHS, be relocated to Tung Chung.

The Further Representer therefore sincerely request the TPB to reconsider the revision
of the Proposed Amendment Item A shown on the Amendment Plan No. R/S/H10/22-
A1, and to revert the Site to “Green Belt” (“GB”), “Residential (Group C)6” (“R(C)6™)
and area shown as ‘Road’ originally shown on the Approved OZP No. S/H10/21 to
facilitate a more comprehensive assessment of the proposed development of the Global
Innovation Centre.

Yours f‘aithl‘hli}t

IFor and on behalf of
Ebenezer New Hope School

0"

Dr Alice Yuk Tak Fun, BBS, JP
Chief Executive Officer

4 Para. 9(e) of TPB minutes dated 29 November 2024 — “HKU might consider exchanging land with the

for a Better World

MR Ebenezer, allowing the Item A site, “R(C)6" site and the Ebenezer site to form a more cohesive area for
the development of the Centre.”
5 Para. 30 of TPB minutes dated 29 November 2024 — “Regarding the impacts of the Centre on the
Ebenezer, it might be desirable for the Ebenezer to relocate to another location. Upon relocation, land
SERVICES FB ¥ Hi{: currently occupied by Ebenezer could be released to HKU for the Centre’s future expansion. ™
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Further Representation Number:
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Reference No.

For Official Use Only i Lot
Al R A Date Received

Wl H
1. The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board (the Board) before the expiry of the specified plan exhibition period.
The completed form and supporting documents (if any) should be sent to the Secretary, Town Planning Board, 15/F, North Point Government
Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
St — 0 B AT S T PR R e T A S (M ™ 000 ) B« POy 2 B R AT Bt — 2 e LR S
(F7) MU A I pry e T 333 AL PGS 5 15 AR AL 2 B e Al

2. Please read the “Town Planning Board Guidelines on Submission and Processing of Representations and Further Representations” befare you

fill in this form. The Guidelines can be abtained from the Secretariat of the Board (15/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road,
North Point, Hong Kong — Tel.: 2231 4810 or 2231 4835) and the Planning Enquiry Counters (PECs) of the Planning Department (Hotline: 2231
5000) (17/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong and 14/F., Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tin, New Territories), or downloaded fram the Board’s website at http://www.tpb.gov.hk/.
Y EE R I ST T T R TR (5 R B e Bt — SG e, TS T S eIl 5 |« JEIRS oI
P B (M Il fr R 333 SIL MBS 15 Bl - BENE: 2231 4810 B 2231 4835 PN I MITTR At dip (2 2231
5000)( AL AN 333 SRILAEON G E 17 BRI T OH A 1 SO HBOIT S E 14 4% %0 JRE] fE 4 LT HTHY BT
(434t htp://www.tpb.gov.hk/) -

3. This form can be downloaded from the Board's website, and obtained from the Secretariat of the Board and the PECs of the Planning
Department, The form should be typed or completed in block letters, preferably in both English and Chinese.  The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

At BT AT EG S ET T 70T 6 G TR R MR AL 0 R A - Hibet e — b ety AL AT TEN AT e BATE
R BT A BURERIRERPE ST W R AR OLATRR TR o S8 S fr e U — 2 e AR B R RO B -

4. Inaccordance with the Town Planning Ordinance (the Ordinance), the Board will make available all further representations received for public
inspection as soon as reasonably practicable at the Board's website and the PECs.  The further representations will be available for public
inspection until the Chief Executive in Council has made a decision on the plan in question under section 9 of the Ordinance.

F ClATERIEEY (R TR ) 2 M@ e SR IE el FTRUER T St R sIny i — i ERRE 2 P i A FL
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1. Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)

REEEE—SHMROAL (T TE-FHMA, )

Full Name #5144 [ 4470 (Mismiddin/Company/Gegasisasions 4/t /4012 E1 /B )
Goreway Limited

(Note: for submission by person, full name shown on Hong Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)
GERE: 358 AR HN LSS S WAl £ 4)

2. Authorized Agent (if applicable) 1 % # {QE A (203 F )

Full Name 44 / 4515 (Mhenbban/ Company/Qeganisstiont S0/ / 204/ 2 B /HEHE" )
Masterplan Limited

(Note: for submission by person, full name shown on Hong Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)
Gl #5{E AR - En LU FEES AT £ )

* Delete as appropriate {254~ 3 %

Please fill in “NA” for not applicable item G {1 T ¥ 9T IS © FH#A] |




Form No. SBD__ b S6D B
3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary}”
E—HHMFERHOE R E & 2 HR A

I h the fi i | | .
Plan to which the further representation relates {please Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No.S/H10/22

specify the name and number of the plan to which the
proposed amendments is make)

STl — 4 S AT RY (SRR AR R T A B £ T e
0

Nature of and reasons for the further representation E—3b 8k Ay - B

Are you supporting or
Subject matters FRHYEe opposing the subject matter? Reason HRphH*
R L R ST BN ILAE?

Amendment ltem A Please refer to the enclosed
' Further Representation Statement

d

support 3
& oppose ¥

(O support FHF
[ oppose R
] support ¥#F
[l oppose fZ¥

support W
oppose FFEH

CO

# Il the further representation contains more than 20 pages, or any page larger than A4 size, 4 hard copies and 1 soft copy are required to be
provided for the submissien.  Provision of email address is also required.

FEil— 35 F LR 20 ELEGAT L] — BLA N A QUATHEASRENEA — U (53 45 S TR IERE AL » (Chinese transfation
to be updated)

@  Please specify the amendment itern number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.

FIREIATEN ST DR BRI R ARINSS TIRE 3 -

A Please also note that section 6D(3}(3B) of the Ordinance pravides that any further representation received under section 6D{1} may be
treated as not having been made if, in the opinion of the Board that, the reason for the further representation Is a reason concerning
compensation ar assistance, relating to, or arising from resurnption/acquisition/clearance/obitaining vacant possession of any land by the
Government. The above matters should be dealt with In accordance with the relevant statutory provisions on compensation and/or
promulgated policy on compensation.  Should yeu have any views on compensation or assistance matters, you may separately raise your
views to the Director of Lands or the relevant authority. 2T + #R{F 6DQN3BMAITAT » R L GEL I IRIEES 6O NRUCEIRIL (A itk
— i RN AR R BRSBTS R T - e 2 MU AT R T 3 (RO P R R RIE R M — 25 T

B o R RYCTRE SRR RN AN (AR R RE A TR R I ECR R - MEREIEUR TR ER - TSR
U EHEACETINES IR - ‘
Please fill “NA” for not applicable item Bi{EBMMANIENIE T FilfiH |
4 at the appropriate box AL RUWHT AN L @ 5



MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

7H B O W BB RS R BR v E)

The Secretary 3 January 2025
Town Planning Board

15/F North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong By Hand

Dear Sir,

Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22
Further Representation under Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance

| refer to the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 with the amendments proposed
by the Town Planning Board published on 13 December 2024 (the revise Draft OZP) that is
currently inviting Further Representation.

We are authorised by Goreway Limited, a property owner of No.138 Pok Fu Lam Road, to
make a Further Representation in relation to the revised Draft OZP pursuant to Section 6D(1)
of the Town Panning Ordinance. Specifically, the Further Representation relates to
Amendment Item A of the revised Draft OZP.

Please find enclosed the following in support of the Further Representation:

i. Form
ii.  Authorisation letter from the Further Representor
iii. Further Representation Statement, which sets out the nature of and reasons for the
Further Representation and the amendment proposed to the revised Draft OZP

Yours faithfully,

/(/.j',
{_"J/'/

|.T. Brownlee
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

Enc
GC Client

RECEIVED
03 JAN 2025

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880 Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk




GOREWAY LIMITED

(Continued in BVI with limited liability)
19/F., Bank of East Asia Harbour View Centre,  Telephone No: 2510 1100

No. 56 Gloucester Road, Wanchai, Hong Kong  Facsimile No: 2131 8222

Masterplan Limited 30 December 2024
3516B China Merchants Tower

Shun Tak Centre

200 Connaught Road Central

Hong Kong

Dear Sir or Madam,

Authorisation Letter
Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22-A1

We, Goreway Limited, the Further Representer, hereby authorises Masterplan Limited to act on
our behalf in submitting this Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22-A 1 and to handle all planning matters related
to the Further Representation.

Yours faithfully,
For and on behalf of
GOREWAY LIMITED

--------------------------------

Director(s)/Seeretary-

Yik Chok Man

Director

FY/epcl

FHMFE LT 6 SR BR/THERF 10



Further Representation
To

The Proposed Amendment to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 made by the Town Flanning Board

Submitted by

Goreway Limited

Further Representation Statement
Prepared by

Masterplan Limited

January 2025



1.1

2.1

2.2

Introduction

This Further Representation is made pursuant to Section 6D(1) of
the Town Planning Ordinance. It relates to the proposed amendments to
the Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 ("OZP") made by
the Town Planning Board ("TPB") published on 13 December 2024
(‘revised Draft Plan"). This Further Representation is prepared by
Masterplan Limited, on behalf of Goreway Limited who is a property owner of
No.138 Pok Fu Lam Road and has previously submitted
Representation No.260 to the Draft Plan in May 2024,

The Proposed Amendment in the Revised Draft Plan to which the Further
Representation Relates

This Further Representation relates to the proposed amendments to the Plan and
Notes of the revised Draft Plan made by the TPB under its decision to partially
meet the Representations (TFB's decision) that reads as follows: -

I Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on the Plan

ftem A - Rezoning of a site befween Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated "Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU (Global Innovation Centre)”) to "Undetermined” (“U").

I Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

a) Revision fo the covering Notes to incorporate development restrictions
for “U" zone.

b) Revision fo the Schedule of Uses and the Remarks of the Notes for the
“Other Specified Uses” zone to delete all the provisions related to the
“OU (Global Innovation Centre)” zone.

In addition, the TPB has also published amendments to the Explanatory Statement
(ES) of the revised Draft Plan, by deleting para. 7.8.6 to 7.8.8 relating to the
*““OU (Global Innovation Centre)” zone and including a new para. 7.9 relating to the
proposed "U" zone. These proposed amendments to the ES are also relevant and
are therefore referred to in this Further Representation.

The Nature of and Reasons for the Further Representation

The nature for the Further Representation

This Further Representation objects to the rezoning of the site of the
Amendment ltem A (“Amendment Site”) to "U" as shown on the Plan, and to the
planning controls for the “U" zone stipulated in the Notes and the ES of the
revised Draft Plan.

Reference is made to the TPB's deliberation of the Representations in respect of
the Draft Plan recorded in the meeting minutes of 29 November 2024
("Meeting Minutes™). The conclusion in para. 33 of the Meeting Minutes, listing the
range of issues to be resolved by the University of Hong Kong (HKU), shows that

2



3.1.4

3.2

3.2.1

the original Global Innovation Centre proposal for the consideration of the TPB and
the public is yet to prove its suitability at the Amendment Site. Specifically,
there are concerns on the views and visual amenity obtained from Pok Fu Lam
Road, which have been considered unacceptable by the TPB members.

However, the proposed “U” zoning permits an application to be made for a
Global Innovation Centre with development parameters of the original proposal.
This application to the TPB could be made prior to the HKU carrying out a site
search for an alternative location, or before a review of the design scheme had
been carried out including a reduction in building density, bulk and height.
Furthermare, the TPB discussion on the possibility for the Global Innovation Centre
to relocate and/ or expand to the adjoining "Residential (Group C) 6” zoned site
(“R(C)6" Site”) is immature and inappropriate given the Representations
presented to the TPB.

The following section sets out the reasons for the Further Representation. It should

pe noted that the concerns raised and the information included in the

Representation (No.260) submitted in May 2024, remain relevant and should be

referred to. However, to avoid repetition, only the points most relevant to the -
proposed amendments in the revised Draft Plan are discussed in this

Further Representation.

The “U” zoning pre-empts the technical feasibility of a reduced building density,
bulk and height of the Global Innovation Centre meeting the HKU and the TPB's
requirements that remain unknown '

Amongst the range of issues of the original Global Innovation Centre proposal that
have not been accepted by the TPB members, and are yet to be resolved by
the HKU, include the excessive building density, bulk and height with respect to
the public views and visual amenity obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road. This is
evident in the foilowing relevant paragraphs in the Meeting Minutes:

“15. Regarding the design of the Cenire, some Members expressed the
~ following views for HKLU's consideration when reviewing its proposal:

(a) HKU should enhance the design including reducing building density and
bulk, lowering BH and providing building gaps from neighbouring buildings

(b) given the elongated configuration and steep terrain of the ltem A Site,
HKU should take into account the topographical context to protect the natural
environment and minimise adverse visual and air ventilation impacts in the
revised proposal. The revised design should take info consideration public
views from PFLR towards the sea as indicated by a representer (R260)"

“33(d) HKU should enhance the design of the Centre, including reducing
density and bulk, lowering building height and increasing setback from
neighbouring buildings”.



3.2.2

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

Hence, the building density, bulk and height of the proposed Global Innovation
Centre is extremely problematic. Alongside the other issues to be resolved,
the proposed design scheme is far from being acceptable in planning terms and is
yet to be proven to be suitable at the Amendment Site.

There is also a complete lack of certainty that a technically feasible design scheme
of the Global Innovation Centre that meets the HKU's needs would be able to meet
the planning considerations such as building height, density, bulk, setback area
and green spaces, as mentioned in reason (c) of the TPB decision. This is
particularly the case when the Global Innovation Centre is a niche use supposedly
with such special requirements as floor plate size, head room thereby
building height, GFA for viability. It is possible that such significant adjustment
may not be practicable, and a suitable compromised scheme may not be
achievable.

The "U” zoning pre-empts the protection of the publid views and visual amenity
obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road

It is important fo preserve the public views and visual amenity obtained from
Pok Fu Lam Road. This is pursuant to the planning principles established in
para. 5.2 of the ES of the Draft Plan relating to the planning intention of
the Planning Scheme Area protecting the public views and amenity and
general character of Pok Fu Lam Road. It also relates to Chapter 11 of Hong Kong
Planning Standards and Guidelines relating to the gradation of building height at
hillsides, as elaborated in the original Representation No.260.

The Further Representer ‘continues to have legitimate expectations based on the
fact that para. 5 of the ES remains unchanged and protection of public views from
Pok Fu Lam Road is an important planning principle.  Therefore, any
future development at the Amendment Site should not adversely affect the existing
public view shed obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road, with distanced open views
across the Amendment Site, and across the adjoining “R(C)6" Site where
the 137mPD building height restriction also remains unchanged.
The TPB members have also accepted and validated this issue, as shown in the
relevant paragraphs of the Meeting Minutes quoted in para. 3.2.1 above.

However, there is no certainty that a revised Global Innovation Centre proposal for
consideration of the relevant Government departments would adequately assess
and mitigate the potential visual impact, for the following reasons:

i. The original proposal is not considered to have suitably addressed the
potential impact on Pok Fu Lam Road. Yet the Government departmental
comments considered it not incompatible with the surrounding medium-rise
residential uses, with several developments already exceeding the level of
Pok Fu Lam Road, and generally in line with the existing stepped building
height profile descending towards the sea. The Chief Town Planner/
Urban Design and Landscape of the Planning Department had no adverse
comment on the Visual Impact Assessment submitted by HKU, even though
it did not include the fundamentally relevant public viewpoint of concern from
Pok Fu Lam Road. The statement from the TPB Secretary that viewpoints
identified in the Visual Impact Assessment, which covered Pok Fu Lam Road

4



3.4

3.4.1

342

3.5

3.5.1

comply with the requirements of the relevant TPB Guidelines did not provide
accurate or adequate advice to the TPB. (Meeting minutes, para. 6 (r), (bb)
and {cc))

ii. Thereis no indication by the TPB or Government departments on what would
be a suitable extent of reduction in building density, bulk and height, or the
likely future public views and visual amenity to be obtained from Pok Fu Lam
Road as a result of the revised proposal.

The “U" zoning and the ES pre-determine a decision that the siting of
a Global Innovation Centre will be at the Amendment Site

The TPB considers that the HKU should explore alternative sites for
the Global Innovation Centre in Pok Fu Lam and other areas, such as
the Northern Metropolis. (Meeting Minutes para. 9(c)) Hence, the siting of
the HKU's Global Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site is yet to be
established.

Separately, Reason (a) of the TPB's decision makes reference to the
Chief Executive's Policy Address and the Innovation, Technology and Industry
Bureau's Policy Support for a Global Innovation Centre near the existing
HKU campus. It is considered that the Policy Address and the Policy Support would
at best be a part of the HKU’s rationale in siting the Global Innovation Centre at
the Amendment Site. The policy statements should by no means contribute to the
arguments of the suitability of the Amendment Site for the
proposed development in planning terms, and let alone constitute a reason for a
planning decision to rezone the Amendment Site to “U”. They have unnecessarily
influenced the TPB's statutory functions to consider the siting of the HKU's
Global Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site independently and professionally.

The wording of the "U" zoning permits the original Global Innovation Centre
proposal by way of Section 16 Application, without_a precondition for a

revised proposal to undergo_another round of OZP amendments

The "U" zoning permits essentially all uses on application to the TPB under
Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance, and is contrary to the intended
stopgap arrangement in the interim for the HKU to review the proposal. It is
possible that another round of OZP amendment required to rezone
the Amendment Site to an appropriate zoning in the future could be
subsequent to, and merely reflect the development at the site as approved under
the Section 16 application. Such OZP amendment would likely be at a time when
the proposals are no longer at a formative stage, and are a fait accompli.
The procedures for the OZP amendment for land use rezoning being undergone
and the Section 16 application for development permission are compared in the
enclosed Table 1. The former is subjected to the TPB and
Government departments’ scrutiny of technical aspects and public comments,
which is about 1.5 month longer consultation time period and with the opportunity
for oral submission to be heard in front of the TPB, and is more stringent.
These steps are deprived in the "U" zoning, which has statutory force,
permitting the sidestepping of the fairness and integrity of the otherwise applicable
OZP amendrnent requirements,



3.5.2

3.5.3

3.6

3.6.1

3.6.2

3.6.3

Worse, there is inadequate planning control on the possible future development
density, bulk and height at the Amendment Site. The Notes for the “U" zoning
do not stipulate any development restriction. The ES stipulates the development
parameters of the original Global Innovation Centre proposal that have already
been considered by the TPB as problematic, and it does not form part of the
statutory Plan. The only part that does form part of the Plan is covering Notes
para. 9 which reads, “In the "Undetermined” zone, all uses or developments except
those specified in paragraph (7) above require planning permission from the
Town Planning Board”.

It is unnecessary to rezone the Amendment Site to “U” in the interim pending the
HKU's completion of the review. In the OZP amendment procedure for the
proposed Global Innovation Centre being undergone, a reversion to "Green Belt"
in view of the far from acceptable design scheme and the proposed of "U"
are compared in the enclosed Table 2. There is no apparent difference in the
procedure and processing time for an implementation of a revised
Global Innovation Centre proposal at the Amendment Site.

The "U" zoning sidesteps a genuine response to the Representations,
and the TPB is vet to discharge its duty

The TPB's decision to rezone the Amendment Site to “U” is considered not
an appropriate way te discharge its dufy to promote the health, safety, convenience
and general welfare of the community under the long title of the
Town Planning Ordinance, for the reasons below.

The “U" zoning is effectively a result of the TPB not having the benefit of
an understanding of the potential impacts associated with the Global Innovation
Centre proposal, which is to be substantially revised to resolve the range of
concerns of the TPB members. Should a site be deemed to be suitable for
a land use, the TPB could impose development restrictions and it would he up to
the proponent to seek minor relaxation or amend the development restrictions
under the relevant town planning controls. To the contrary, and as per the case of
the Global Innovation Centre, should the suitability of development at a site is
yet to be proven, the TPB should keep the zoning as it has originaily approved
i.e. "Green Belt" and "R(C)8", and this is not uncommon in the track record of the
TPB's decisions on rezoning applications under Section 12A of the Town Planning
Ordinance, It is iilogical not to revert the zoning of the Amendment Site to
“Green Belt’ and "R(C)&” in the interim.

The TPB members have concerns on the proposed building height raised in the
Representations, but have not qualified the impact, and rely on the HKU's
revised proposal to take into consideration the public views from Pok Fu Lam Road
towards the sea and Visual Impact Assessment to the satisfaction of
relevant Government departments. (Meeting Minutes para. 15 and 6{cc)).
This approach is considered fo have sidestepped a genuine response to the
Representations that have been argued before the TPB.



3.6.4

3.6.5

3.7

3.7.1

The "U” zone does not enable the Representers to understand the future views
and visual amenity obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road. The proposal will either be
insufficiently adjusted, by simply applying 158mPD at the Amendment Site
because it is technically permissible under a Section 16 application, for reasons as
discussed in para.3.3.3 above. Alternatively, the proposal would be significantly
altered to the extent that the future building density, bulk and height is unknown,
and not subject to a rational decision making process.

In any case, the TPB should by no means indicate the original proposed 158mPD
in the ES of the revised Draft OZP as the TPB has already accepted this height to
be problematic. It is considered 137mPD is the minimum, in following
the long established character of the locality namely the adjoining "R(C)6" Site,
to preserve the existing public view shed obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road
across the “R(C)6" Site and the Amendment Site in accordance with the
astablished planning principles.

The TPB's discussion on the possibility for the Global Innovation Centre to relocate
or expand to the adioininq "R{C) 6" Site is immature and inappropriate.

The TPB's conclusion states that the HKU should consider whether
the “R(C)6" Site was more suitable for achieving HKU's objective.
(Meeting Minutes para. 33(b) and 34(c)). This Further Representation strongly
objects to this for the following reasons: . ’

i There is no adequate reason why a Global Innovation Centre should be
located in what is largely a residential and heavily vegetated area.

ii. It is important to retain the low and medium density residential use at the
“R(C)6" Site, to preserve the character of the locality as intended in the
Planning Intention of the Planning Scheme Area.

iii. The “R(C)6" Site has been zoned for residential use for about 40 years, and
has remained undeveloped and in the ownership of the Government due to
the Pok Fu Lam Moratorium. This status should not affect its developability
for residential uses.

iv. A Global Innovation Centre at the "R(C)6" Site, which is at the same hillside
and located at the higher side than the Amendment Site, would result in
worse visual impact on Pok Fu Lam Road. This is not acceptable in relation
to the ES of the OZP. '

v. The Global Innovation Centre is already controversial as reflected by the
3383 opposing Representations, its relocation or expansion to the
“R{C)6" Site is unlikely to address the impacts on neighbouring communities.

vi. The TPB members discussion on offering greater design flexibility,
accommodating setbacks for road improvement/ widening to improve traffic
flow, reducing the site area and building bulk at the Amendment Site,
particularly when viewed from Victoria Road, and providing opportunity for
more compensatory planting (Meeting Minutes, para. 9(d) and 34(c)) would
merely spili over the impact of the development, shifting the problem from
Victoria Road to Pak Fu Lam Road which is specifically protected in the ES
of the OZP.

vii. The onus should be on the HKU to properly address and mitigate the issues
associated with the design scheme, namely reducing the building height to
137mPD in following the established planning principle for public view
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3.7.2

4.1

4.1.1

4.2

4.2.1

protection, and exploring alternative design approaches such as those
suggested in the original Representation No.260.

vili. Two TPB members have elucidated the reality, “similar to the Amendment
Site, development at the “R(C)6" Site might also have adverse visual impact
on the surrounding area. In addition, relaxation of the current building height
restriction (137mPD) of the “R(C)8" site to meet the design and space
requirements of the Global Innovation Centre would attract public
objections.” (Meeting Minutes, para.10)

ix. - The planning and design merits to integrate the Amendment Site with the
‘R(C)6" Site needs to be substantiated, to demonstrate the absolute
necessity against the overarching multi prone effort of the Government to
preserve existing and find new residential sites for housing supply.

The TPB members also mention a review of the overall building height profile for
the Southern District, noting many developments/ redevelopments in recent years.
(Meeting Minutes, para.16). This Further Representation objects to building height
increase at the “R(C)6” Site for the following reasons:

I The developments/ redevelopments with building height increase in the
Southern District are likely to be Government, Institution or Community
facilities or in the interest of public planning benefits, requiring partial uplift of
the Pok Fu Lam Moratorium. They are largely located outside the locality of
the Amendment Site and not having any visual impact on Pok Fu Lam Road
specifically protected in the ES of the OZP.

i, It is important to retain the building height at the "R(C)6" Site, to preserve the
character of the locality as intended in the Planning Intention of the
Planning Scheme Area.

The Amendments Proposed to the Revised Draft Plan

Qutline of the proposed amendments

The amendments proposed to the revised Draft Plan include the following:

i. On the Plan, revert to the original land use zoning as per OZP No.SfH10/21;
or

ii. Inthe Notes, delete the provision for permissible development under Section
16 application; or .

jii. On the Plan and in the Notes, impose 137mPD building height restriction or
less (including roof top structures, and without minor relaxation clause),
and the requirement for Layout Plan and Visual Impact Assessment
submission in Section 16 application.

Revert 10 the original land use zoning as per OZP No.S/H10/21

The “U* at the Amendment Site shown on the Plan is proposed te be reverted to
the original “Green Belt" and “R(C)6" and “Road” as per OZP No.S/H10/21,
for reasons discussed in para. 3.2 to 3.6 above,



4.3
4.3.1

4.4

4.4.1

4.4.2

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Delete the provision for permissible development under Section 16 application

Should the proposed amendment to revert to the original zoning discussed in para.
4.2 above not be supported by the TPB, the provision in para. 8 of
the covering Notes permitting development in the “U" zone through Section 16 to
the TPB is proposed to be deleted. With this, the ES is proposed to be amended,
to indicate no development is permissible without another round of
OZP amendment as a precondition, this is except the respective uses under
Column 1 and 2 of the "Green Belt” zoning.

Impose 137mPD building height restriction or less (including roof top structures.
and without minor relaxation clause), and the requirement for Layout Plan and

Visual Impact Assessment submission in_Section 16 application.

Should the proposed amendment in para. 4.2 or 4.3 above not be supported by
the TPB, 137mPD building height restriction or less (including roof top structures,
and without minor relaxation clause) for the future development at “U” should be
stipulated on the Plan and in the Notes of the OZP (and the ES be amended as
appropriate).

It is also proposed that a requirement under the Section 16 application be
introduced, for a Layout Plan addressing the disposition of buildings within the
proposed development and a Visual impact Assessment including a viewpoint on
Pok Fu Lam Road across the Amendment Site addressing the ES of the OZP to
be submitted to the TPB for approval.

Conclusion

The proposed Global Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site is yet to prove to
the TPB that a suitable siting and design scheme could be achieved.
The significantly adverse impact on the existing public views and visual amenity at
Pok Fu Lam Road protected under the ES of the OZP indicates that the proposed
amendment is not suitable for this purpose.

The proposed “U" zoning does not properly address these concerns,
but prematurely indicates the suitability of the proposed Global Innovation Centre
at Amendment Site. Worse, it permits its development in the form of its original
design scheme prior to the HKU's review and findings.

The TPB's decision to amend the zone to “U" is considered unable to discharge its
duty to ascertain the potential impact of the development of the Amendment Site
and to genuinely respond to the Representations.

The TPB's favourable consideration of this Further Representation is sought,
in accepting the reasons for the concerns on the "U" zoning and the proposed
amendments in relation to Amendment ltem A of the revised Draft Plan.



Table 1. Comparison of the planning procedure required for a development of a site by
way of Section 18 application and QZP Amendment

Section 16 application for
development permission
(permissible under in "U")

0OZP Amendment for land
use rezoning

{not made a precaondition in
IIUII)

Difference in planning
procedure

The proponent submits a
proposed development
scheme, to the Planning
Committee of the TPB

The proponent submits or
the Planning Department
initiates a proposed zoning,
fo the Planning Committee
of the TPB

Nil

Publication of the
application for public
comments for 2 weeks,
and more rounds should
there be further information
submitted by the proponent

{see discussion in v)

Government departments
assess the technical
aspects of the proposal

Government departments
assess the technical
aspects of the proposal

Nil

Representers and
considers the proposed
zoning

iv | The Planning Committee of | The Planning Committee of | (see discussion in vii)
the TPB considers the the TPB considers the
proposed development proposed zoning
scheme and public '
comments
v |- Gazette of the proposed OZP amendment requires
zoning in an amended OZP | a gazette, and is subject to
for Representations for 2 about 1.5 month longer
months public comment time
period
vi |- Government departments | The issues raised in
assess the issues raised in | Representations on OZP
the Representations amendment are scrutinised
vii | - The TPB hears the Representers on OZP

amendment are given with
the opportunity to make
oral submission in front of
the TPB
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Table 2 Comparison of the planning procedure required for the development of a Global
Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site under “U" and "Green Belt"

LR L

(currently proposed by the
TPB)

“Green Belt”

(under the original OZP
and praposed in the
Further Representation)

Difference in planning
procedure for the
development of a Global
Innovation Centre

The HKU completes a
review the Global
Innovation Centre proposal

The HKU completes a
review the Global
Innovation Centre proposal

Under “U”*, the HKU may
submit Section 16
application for the
development of a Glabal
Innovation Centre that is
merely subjected to 2
weeks public comment, i.e.
about 1.5 month less than
Representations and no
hearing of oral submission
in front of the TPB

PlanD proposes a new
zoning on the OZP for the
consideration of the
Planning Committee of the
TPB, upon the HKU's
revised proposal satisfying
the relevant Governments/
Bureaux' requirement

PlanD proposes a new
zoning on the OZP for the
consideration of the
Planning Commitiee of the
TPB, upon the HKU’s
revised proposal satisfying
the relevant Governments/
Bureaux' requirement

Gazette of the proposed
zoning in an amended OZP
for Representations for 2
months, upon the
agreement of Planning
Committee of the TPB

Gazette of the proposed
zoning in an amended OZP
for Representations for 2
months, upon the
agreement of Planning
Committee of the TPB

The timing of a rezoning
from “U”" can bhe
subsequent to Section 16
approval and merely reflect
the development at the site
as approved under the
Section 16 application,
likely at a time when the
proposals are no longer at
a formative stage as fait
accompli

HKU implementation of the
revised Global Innovation
Centre, upon the TPB’s
consideration of the
Representations and the
revised Global Innovation
Centre

HKU implementation of the
revised Global Innovation
Centre, upon the TPB's
consideration of the
Representations and the
revised Global Innovation
Centre

Other than facilitating a
permissible Global
innovation Centre by way
of Section 16 application
under "U", the OZP
amendment process from
“U" and "Green Belt” to an
appropriate zoning does
not have any difference in
the processing and time

ik
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Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51905

|

ME—P R A | 24 45¥] Company Island South Property Management

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO06

Plan to which the further representation relates: S/H10/22
B E e
Details of the Further Representation:
RSCRREN
HRMER?
FARREEREET Are you HH
Related Proposed Amendments suppm:tmg or Reasons
opposing the |.
subject
matter?
ftem A As the management of Bel-Air, we
would like to express our concerns
regarding the proposed amendment to
rezone the site for the Global Innovation
Centre (“GIC™) to a
“Undetermined” ( “U”) zone. During

the TPB hearing on 5 November 2024, it
became evident that HKU will
reconsider the selection of the site for
this development. We believe that the
proposed zoning of Item A to “U” is
premature and raises several concerns
that require careful consideration.

Firstly, we are concerned about the lack
of a clear rationale for rezoning item A
to “U”. TPB’s decision to rezone item A
to “U” appears have no legal basis under
Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning
Ordinance, as no representor has
specifically requested this rezoning,.
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Secondly, we believe that the proposed
GIC development, as currently
envisioned, is overly ambitious and
includes unnecessary structures. The
inclusion of residential units, restaurants,
and vast open spaces within the GIC
proposal significantly increases scale and
impact of development. We urge the
HKU to reconsider the scope of the
project and focus on a more streamlined
and efficient design that minimizes the
environmental and infrastructural burden
on the surrounding community.

Thirdly, we are deeply concerned about
the potential impact of the GIC
development on the already congested
traffic conditions in the Pok Fu Lam
area. The recent traffic arrangements
along Victoria Road for the Wah Fu
redevelopment project serve as a stark
reminder of the potential pitfalls of
inadequate planning. The severe
congestion that ensued, which led to the
suspension of traffic arrangement
measures by the CEDD on the very day
they were implemented, highlights a
glaring oversight.

We believe that any future development,
including the GIC, must undergo a
meticulous and comprehensive traffic
assessment to avoid repeating such
failures. The anticipated influx of
construction vehicles and additional
visitors would place further strain on an
already overburdened road network and
jpublic transport services in the Southern
District. This situation may compel
residents to rely more on private
vehicles, creating a vicious cycle of
worsening fraffic conditions.

Fourthly, we are troubled by the apparent
lack of consultation with the nearby
community, including Bel-Air residents,
The absence of a genuine dialogue raises
serious questions about the commitment
to addressing local needs and priorities.
It is imperative that community
engagement is prioritized to ensure that
any development reflects the concerns
and aspirations of those who will be

file://pld-egis3-app/Online_Comment/250103-181018-40337_Further_S_H10_22.html  06/01/2025
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most affected.

Finally, we believe that the Planning
Department should prioritize the use of
existing “Residential” zoned land in the
Pok Fu Lam area before considering the
rezoning of green belt (“GB”) land. A
perfectly sized and located RC6 area,
comprising 2.5hs, is located alongside
lthe GB and should be considered first
before any rezoning of GB takes place.
In light of these considerations, we
strongly urge the TPB to reconsider the
proposed amendment. It is crucial that
any development align with the needs
and priorities of the local community,
and that comprehensive traffic
management and mitigate measures are
put in place to address the cumulative
impact of this and other developments in
[ihe area.

We believe that a more thorough and
collaborative approach is necessary to
ensure that the GIC development is truly
beneficial to the community and does not
negatively impact the quality of life for
residents of Bel-Air and the surrounding
area.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2 January 2025

Further Representation from Gregory DE © EB to the Town Planning Board on the proposed
amendments to the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

I hereby submit this further representation in my capacity as the:

« Convenor of the Pokfulam IO Representative Group;
¢ Chairman of the Woodbury Court:10;
+ Spokesperson of the GIC Public Representation Group;

in respect of the zoning of Item A,

This further representation is in opposition to the proposed amendment to the Plan and the reasons are
set out below:

1. Error in the Appro'val Process under Para 6B(8) of the TPB Ordinance

1.1 The Town Planning Ordinance requires the Board to give due consideration to every
representation which has been made in respect of the proposed change to the zonings on the Outline
zoning plan under consideration. In this instance, the overwhelming majority (in excess of 90%) of
the more than 3500 representations were clearly in opposition to the proposed change.

1.2 Under Paragraph 6B(8) of the Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance the Board must decide whether
or not:

(a) to propose amendment to the plan in the manner proposed in the representation; or

(b) to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the opinion of the Board, will meet
the representation.

1.3 The Board decided to rezone the area identified as Item A to Undetermined, a “(U)” zoning,

1.4 No representation proposed that the plan be amended to include such an Undetermined, “(U)”,
zoning for Item A, and hence subparagraph “a” is not relevant to the consideration which the Board
made. It should be noted that the Planning Department, who had proposed such a zoning, cannot be
considered to have made arepresentation under the Ordinance, and in any event that proposal was
made after 22 May 2024, the closing date for the receipt of representations.
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1.5 Under subparagraph “b” the Board has the authority to decide whether to propose an amendment
to the plan in another manner which would meet the representation under consideration by the
~ Board. The important wording in this subparagraph is “meet the representation”.

1.6. As noted above, the proposal that Item A be zoned as “(U)” was a proposal by the Planning
Department who are not a “representer”.

1.7 None of the representations on record (neither those for nor those opposed to the

proposal) proposed that the plan be amended to include an Undetermined, “(U)”, zoning for Item A
and hence, under subparagraph “b”, there was no representation which could be considered to being
met by a zoning of Undetermined, “(U)”.

1.8 The TPB Ordinance, neither under paragraph 6B(8) or any other part, gives the Board authority to
propose an amendment to the plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet a
representation. Had this been the intention the wordmg of paragraph 6B(8) would have been
different. :

. 1.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be
rezoned as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6).

1.10 The Board’s appropriate decision, under paragraph 6B(8), should have been not to propose an
amendment to the plan, thus leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and -
RC(6).

1.11 Such a course of action does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan
when HKU has completed its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the
community, a required process which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the
commencement of the rezoning process.

1.12 Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the zoning of Item A fo
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC (6)

2. There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as
Jaid down in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10.

2.1 The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a.  There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”) zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must dernonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available;

(g) The design and layout of any proposed development should be compatible with the surrounding
area. The development should not involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the
existing landscape, or cause any adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

(D) The proposed development should not oversirain the capacity of existing and planned
infrastructure such as sewerage, roads and water supply;
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(I) The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse environmental effects from
pollution sources nearby such as traffic noise, unless adequate m1t1gat1ng measures are provided, and it
should not itself be the source of pollution;

(m) Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not adversely affect slope stability.

2.2 The response from the planning department that the conditions to be satisfied for the rezoning of
Green Belt land is different for an amendment to an OZP and for a Section 16 application defies all
logic of planning. The procedures for effecting such a change, as set out in the TPB ordinance may be
different, but the fundamental planning considerations which need to be addressed are the same. This
" was clarified by the Chair in that the general presumption against development was applicable to all
“GB” zones across all OZPs. She indicated the strong justification provided where areas of GB had
been rezoned, but failed to add that no such strong justification had been provided for this

rezoning. She also failed to clarify that these areas of Green Belt, rezoned for public housing, were on
the fringes of large areas of land zoned as Green Belt, whereas this rezoning is to remove this status
from a very substantial part of this currently approved zoned Green Belt area. She failed to explain
that no alternative sites had been properly considered, as confirmed by the proponent HKU. Thus,
there was no overriding justification for this rezoning,.

. 2.3 The minutes, subparagraph (c), include “Recent government policies, including those from 2023
regarding the green belt development as well as the gazette of the STT OZP in 2024, indicated that the
2021 policy of granting the Item A Site to HKU for a global I&T centre was outdated”. The wording
of this minute is incorrect as the 2021 Policy Address only “reserved” in principle a 4 hectare site of
Green Belt (not about 4.2 hectares of Green Belt plus a further about 0.5 hectares of land zoned as
RC(6) as Item A). The land has NOT been granted as HKU would like to believe. It was only
reserved in principle to allow HKU to consider its use, undertake all necessary studies and to consult
with all stakeholders. As confirmed in the hearings all necessary studies to confirm the feasibility, the
ballpark costs and construction programme have not been undertaken nor was the reqmred
consultation undertaken.

2.4 HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above stringent criteria of the
Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to “U”, when HKU applies to zone the “U” Site to “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “OU(GIC)”, it does not have to satisfy the requirements in the

Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U” in the interim, the TPB jn effect allows HKU to bypass the
Guidelines and to"go through the backdoor. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to
be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

3. HKU and HK Government combined press releases precluded the TPB, under
paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a), te recommend a rezoning of Item A to “OU” for the
HKU’s Global Innovation Centre, and therefore the TPB’s only option is to reject the
proposed rezoning.

3.1 The proponent for the rezoning to “OU”, the Hong Kong Univelsity, had issued a press release on
3 October stating that “After carefully considering the public views collected, HKU has decided to
take some time to strategically amend the development plan of the GIC, e.g. reducing the density of
the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring
buildings, designating more green spaces, etc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable”.
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3.2 The proponent confirmed this intention and expanded on the considerations that it would be
taking, including looking at alternative sites, during the Board’s hearings by the representers Itis
relevant to note that during the hearings HKU had indicated that alternatwe sites in Pokfulam and
outside of the Pokfulam area had not been considered.

3.3 On the same day as HKU issued its press release, the Government issued its own press release
which included “The Government welcomes and agrees for the HKU, as the project proponent, to
proceed as proposed in the press release to first review its proposed development to suitably revise its
development scale and layout in order to specifically respond to stakeholders' views on environment,
transport, visual, and other aspécts. The HKU should also enhance its communication with the
community and maintain positive interactions with stakeholders, in particular to explain the site
selection of Pok Fu Lam as the site and how the proposed development would benefit the

. neighborhood. The Government would continue to provide appropriate support for the project”.

3.4 The Government press release also included “This is to enable the HKU to review and revise its
development plan and to consult the community first, before the PlanD proposes to the TPB
appropriate land use zoning and the development parameters based on a revised proposal as agreed by
concerned government bureaux/departments”,

3.5 Given these two press releases and confirmations as such at the Board’s hearings, the Board could
not reasonably have decided, under paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a) to recommend a rezoning of
TItem' A to “OU” for the HKU’s Global Innovation Centre. The Board’s next option was therefore to
decide under paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph.(b) whether, in their view, there was another zoning
which would meet a representation; a representation made to the Town Planning Board before the due
date of 22 May 2024. If not then their only option was to reject the proposed rezoning.

3.6 Paragraph 37 of the minutes of the meeting on 29 November notes “supportive views”, but does
not expand to identify which, if any, views support a zoning of “(U)”. Since none of the
representations, made by the due date of 22 May 2024, made any reference to an Undetermined zoning
the Board is not in a position to determine whether they supported such a zoning. These supportive
views would appear to be in respect of HKU developing a Global Innovation Centre as opposed to the
matter for the Board, namely the zoning of the land, Item A.

3.7 The same minutes earlier include, in paragraph 6(ww) under Way Forward, that “PlanD
recommended amending the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U” to partially meet some adverse representations”. There is no minuted suggestion that
PlanD felt that the zoning would “meet the representation” of any one of the representers.

3.8 Paragraph 38 of the same minutes notes “The Board decided to partially meet R55 (part), R206
(part), R251to R3189, R3191 to R3372, R3374 to R3523, R3525 to R3615 and R3634 to R3659, and
to propose amendments to the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U””. However, the minutes do not state how their decision will “partially meet” the
stated representations, or which part would be met. Neither do the minutes state whether this decision
is made under the Ordinance’s paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) or not. The Ordinance, neither
under paragraph 6B(8) nor any other part, gives the Board authority to propose an amendment to the
plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet the representation. Had this been the
intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been different.

3.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be rezoned
as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6). The Board’s appropriate
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decision, under the Ordinance’s para 6B(8), was not to propose an amendment to the plan, thus
leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and RC(6). Such a course of action
does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan when HKU has completed
its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the community, a reqmred process
which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the commencement of the rezoning process.

4. Hong Kong’s HK$100 billion deficit

With Hong Kong’s deficit snowballing to about HK$100 billion in the 2024-25 financial year, our
Government is scrambling to find solutions to boost income and to rein in expenses.

Given that Hong Kong now faces its third successive deficit and snowballing debt, multiple experts
and industry leaders have pointed out that Hong Kong can no longer afford vanity or white elephant
projects that are:

» Excessive in size and design; _
» Provide services and facilities that are already in oversupply and thus unnecessary;
o Poorly located and thus more costly to construct.

By HKU’s own admission, the HKU GIC is all of the above.
5. The designated area of 4.7ha is too large

5.1 HKU has stated on the record on multiple occasions that the size and scale of the proposed HKU
GIC is too large and will be scaled back. This has been acknowledged and agreed with by our
Government and the TPB.

5.2 During the hearings, reference was made to HKU owning and operating 18 “senior staff”
residential towers at various locations throughout Pokfulam. Five of these “senior staff” residential
multi-storey towers are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location. HKU is currently
constructing a further six, 20-floor “senior staff” residential towers opposite to the proposed GIC
location. ALL of these existing residential towers have multiple unoccupied apartments that are being
advertised for public rental, AND a substantial number (if not the majority) of the occupied apartments
are occupied by the general public on a commercial rental basis. None of the above has ever been
contested by HKU.

5.3 According to HKU’s original GIC proposal, virtually the entire Phase { is comprised
of residential accommodation, restaurants, cafeterias and parking to service these facilities. Phase 1
comprises 1.7ha of the overall original proposed 4.7ha area.

5.4 Should HKU make use of its existing (substantial) overcapacity of re31dent1al units there is no
need for the entire Phase 1 (1.7ha) of the GIC.
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5.5 Should HKU claim that its existing (vast) inventory of residential units are unsuitable for short to
medium stay academics, or that immediate location is paramount, HKU can more easily and cost
effectively demolish its Middleton (currently almost entirely unoccupied) or Alberose residential
apartment complexes (both of which are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location), and
construct appropriately designed staff accommodation in that location.

5.6 Should just the GIC Phase 1 be eliminated, only a maximum of 3ha is then needed.

5.7 The RC(6) Residential Site adjacent to the GB zone is 2.5ha and enjoys the same topography as
the proposed GB area.

5.8 There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as laid down
in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10. The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a,  There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”) zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas; ‘
(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available.

5.9 With minor adjustment and more efficient design, the proposed HKU GIC can easily and
logically be located exclusively within the existing 2.5ha Residential RC(6) site which provides
an immediately available and perfectly suitable alternative site.

6. "The Board might like to consider paragraph 28(2) of the recent High Court Judgement
( HCAL 1258/2023 by the Hon Celeman J)

6.1 “Traditional administrative law principles include that a decision-maker exercising a statutory
power must ask himself the right question and take reasonable steps to acquaint himseif with the
relevant information to enable him to answer it correctly™.

6.2 If the Board did not feel that they were in a position to set appropriate parameters for ltem A, their
only option was to decide not to propose an amendment to the plan, TPB Ordinance Section 6B(8). In
so doing the zoning on the plan would remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

In conclusion, the proposal to rezone Item A must be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as
on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

Name: Gregory Laurence DE © EB

Date: 3 January 2025
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- NOTICE: This privileged and confidential message (and any attachment) is intended only for the use
of the individual to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient,
please delete this message. Retention, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication
may be interpreted as a violation of the law.
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From: A I

Sent: 2025-01-03 EHfFH 03:14:55

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Ce

Subject: . Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 3 January 2025

Further Representation from Gregory DE * EB to the Town Planning Board on the proposed
amendments to the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

I hereby submit this further representation in my capacity as the: .

» Convenor of the Pokfulam O Representative Group;
» Chairman of the Woodbury Court IO;
» Spokesperson of the GIC Public Representation Group;

in respect of the zoning of Ttem A.

This further representation is in opposition to the proposed amendment to the Plan and the reasons are
set out below:

1. Error in the Approval Process under Para 6B(8) of the TPB Ordinance

1.1 The Town Planning Ordinance requires the Board to give due consideration to every
representation which has been made in respect of the proposed change to the zonings on the Outline
zoning plan under consideration. In this instance, the overwhelming majority (in excess of 90%) of
the more than 3500 representations were clearly in opposition to the proposed change.

1.2 Under Paragraph 6B(8) of the Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance the Board must decide whether
or not:

(a) to propose amendment to the plan in the manner proposed in the representation; or

(b) to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the opinion of the Board, will meet
the representation.

1.3 The Board decided to rezone the area identified as Item A to Undetermined, a “(U)” zoning,

1.4 No representation proposed that the plan be amended to include such an Undetermined, “(U)”,
zoning for ftem A, and henee subparagraph “a” is not relevant to the consideration which the Board
made. It should be noted that the Planning Department, who had proposed such a zoning, cannot be
considered to have made a representation under the Ordinance, and in any event that proposal was

made after 22 May 2024, the closing date for the receipt of representations.
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1.5 Under subparagraph “b” the Board has the authority to decide whether to propose an amendment
to the plan in another manner which would meet the representation under consideration by the
Board. The important wording in this subparagraph is “meet the representation®.

1.6. As noted above, the proposal that Item A be zoned as “(U)” was a proposal by the Planning
Department who are not a “representer™.

1.7 None of the representations on record (neither those for nor those opposed to the

proposal) proposed that the plan be amended to include an Undetermined, “(U)”, zoning for item A
and hence, under subparagraph “b”, there was no representation which could be considered to being
met by a zoning of Undetermined, “(U)Y”.

1.8 The TPB Ordinance, neither under paragraph 6B(8) or any other patt, gives the Board authority to
propose an amendment to the plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet a
representation. Had this been the intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been
different.

1.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be
rezoned as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6).

. 1,10 The Board’s appropriate decision, under paragraph 6B(8), should have been not to propose an
amendment to the plan, thus leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and
RC(6).

1.11 Such a course of action does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan
when HKU has completed its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the
community, a required process which HKU had failed to propeily undertake prior to the
commencement of the rezoning process.

1.12 Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the zoning of Item A to
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC (6)

2. There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as
laid down in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10.

2.1 The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a.  There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB*) zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site covelage and bu11d1ng height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must demonstirate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available;

(g) The design and layout of any proposed development should be compatible with the surrounding
area. The development should not involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the
existing landscape, or cause any adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

(i) The proposed development should not overstrain the capacity of existing and planned
infrastructure such as sewerage, roads and water supply;
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(1) The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse environmental effects from
pollution sources nearby such as traffic noise, unless adequate mitigating measures are provided, and it
should not itself be the source of pollution;

(m) Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not adversely affect slope stability.

2.2 The response from the planning department that the conditions to be satisfied for the rezonirg of
Green Belt land is different for an amendment to an OZP and for a Section 16 application defies all
logic of planning, The procedures for effecting such a change, as set out in the TPB ordinance may be
different, but the fundamental planning considerations which need to be addressed are the same. This
- was clarified by the Chair in that the general presumption against development was applicable to all
“GB” zones across all OZPs. She indicated the strong justification provided where areas of GB had
been rezoned, but failed to add that no such strong justification had been provided for this _
rezoning. She also failed to clarify that these areas of Green Belt, rezoned for public housing, were on
the fringes of large areas of land zoned as Green Belt, whereas this rezoning is to remove this status
from a very substantial part of this currently approved zoned Green Belt area. She failed to explain
that no alternative sites had been properly considered, as confirmed by the proponent HKU. Thus,
there was no overriding justification for this rezoning.

2.3 The minutes, subparagraph (c), include “Recent government policies, including those from 2023
regarding the green belt development as well as the gazette of the STT OZP in 2024, indicated that the
2021 policy of granting the Item A Site to HKU for a global I&T centre was outdated”. The wording
of this minute is incorrect as the 2021 Policy Address only “reserved” in principle a 4 hectare site of
Green Belt (not about 4.2 hectares of Green Belt plus a further about 0.5 hectares of land zoned as
RC(6) as Item A). The land has NOT been granted as HKU would like to believe. It was only
reserved in principle to allow HKU to consider its use, undertake all necessary studies and to consult
with all stakeholders. As confirmed in the hearings all necessary studies to confirm the feasibility, the
ballpark costs and construction programme have not been undertaken nor was the required
consultation undertaken.

2.4 HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above stringent criteria of the
Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to “U”, when HKU applies to zone the “U” Site to “Other.
Specified Uses” annotated “OU(GIC)”, it does not have to satisfy the requirements in the

Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U” in the interim, the TPB in effect allows HKU to bypass the
Guidelines and to go through the backdoor. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to
be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

3. HKU and HK Government combined press releases precluded the TPB, under
paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a), to recommend a rezoning of Item A to “OU” for the
HKU’s Global Innovation Centre, and therefore the TPB’s only option is to reject the
proposed rezoning.

3.1 The proponent for the rezoning to “OU”, the Hong Kong University, had issued a press release on
3 Qctober stating that “After carefully considering the public views collected, HKU has decided to
take some time to strategically amend the development plan of the GIC, e.g. reducing the density of
the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring
buildings, designating more green spaces, etc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable”. :
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3.2 The proponent confirmed this intention and expanded on the considerations that it would be
taking, including looking at alternative sites, during the Board’s hearings by the representers. It is
relevant to note that during the hearings HKU had indicated that alternative sites in Pokfulam and
outside of the Pokfulam area had not been considered.

3.3 On the same day as HKU issued its press release, the Government issued its own press release
which included “The Government welcomes and agrees for the HKU, as the project proponent, to
proceed as proposed in the press release to first review its proposed development to suitably revise its
development scale and layout in order to specifically respond to stakeholders' views on environment,
transport, visual, and other aspects. The HKU should also enhance its communication with the
community and maintain positive interactions with stakeholders, in particular to explain the site
selection of Pok Fu Lam as the site and how the proposed development would benefit the
neighborhood. The Government would continue to provide appropriate support for the project”.

3.4 The Government press release also included “This is to enable the HKU to review and revise its
development plan and to consult the community first, before the PlanD proposes to the TPB
appropriate land use zoning and the development parameters based on a revised proposal as agreed by
concerned government bureaux/departments”.

3.5 Given these two press releases and confirmations as such at the Board’s hearings, the Board could
not reasonably have decided, under paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a) to recommend a rezoning of
Ttem A to “QU™ for the HKU’s Giobal Innovation Cenire. The Board’s next option was therefore to
decide under paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) whether, in their view, there was another zoning
which would meet a representation; a representation made to the Town Planning Board before the due
date of 22 May 2024, If not then their only option was to reject the proposed rezoning.

3.6 Paragraph 37 of the minutes of the meeting on 29 November notes “suppottive views”, but does
not expand to identify which, if any, views support a zoning of “(U)”. Since none of the
representations, made by the due date of 22 May 2024, made any reference to an Undetermined zoning
the Board is not in a position to determine whether they supported such a zoning. These supportive
views would appear to be in respect of HKU developing a Global Innovation Centre as opposed to the
matter for the Board, namely the zoning of the land, Item A.

3.7 The same minutes earlier include, in paragraph 6(ww) under Way Forward, that “PlanD
recommended amending the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U” to partially meet some adverse representations”. There is no minuted suggestion that
PlanD felt that the zoning would “meet the representation” of any one of the representers.

3.8 Paragraph 38 of the same minutes notes “The Board decided to partially meet R55 (part), R206
(part), R251 to R3189, R3191 to R3372, R3374 to R3523, R3525 to R3615 and R3634 to R3659, and
to propose amendments to the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Infiovation
Centre)” to “U™, However, the minutes do not state how their decision will “partially meet” the
stated representations, or which part would be met. Neither do the minutes state whether this decision
is made under the Ordinance’s paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) or not. The Ordinance, neither
under paragraph 6B(8) nor any other part, gives the Board authority to propose an amendment to the
plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet the representation. Had this been the
_intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been different.

3.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be rezoned
- as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6). The Board’s appropriate
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decision, undetr the Ordinance’s para 6B(8), was not to propose an amendment fo the plan, thus
leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and RC(6). Such a course of action
does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan when HKU has completed
its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the community, a required process
‘which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the commencement of the rezoning process.

4. Hong Kong’s HIX$100 billion deficit

With Hong Kong’s deficit snowballing to about HK$100 billion in the 2024-25 financial year, our
Government is scrambling to find solutions to boost income and to rein in expenses.

Given that Hong Kong now faces its thir_d suceessive deficit and snowballing debt, multiple experts
and industry leaders have pointed out that Hong Kong can no longer afford vanity or white elephant
projects that are:

e Excessive in size and design;
+ Provide services and facilities that are already in over supply and thus unnecessary;
« Poorly located and thus more costly to construct.

By HKU’s own admission, the HKU GIC is all of the above.
5. The designated area of 4.7ha is too large

5.1 HKU has stated on the record on multiple occasions that the size and scale of the proposed HKU
GIC is too large and will be scaled back. This has been acknowledged and agreed with by our
Government and the TPB.

5.2 During the hearings, reference was made to HKU owning and operating 18 “senior staff”
residential towers at various locations throughout Pokfulam. Five of these “senior staff” residential
multi-storey towers are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location. HKU is currently
constructing a further six, 20-floor “senior staff” residential towers opposite to the proposed GIC
location. ALL of these existing residential towers have multiple unoccupied apartments that are being
advertised for public rental, AND a substantial number (if not the majority) of the occupied apartments
are occupied by the general public on a commercial rental basis. None of the above has ever been
contested by HKU.

5.3 According to HRKU’s original GIC proposal, virtually the entire Phase 1 is comprised
of residential accommodation, restaurants, cafeterias and parking to service these facilities. Phase 1
comprises 1.7ha of the overall original proposed 4.7ha area.

5.4 Should HKU make use of its existing (substantial) overcapacity of residential units there is no
need for the entire Phase 1 (1.7ha) of the GIC.



OuUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [ORestricted [CPrevent Copy

5.5 Should HKU claim that its existing (vast) inventory of residential units are unsuitable for short to
medium stay academics, or that immediate location is paramount, HKU can more easily and cost
effectively demolish its Middleton (currently almost entirely unoccupied) or Alberose residential
apartment complexes (both of which are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location), and
construct appropriately designed staff accommodation in that location.

5.6 Should just the GIC Phase 1 be eliminated, only a maximum of 3ha is then needed.

5.7 The RC(6) Residential Site adjacent to the GB zone is 2.5ha and enJ 0Ys the same topography as
the proposed GB area.

5.8 There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as laid down
in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10. The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a.  There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”) zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatlble
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available.

5.9 With minor adjustment and more efficient design, the proposed HKU GIC can easily and
logieally be located exclusively within the existing 2.5ha Residential RC(6) site which provides
an immediately available and perfectly suitable alternative site.

6. The Board might like to consider paragraph 28(2) of the recent High Court Judgement
( HCAL 1258/2023 by the Hon Coleman J)

6.1 “Traditional administrative law principles include that a decision-maker exercising a statutory
power must ask himself the right question and take reasonable steps to acquaint himself with the
relevant information to enable him to answer it correctly”.

6.2 If the Board did not feel that they were in a position to set appropriate parameters for Item A, their
only option was to decide not to propose an amendment to the plan, TPB Ordinance Section 6B(8). In
so doing the zoning on the plan would remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

In conclusion, the proposal to rezone Iterm. A must be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as
on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

Name: Grégory Laurence DE © EB

Date: 3 January 2025

NOTICE: This pr1v1|ege! an! conll!entla' message (and any attachment) is intended only for the use

of the individual to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient,
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please delete this message. Retention, dissemination, distribution, or copymg of this communication
may be interpreted as a violation of the law.
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From: _
Sent 2025-01-02 £ 05:02:08 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO08
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation for Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning

Plan No. S/H10/22

Dear Chairman, Secretariat and Members of Town Planning Board,

Further Representation for Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

My name is Alexander Wong. I am the Chairman of the Incorporated Owners of Royalton Il at 116
Pokfulam Road. On behalf of the Incorporated Owners of Royalton 11, I strongly object to Item A for
rezoning the site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road from the original "Green Belt" to
"Other Specified Uses" annotated "Global Innovation Centre" ("OU(Global Innovation Centre)" and
then after the meeting of the Town Planning Board in November 2024 rezoning it from "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)" to "Undetermined” ("U").

The main reasons for our strong objection to Item A are as follows:

1. There were a large number of representations (more than 3,000) from the residents of Pok Fu Lam
objecting to the proposal of building HKU's Global Innovation Centre (GIC) on the existing "Green
Belt" slope between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road. Many of these representations have
suggested that there are better alternative sites for the GIC and HKU should explore these alternative
sites and the "Green Belt"slope should only be considered when HKU has seriously explored these
alternative sites and proven with solid grounds that they are all not suitable.

2. The preliminary design requirements of the GIC were studied by the residents of Pok Fu Lam and
these requirements were considered to be excessive and some of the facilities such as residential
blocks for staff, restaurants/cafes and vast open spaces were not necessary. In view of the significant
objection voices from the residents in Pok Fu Lam, HKU has agreed to review the design requirements
of the GIC and the revised requirements will be submitted to the Town Planning Board again.

3. With the uncertainties regarding the site selection for the GIC and the substantial downsizing of the
design requirements of the GIC, the existing "Green Belt" slope should remain to be a "Green

Belt". There is no need or urgency to change the status of the "Green Belt" to "Undetermined”, If a
much smaller GIC is eventually really required to be built on this "Green Belt" slope, only part of the
"Green Belt" area is required to be rezoned as "OU(Global Innovation Centre".

4. With the several major construction projects being undertaken in Pok Fu Lam, including the new
block of Queen Mary Hospital, the Wah Fu Estates Redevelopment and the new Cyberport building,
the residents in Pok Fu Lam have already been suffering from the various traffic problems in the

area. Building a huge GIC on the "Green Belt" slope will only make the traffic problems even worse.
5. Building the GIC on the "Green Belt" slope will not only spoil the ecology and environment of Pok
Fu Lam, the construction will be much more challenging and costly in comparison with any of the
alternative sites with flat ground. The GIC will likely be financed by the government fund. With the
latest yearly deficit of more than HK$100 billions in Hong Kong, the government should be
particularly cost conscious when supporting public projects such as the GIC.

Yours sincerely,

Alexander Wong. Chairman of Incorporated Owners of Royalton 11

Name on HKID:; WONG TECK SUN
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Alexander T.S. Wong
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' TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO09

Sent: 2024-12-28 75 09:57:24
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To : Town Planning Board
Dear Sir/Madam,
Further Representation Relating of Proposed Amendments to Plan No.S/H10/22

I am opposed the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) amendment of the zoning of the 4.72-hectone site
designated for the proposed GIC by HKU in Pok Fu Lam (the Site) from “Other Specified Uses™
annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(GIC)”) to “Undetermined (“U”) in the interim, in order to
allow HKU to review and resubmit its proposal.

The TPB received overwhelming oppositions from the Fok Fu Lam community to the proposed GIC at
the Site. At the hearing in November 2024, the majority of the representators expressed their
oppositions to build the GIC at the Site for various grounds including the excessive size and scale of
the development, its adverse impact on air and sound pollution, the adverse impact on traffic on Pok
Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road which are already badly affected by nearby developments, the
expensive building costs on a steep slope, the long construction period and the disturbance to the
nearby community, the destruction of over 2000 mature trees and the natural habitat for birds and
small animals and last but not least, the risk of landslides as a result of the construction activities.

[ believe the TPB’s decision to zone the Site to “U’ is wrong in principle because of the following
reasons:

(1) Under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance, it is provided that after considering any
representation under the section, the Board must decide whether or not —

(a)  to propose amendment to the plan proposed in the representation; or

(b)  to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the opinion of the Board, will
meet the representation.

(2) None of the representators has proposed the Site to be zoned for “U”
purposes. Furthermore, the decision of the Board to zone the Site to “U” in no way meets the
representations.

(3) There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as
laid down in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10. The Guidelines provide, inter alia :

There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”) zone:

An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas:
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- Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations must
demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are available;

- The design and layout of any proposed development should be compatible with the surrounding area.
The development should not involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the
existing landscape, or cause any adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

- The proposed development should not overstrain the capacity of existing and planned infrastructure
such as sewerage, roads and water supply;

- The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse environmental effects from pollution
sources nearby such as traffic noise, unless adequate mitigating measures are provided, and it should
not itself be the source of pollution;

- Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not adversely affect slope stability.

HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above stringent criteria of the
Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to “U”, when HKU applies to zone the “U” Site to “Other
Specified Uses™ annotated “OU(GIC)”, it does not have to satisfy the requirements in the
Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U” in the interim, the TPB in effect allows HKU to bypass the
Guidelines and to go through the backdoor. The TPB should not allow this to happen.

(4). Twould also point out the following areas in the Minutes of the 1327th Meeting of the TPB held
on 29-11-2024 .-

(a) In paragraph 8 of the Minutes, it was said that HKU had committed in its press statement in
early October 2024 and at the hearing to consult relevant stakeholders in strategically reviewing and
amending its development plan to address their opinion as much as practicable. HKU would also
explore the possibility of identifying alternative sites for the development of the GIC. As Chairman of
the Owners’ Committee of Seascape (42 Sassoon Road). I can confirm that HKU has not made any
attempt or effort to contact the residents of Seascape to consult the views of the affected residents. As
a result, I also doubt the sincerity of its pledge to explore alternative sites for the GIC.

(b) It was suggested in Paragraph 9(b) of the Minutes that it was logical for HKU to develop the
GIC near its Main Campus in Pok Fu Lam, where the research atmosphere was well-established with
the presence of QMH and Cyberport. At the TPB’s hearing on 5-11-2024 I already raised my point
that proximity to its existing campus is not a must in this advance technology era of 5G or 6G. There
are lots of successful examples of satellite campus of famous top universities in the world. Proximity
and convenience of HKU to its existing campus should not override the Guidelines and at the expense
of the adverse impact to the Pok Fu Lam community.

(c) In Paragraph 13(b) of the Minutes it was pointed out that PFLM was in place due to traffic
concerns. Currently, there were problems of traffic congestion on PFLR and Victoria Road. The GIC
would generate additional traffic burden on Victoria Road. Although the government had no adverse
comments on the TIA and its assumptions, it cannot be taken for granted that these TIA and
assumptions would not be inaccurate or over optimistic. There is traffic congestion on every weekday
on Fok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road. There are also frequent traffic accidents on the two
roads. The Police has the reports and figures of the accidents. The local residents should not be the
victims of inaccurate or over-optimistic assessments. Members of the TPB may pay a site visit to the
area during rush hours on a weekday to see what the traffic condition is and will be like.
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(d) In Paragraph 20 of the Minutes, it was said that upon development, man-made slopes would
be stabilized and the risk of landslides would be substantially reduced. However, GIC will take over
10 years to finish. During the construction period, the slopes would be disturbed and become
unstable. Furthermore, the natural slopes adjoining the man-made slopes would be disturbed and
become unstable.

(¢) In Paragraph 23 of the Minutes, it was said that the development timeline estimated by
representator R3320 was not opiimized as some tasks in the development programme could be carried
out simultaneously. Examples of the Third Runway and the West Kowloon Station were cited in
support. However, it is wrong to borrow these examples in which the construction sites were not
restricted topographically or by congested traffic condition and proximity to existing residential
areas. The steep slopes and narrow access roads will not allow multiple construction works to be
carried out simultaneously at the Site.

For the above reasons, I oppose the zoning of the Site to “U”. It should be rezoned to Green Belt in

accordance with the majority of representations made and in accordance with Section 6B(8) of the
Town Planning Ordinance.

Daie ; 28-12-2024
Name ; Joshua Michael Green

Title ¢ Chairman, OC of Seascape




Submission Ny
mber:
- - TPB/R/S/M10/22.F 505
OUrgent OReturn receipt DOExpand Group [DRestricted [Prevent Copy 6

From I

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO10

Sent: 2024-12-29 S HIH 16:32:58

To: . tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd®@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. $/H10/22
Attachment: Further rep_PFLOZP_H10_22_dated 27.12.2024.pdf

Dear Town Planning Board,
Please find a copy of the further representation for your consideration / record.

SIN Wai Kam Ellen



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: >4, . Dee., 2024

(1) T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU'",

(2)

preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

“4)

(3)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

e S~ ELLEN Wa (Cam

Email / telephone : (optional) /

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Peint, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S080

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: g,. Vee., 2024

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1 can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit. HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: §.~ ELLEN ‘N&' Kam

Email / telephone : (optional) /

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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4.

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5062

Further Representation Number:

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F011
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,,

(2)

(3)

(4)

)

(6)

preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item 4 to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam arei is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. | |

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely fo
,- '~ ~ . .ml-.:
be funded by public money. Tha v 1 SToq S¥a QHAQ Ho ZF
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(7)  1Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name- CHEU»\/Q Wwa SHing

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-S763
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 l_m
R s e TPB/R/S/H10/22-F012
Date: :56)/ 12| 30p

(1) T oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Tcan’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) [disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed

gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back. SHoulD THE NORTHERN M'E;T RDFO P I
BE conNSIDERED AS AN
ALTERNATIVE JocATion
Name: AATHER N E A

(circle onPasspeﬂ:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tphbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
L5/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong,
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| Submission Number; [
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPE/RIS/t10/22-+-5898 || '

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: ¥ JMm 2628

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO13

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferting that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the propdsed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokﬁllam'will likely be the last siraw that breaks

the.camel’s back. £ afondd e vl L ](', 5 R |
() The HEY GIC AT Aherdd e vikocaed B QBA(Gudo o
T her) g Nevh ITelrepelia, v
Name: DERORBIF NG

(circle one)@:@bPassport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post te
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:

OUrgent CIReturn receipt CExpand Group [ORestricted CIPrevent Copy . |TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-§1399
From: . Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2025-01-03 2H{H 04:51:53 | TPB/R/S/H10/22-F014 ]
To: ' tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Cc

Subject: ‘ my Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: , my further representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S-H10-22.pdf

To: Town Planning Board Secretariat <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
From: HAU, Timothy Doe-KWong
Date: January 39,2025

Re: Further Representation on Pokfulam 0ZP No.S/H10/22

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see my Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 file attachiment.

Sincerely,

Timothy Doe-Kwong HAU

Timothy D. Hau




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk

Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

l\i't.t;)x' i e \\ L(,

Il oppose the proposed 'U' zoning 3 ﬁ the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

Shong [L?)’ Qo {,tu[/ i

I 1disagree that the 2,250 trees| have no value just because they are common

species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

. and whether or not they are registered.

(4)

(3)

(6)

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous wunnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. ‘(¢ s ‘ /)fu e ¢ (L e Hat . /—i 24al

L . gl e A€ (_ A/ Z
As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion def czt HKU should look for alternatt{v
more appropriate sites which can save the constructzon costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.
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(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that

this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in

Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of

the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.
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Name: , [1met g , ‘

L Lo L ﬁf‘-
(circle one) HKID / Passport: _ A

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1830

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland. gov.hk

Date: "?{Lw_a 3, 20> /)ﬂ 7’7%»’( ¢ 74 Subndifie ¥ enad

Wty P [N K\/\,U,

(1) {1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning gn the orzgmally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)  1can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

527& (:»\5 [% s
3) I 4dzsagree that the 2,250 tr 1‘537 ave no value just because they are common

species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. \[¢s ) ]S{ca je g e Tt fl/r'«s & ;

Loy  yev !

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion def cit, HKU should look for alter na;gz

more appropriate sites which can save the construcnon costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. T he
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the ! ] :
(f‘)}}) F’(lz;é]ie.t (_c;::/e; j‘*??g;’ Grch— 1€ 4’17&7¢t'f ' 6-7“ ga/m Vitle- s V) €S
Name:  HAU, T ynotth Y- Lbb(“ v O T Sewad ﬂa
4 —

~

~TN
\
(circle one) HKID /| Passport:

~—

7(5!&@’( A w,lw) A
o g Tt
= oy Aol
atfer
Wil (-

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

Email / telephone : (optional)
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Submissjon Number:
TPB/R/ s/ H10/22-F-51402

Further Representation Number:

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO15

To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk

Date: %/ [ / 2007

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)  Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4)  During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.




(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. T he
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: -_\’fgf)\)[h\ VAP \Um\)h A Y

Email / telephone : (optional)

RECEIVED
- 2 JAN 2025

Town Planning
Board

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51633

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 | rmm_l\
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk - TPB/RIS/H10/22-F016
Date:

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
' preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance becanse no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether '

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” coraprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
- more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Se=—  ©4cC Nisy 26T TN

.--/" -
GO C1VE D
(circle one) HKID / Pagsport: /f" RECEIVE
-7 JAN 10D
Ermail / telephone : (optional) \ -1-“\1J1{;3;;'1§31umi .

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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OUrgent DReturn receipt ClExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy Submission Number:

- | TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1868
From .

Further Representation Number:

Sent: - 2025-01-03 EH8A 15:41:00
. To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> TPB/R/S{H10/22-FO17
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H‘10/22
Attachment; } 20250103_153814,jpg
Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached doc on the subject matter for your perusal.

Regards
Louisa Lui
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Further Representation Number:

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO18 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S074
MUrgent [OReturn receipt OExpand Group [ORestricted [lPrevent Copy

From: N | oo mber:

Sent: 2024-12-31 BH— 12:08:39 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S075
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> o Tamber
Subject: Submission in relation to proposed amendme | P Represer ».F019 \

QOutline Zoning Plan numbered (S5/H10/22) TPBIRIS/HNR '
Attachment: : 4107_001.pdf; 4106_001.pdf

Dear officer,

Please see our submission in relation to proposed amendments to Pokfulam Outline Zoning Plan
numbered {S/H10/22), thank you.

Best regards,
Lambert Liu
Director

A

fd

Press Lic—

HRPEDMAR LT




HKU’S PROPOSAL TO BUILD A GLOBAL INNOVATION CENTRE (GIC) IN POKFULAM

On 29 November 2024, the TPB approved to set the 4.7ha Green Belt area in Pokfulam to U “Undetermined”.

The Town Planning Board (TPB) invites further representations on its proposed amendments to the Pokfulam Outline

Zoning plan numbered (S/H10/22).
Any and all members of the public may make submissions to the TPB until 3 January 2025.

You are encouraged to make use of this opportunity to again make further representations to the rezoning proposal.

BACKGROUND:
You may recall this all started back in October of 2021 with the then Chief Executive (CE) announced in the policy
address that the government has “reserved a 4-hectare site originally zoned “Green Belt” at Pokfulam for HKU to

construct facilities for deep technology research”. This was named the HKU Global Innovation Centre (GIC).
On 1 March 2024, the TPB met and approved a schedule of amendments.

Item A was the big fish. This rezoned a site of 4.7 hectare between Sasson Road to Baguio Villa from “Green Belt”

(“GB”), to “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”).

For two months, ending 22 May 2024, public representations were taken on the schedule of amendments. Due to your

outstanding support, 248 submissions were received in faver, and 3,411 against.

Due to this significant objection, on 3 October 2024, HKU and then the government issued press releases stating

that a revised proposal would be developed and the zoning of Item A would be set to Undetermined “U”.

The TPB heard further verbal presentations from numerous representors for and against the proposed amendments at the

start of November 2024.

The TPB held an internal meeting on 29 November 2024, where they made their decision and set the land in question to
U “Undetermined”. A summary of the TPB’s decision can be found in the TPB's Press Release on 29 November 2024

which has been posted up in all lift lobbies of our buildings.

ACTION PLAN:
However, we have one more chance to state our objection to the latest determination by the TPB.

You have until Friday 3 January 2025 to offer further representations to the TPB's revised amendments.



HEREWITH OUR SUGGESTED SUBMISSION TEMPLATE. THIS CAN BE SENT TO THE FOLLOWING EMAIL
ADDRESS OF THE TPB. PLEASE ADD YOUR NAME AND HKID ALONG WITH YOUR SUBMISSION. YOU
MAY ADD FURTHER POINTS YOU WISH TO MAKE AND YOUR TELEPHONE NO. OR EMAIL ADDRESS IF
YOU WISH TO BE INVITED TO MAKE ORAL REPRESENTATION AT THE TPB HEARING.

Notes:

1. Every member of a household including your household helpers can make a further representation.

2. Indicate your further representation is on the amendment R/S/H10/22-A1 the proposed amendment of rezoning the
site to "U" of the draft Pokfulam Outline Zoning Plan S/H10/22

3.  That you oppose the amendment and any zoning other that Green Belt (GB)

4, Give Your reasons for doing so. Individualised further representations are preferable and carry more impact but you

may use our template if you do not have time to write your own.
5. All further representations must be accompanied by the person’s name and HKID or passport. Only provide the
first four digits: e.g. A123 or XY12. The name should be as it appears on the HKID or passport. Email address and

telephone numbers are optional if you wish to be invited to make oral representations at the hearing of the TPB.

6.  Again, submit your further representation by email to (pbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to the TPB.

After further representations are made, the TPB considers them and decides whether to make further changes. The

proposed amendments to the Pokfulam Outline Zoning plan numbered (S/H10/22) are then submitted to the CE for

approval.

We recognize this may be the second most busy time of year for many in our community. However, our time is limited

and we appreciate your support,
Happy Holidays to everyone.
With best regards,

The Incorporated Owners of Baguio Villa




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

)

©)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A" be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning. Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear thai
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and feSJ'dential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. T he
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Submission Number:

/ k f ( /K er Z 2 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5074
Name: et NI A '};ﬁ - .
N

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone . (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by pest to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




HKU’S PROPOSAL TO BUILD A GLOBAL INNOVATION CENTRE (GIC) IN POKFULAM

On 29 November 2024, the TPB approved to set the 4.7ha Green Belt area in Pokfulam to U “Undetermined”.

The Town Planning Beard (TPB) invites further representations on its proposed amendments to the Pokfulam Outline

Zoning plan numbered (S/H10/22).
Any and all members of the public may make submissions to the TPB until 3 January 2025.

You are encouraged to make use of this opportunity to again make further representations to the rezoning proposal.

BACKGROUND:
You may recall this all started back in October of 2021 with the then Chief Executive (CE) announced in the policy
address that the government has “reserved a 4-hectare site originally zoned “Green Belt” at Pokfulam for HKU to

construct facilities for deep technology research”. This was named the HKU Global Innovation Centre (GIC).
On | March 2024, the TPB met and approved a schedule of amendments.

Item A was the big fish. This rezoned a sitc of 4.7 hectare between Sasson Road to Baguio Villa from “Green Belt®

“GB™), to “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Cenire” (*OU(Global Innovation Centre)”).
P

For two months, ending 22 May 2024, public representations were taken on the schedule of amendments. Due to your

outstanding support, 248 submissions were received in favor, and 3,411 against.

Due to this significant objection, on 3 October 2024, HKU and then the government issued press releases stating

that a revised proposal would be developed and the zoning of Item A would be set to Undetermined “U".

The TPB heard further verbal presentations from numerous representors for and against the proposed amendments at the

start of November 2024,

The TPB held an internal meeting on 20 November 2024, where they made their decision and set the land in question to
U “Undetermined”. A sumimary of the TPB’s decision can be found in the TPB’s Press Release on 29 November 2024

which has been posted up in all lift lobbies of our buildings.

ACTION PLAN:
However, we have one more chance to state our objection to the latest determination by the TPB.

You have until Friday 3 January 2025 to offer further representations to the TPB’s revised amendments.



HEREWITH OUR SUGGESTED SUBMISSION TEMPLATE. THIS CAN BE SENT TO THE FOLLOWING EMAIL
ADDRESS OF THE TPB. PLEASE ADD YOUR NAME AND HKID ALONG WITH YOUR SUBMISSION. YOU
MAY ADD FURTHER POINTS YOU WISH TO MAKE AND YOUR TELEPHONE NO. OR EMAIL ADDRESS IF
YOU WISH TO BE INVITED TO MAKE ORAL REPRESENTATION AT THE TPB HEARING.

Notes:

1. Every member of a household including your household helpers can make a further representation.

2. Indicate your further representation is on the amendment R/S/H10/22-A1 the proposed amendment of rezoning the
site to "U" of the draft Pokfulam Outline Zoning Plan S/H10/22

3. That you oppose the amendment and any zoning other that Green Belt (GB)

4. Give Your reasons for doing so. Individualised further representations are preferable and carry more impact but you
may use our template if you do not have time to write your own.

5. All further representations must be accompanied by the person’s name and HKID or passport. Only provide the
first four digits: e.g. A123 or XY12. The name should be as it appears on the HKID or passport. Email address and

telephone numbers are optional if you wish to be invited to make oral representations at the hearing of the TPB.

6.  Again, submit your further representation by email to tphpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to the TPB.

After further representations are made, the TPB considers them and decides whether to make further changes. The

proposed amendments to the Pokfulam Outline Zoning plan numbered (S/H10/22) are’ then submitted to the CE for

approval.

We recognize this may be the second most busy time of year for many in our community. However, our time is limited

and we appreciate your support.
Happy Holidays to everyone.
With best regards,

The Incorporated Owners of Baguio Villa




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tphpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

3)

(%)

(3)

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment fo zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear thai
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Submission Number:TS
' B/R SIH10/22-F—SO
vame: Lo I, H urf TPB/R/

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




E Submission Number: l
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5082 l

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-
HKU’S PROPOSAL TO BUILD A GLOBAL INNOVATION CENTRE (GIC) IN P(.{l\rL/JZLZ.nFuEZO

On 29 November 2024, the TPB approved to set the 4.7ha Green Belt area in Pokfulam to U “Undetermined”.

The Town Planning Board (TPB) invites further representations on its proposed amendments to the Pokfulam Qutline

Zoning plan numbered (S/H10/22).
Any and all members of the public may make submissions to the TPB until 3 January 2025.

You are encouraged to make use of this opportunity to again make further representations to the rezoning proposal.

BACKGROUND:
You may recall this all started back in October of 2021 with the then Chief Executive (CE) announced in the policy
address that the government has “reserved a 4-hectare site originally zoned “Green Belt” at Pokfulam for HKU to

construct facilities for deep technology research”. This was named the HKU Global Innovation Centre (GIC).
On 1 March 2024, the TPB met and approved a schedule of amendments.

Item A was the big fish. This rezoned a site of 4.7 hectare between Sasson Road to Baguio Villa from “Green Belt”

(“GB™), to “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”).

For two months, ending 22 May 2024, public representations were taken on the schedule of amendments. Due to your

outstanding support, 248 submissions were received in favor, and 3,411 against.

Due to this significant objection, on 3 October 2024, HKU and then the government issued press releases stating

that a revised proposal would be developed and the zoning of ltem A would be set to Undetermined “U”.

The TPB heard further verbal presentations from numerous representors for and against the proposed amendments at the

start of November 2024,

The TPB held an internal meeting on 29 November 2024, where they made their decision and set the land in question to
U “Undetermined”. A summary of the TPB’s decision can be found in the TPB’s Press Release on 29 November 2024
which has been posted up in all lift lobbies of our buildings.

ACTION PLAN:

However, we have one more chance to state our objection to the latest determination by the TPB.

You have until Friday 3 January 2025 to offer further representations to the TPB’s revised amendments.

|



HEREWITH OUR SUGGESTED SUBMISSION TEMPLATE. THIS CAN BE SENT TO THE FOLLOWING EMAIL
ADDRESS OF THE TPB. PLEASE ADD YOUR NAME AND HKID ALONG WITH YOUR SUBMISSION. YOU
MAY ADD FURTHER POINTS YOU WISH TO MAKE AND YOUR TELEPHONE NO. OR EMAIL ADDRESS IF
YOU WISH TO BE INVITED TO MAKE ORAL REPRESENTATION AT THE TPB HEARING.

Notes:

1. Every member of a household including your household helpers can make a further representation. _

2. Indicate your further representation is on the amendment R/S/H10/22-A1 the proposed amendment of rezoning the
site to "U" of the draft Pokfulam Outline Zoning Plan S/H10/22

3. That you oppose the amendment and any zoning other that Green Belt (GB)

4. Give Your reasons for doing so. Individualised further representations are preferable and carry more impact but you
may use our template if you do not have time to write your own.

5. All further representations must be accompanied by the person’s name and HKID or passport. Only provide the
first four digits: e.g. A123 or XY12. The name should be as it appears on the HKID or passport. Email address and
telephone numbers are optional if you wish to be invited to make oral representations at the hearing of the TPB.

6. Again, submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to the TPB.

After further representations are made, the TPB considers them and decides whether to make further changes. The
proposed amendments to the Pokfulam Outline Zoning plan numbered (S/H10/22) are then submitted to the CE for

approval.

We recognize this may be the second most busy time of year for many in our community. However, our time is limited

and we appreciate your support.

Happy Holidays to everyone.

With best regards,

The Incorporated Owners of Baguio Villa




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(%)

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone ltem A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item 4 to ( U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK8100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Au ‘/Z’L-’N(‘j) KLUA’N

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

_Emd’z'f/ telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51443

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F021 |
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- . Submission Number:
OUrgent [Return receipt OExpand Group ORestricted DPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22~F-514EJ

Fram: .

Sent 2025-01-02 BRI 22:21:56 :’:;;'};7;;;;"2'”;‘6‘;"5’
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Attachment: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP v1 (1).pdf

To the Town Planning Board,

I'd like to submit my Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22.

Regards,
Erin



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1

@)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and thé originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

()

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that

- the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary

structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Depattment, a
petfectly sized and located RC6 afea, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces'a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money,



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Yeh Erin Jian Yien

(circle one) HKID / Passport:_

Email / telephone : (optional):_

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51488

Further Representation Number:

[ submission Number:

OUrgent  DOReturn receipt  OExpand Group  ORestricted  OPrevent Copy

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 EHMU  20:37:38 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO26
Ta: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: . . Further representation on Pokfulam OZP

Attachment: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please see details of my opposition to the construction of the proposed HKU GIC attached.

Thanks and regards,
Trisha Yeh Tsui



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date; Jan 2, 2025

(1)

)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of oU,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration,

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes placé.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Trisha Tsui Yeh

(circle one) HKID / RPasspert:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




: ’ Submission Number- [
TPB/R/S/HJ. -
OUrgent CIReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy 0/22-F-5112

Further Representation Numbar:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F027

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-01 BE= 20:34:43
To: : tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>’
Subject: HKU's proposal to build GIC in Pokfulam

Secretary, Town Planning Board
Dear Sit/Madam,
" 1 am writing to oppose HKU’s proposal to build a Global Innovation Centre in Pokulam.

As a professional town planner, 1 believe the Planning Department should be able to find a better
alternative site for the Centre. Please refer to the attached file below on the reasons for my opposition
to the proposal.

Thanks you.

Best regards,

Prof. Peter K.W Fong
M.U.P., Ph.D (NYU), FHKIP, MPIA

President, HK Public Administration Association
Editor-in-Chief, Public Adm.& Policy (PAP) Journal by Emerald
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Submission Number;

CUrgent [IReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted OPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S007
From: [ Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2024-12-25 EH= 16:49:30 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F028
To: - ) tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Attachment: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP.pdf

Dear Tpbpd,

Please find attached. Thanks

Best
Peter Cheng




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No,.S/HI0/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2§ Dec oY

(1)

(2)

(3

(4)

)

)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

o2



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

> = N
{ . / " . ’
Name: { adng ) 7oA LCueng |7 + ey
o 7

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
[Urgent CIReturn receipt [OExpand Group [lRestricted [1Prevent Copy wzz":'son

Sent: 2024-12-26 2HAY 10:20:16 _ TPB/R/S/H10/22-F029

I

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Re: objection to the HKU GIC
Attachment: HKU GIC 2.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,

Attached please find my objection letter.
Thank you for your attention.

Regards,
Dr. SC Chiu :
Resident of Baguio Villa, Pokfulam



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd(@pland.gov.hk
Date: 26 -12-2024

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

(2)

(3

(4)

(3)

(6)

preferving that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

[ disagree that the 2,250 irees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded. the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential ” comprising

2. 5ha. is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB iakes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites whicl can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Cateer Sk Cﬁur\jér

(circle oneﬁfK[D} Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




r3(/wo

Submission Number:

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: | / ] / pE-p Y g

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican'tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(3) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. '

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Polfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: | CHrtu S CHuN G

(circle one@KID} Passport: -

Email / telephone : (optional) -

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland. ov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

M\}\\
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Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO30

Submission Number:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/ 22-F-5012

OUrgent [JReturn receipt CJExpand Group [lRestricted [lPrevent Copy

From: I

Sent; 2024-12-26 EHAVG 10:25:10

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Re: objection to HKU GIC

Attachment: HKU GIC 3.docx

Dear Sir/Madam,

Attached please find my objection to the above.
Thank you.

Regards,
LH Lo, resident of Baguic Villa, Pokfulam



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
.Date: 26 -12-2024

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU!

. (4}

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

preferving that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment 1o zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item 4 to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

[ disagree that the 2,250 irees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded. the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential " comprising

2 5ha. is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before anv

rezoning of GB iakes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7} Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of owr adjacent green belt acceplable. Residents in
Polkfulam area are alreadv facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development - in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel's buck.

Name: /—*‘D La"{\ H_&i

(circle one)(HKID} Passport. _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to inbpdenland.gor.hl or Yy post o

PS/F Novth Point Governmenl Oftices. 333 duva Ropd, Mevih Point, Houg wong.




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

‘?—//!‘%_D

Submission Number: | |
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51144

To: tpbpd@pland. gov.hk
Date: | / ) / 202"

(1) I oppose the proposed Log zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU"

(2)

(3

(4)

)

)

preferving that the land of 'TTEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’s find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value Just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear thai
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. W excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fy Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered Sirst before any
rezoning of GB takes place. ’

As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look Jor alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospitél and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development in Polfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: LO L@-J‘ H_&[

(circle one)(HKID} Passport: -__

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post 1o
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road. North Point, Hong Kong.

RECENED h

L7 AN 1003
Town Plann'lﬂ% /

Bowd



submission Number:

. -F-5013
COUrgent [Return receipt OExpand Group ClRestricted LiPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F \

N

Sent: ' 2024-12-26 EHAPD 10:28:49 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO31
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Re: objection to the HKU GIC

Attachment: HKU GIC 1.docx

Dear SirfMadam,

Attached please find my objection letter to the above.

Thank you.

Regards,

CK Chiu, Resident of Baguioc Villa



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 26-12-2024

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,

(2

(3)

(4)

(3)

preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

! disagree that the 2,250 irees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as vesidential, restawrant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Deparitment, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB iakes place.

As Hong Kong foces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertioin that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Polgulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polifulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of

. the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Polfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

- Name: Cad1oi CHEUR K E

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to robhpddipland.gey. bl o by posi fe
13/ Movth Point Goverwinend fiees, 333 dava Rood. Novik Peint, Houg bhong.




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Z-f/wo

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51145

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hi
Date: 1/, / 20

)

%)

(3)

4

)

()

I oppo&e the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferving that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

1 can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,230 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous wnnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced,

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternaiive
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to
be fimded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polkfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Q‘H T Cf‘{ &uU (o K[';—/

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -_

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

f-’\\\
RECEWEU \
.7 JAN 18D
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l Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S014

CUrgent [Return receipt [JExpand Group [lRestricted [lPrevent Copy

From: Pt B R Y |

Fi
urther Representation Number;

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F032

Sent: 2024-12-26 £1HPY 10:36:31
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Dear sirf/madam

(1) | oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU, preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned
Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1 canit find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined. The TPB's decision to
rezone ltem A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of ltem A to (U) Undetermined

(3) | disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees are valuable
regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and
included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and
scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and located RC6 area,
already zoned "Residential" comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate sites which can save the
construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) | strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational, institutional, hospital and
residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary
Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the
camel's back.

—William Liang



Submission Number:

[lUrgent OReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted DPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5015
Sent. 2024-12-26 EHIM 16:01:41 1pB/R/S/H10/22-FO33
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Representation by Edwin Yan

Attachment: Representation by Edwin Yan.pdf

Dear Sir,

Attached please find my further representation on Pokfulam OZP No §/H10/22,

Sent with Genius Scan for i0S.
https://tglapp.com/e/scan

Thank you.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: De¢ M Loty

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning. Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



3

(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Depariment assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfilam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt accepiable. Residents In
Pokfilam area are already facing dally congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
praposed giganiic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel 's back.

Name: # PT/\/ NI 07 /&MA/@

(circle one) @’ms}wﬂ : _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by cmsit to tokpd@oaland.gov.uk. or by pest (2

wih Fo 0 AL



gubmission number:

‘ icted [ 1PB/R/S/HL0/22-F-S016
CUrgent ClReturn receipt [JExpand Group [ORestricted [Prevent Copy

tion Number:
From: _— Further Representa \
TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO34

Sent: 2024-12-26 EHAMG 16:03:35

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Representation by Jessica Ng
Attachment: A Representation by Jessica Ng.pdf

Dear Sir,

Attached please find my further representation on Pokfulam OZP No S/H10/22.
. Sent with Genius Scan for iOS.
https://tglapp.com/e/scan

Regards

Jessica Ng



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/HI 0/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk
Date:  Det Mo 204

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4

(3)

(©)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of '0U,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the lost straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: N 6 FO \/w KM f M

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by cmail to tphpd@oland.gov.ik or by post to

F North Pol overnment Offices, 333 Javs Road, North Foint, DO




[ Submission Number:
TPB/R -F- ‘
DOuUrgent [Return receipt [IExpand Group [Restricted TPrevent Copy R

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Attachment;

Dear Sir,

Further Representation Number: {
TPB/R/S - 7
2024-12-26 BRI 16:05:17 | Te8/R/s/ht0r2-Fo3s
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Representation by Yan Ho Cheong
Representation by Yan Ho Cheong.pdf

Attached please find my further representation on Pokfulam OZP No S/kH10/22.

Sent with Genius Scan for i0S.
https:/ftglapp.com/e/scan

Regards

. Jessica Ng



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: et Yo Loty

(1)

(2

(3)

(4)

(3)

(©)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I ean't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8} of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our ac{;‘ace'nr green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam areq are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
Proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel's back.

Name: __ A W1 vHEwn

(circle one) @Passport: -

Email / telephone - (optional)

Submit your further repres

A | 3

entation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by pest to
L 4 ! . A 3

]
O
B, LA0R wud_l




Submission Number:A\
Ourgent OReturn receipt E]Expand Group [Restricted OPrevent Copy Tpg/g/g/mu/zz-p-gmg

|

From: Further Representation Number: A
Sent: 2024-12-26 BHAM 16:07:00 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F036 l
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Representation by Anna

Attachment: Representation by Anna.pdf

Dear Sir,

Attached please find my further representation on Pokfulam OZP No 8/H10/22.

Sent with Genius Scan for i0S.
hitps:/ftelapp.com/e/scan

Thank you



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To. tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:  De¢ Mo Lenty

(1)

(%)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common

species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department asserfion that because we have
educatlonal, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residenis in
Pokfulam area are alrcady facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the develapments in Waeh Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the comel’s back.

eme: SARC E ANALYN  COLISAD

{circle one@:"amﬂrﬂ —

Ematl / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by cmail to Ww

(NOTIR 1O ) B4R




Submission Number:
[JUrgent [CIReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy | TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5022
Further Representation Number:
From: — TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F037
Sent: 2024-12-26 2P0 18:50:13
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Re: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22-A1

Amended version:
Dear Sirs,

I oppose the amendment and any zoning other than Green Belt (GB). My reasons are as under;

1. Ioppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU', preferring that
the land of 'TTEM A' be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forward for
consideration

2. Ican't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis
under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for
the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

3. I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are a common species. That
many trees are valuable regardless of how common they may be and whether or not they are
registered.

4. During the TPB public hearings held in early November it was made clear that the HKU
GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential,
restaurant and vast open spaces. If these are excluded the size and scope of the
proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced and a smaller different site could be
identified which does not have the same detrimental environmental impact!

5. If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department a perfectly
sized and located RC6 area already zoned "Residential" comprising 2.5ha is located
alongside the GB and should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

6. As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit then HKU should look for alternative more
appropriate sites which can save on construction costs. Especially as the cost of this project
will likely be funded by public money.

~ 7. Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam that this makes
development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already
facing daily congested traffic conditions due to the developments in Wah Fu, QMH and
Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the Straw
That Breaks The Camel's Back!!!

[ sincerely hope that common sense can prevail!

Kniiht Steihen John

On Thu, 26 Dec 2024 at 18:47, Stephen Knight _ wrote:

Dear Sirs,

I oppose the amendment and any zoning other than Green Belt (GB). My reasons are as under;



DOUrgent [JReturn receipt [JExpand Group [JRestricted [lPrevent Copy

1. T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU', preferring that the
land of 'ITEM A' be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forward for
consideration

2. O can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis
under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for
the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

3. I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are a common species. That
many trees are valuable regardless of how common they may be and whether or not they are
registered.

4. During the TPB public hearings held in early November it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential,
restaurant and vast open spaces. If these are excluded the size and scope of the proposed HKU
GIC can be substantially reduced and a smaller different site could be identified which does
not have the same detrimental environmental impact!

5. If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department a perfectly sized
and located RC6 area already zoned "Residential" comprising 2.5ha is located alongside the
GB and should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

6. As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit then HKU should look for alternative more
appropriate sites which can save on construction costs. Especially as the cost of this project
will likely be funded by public money.

7. 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam that this makes development of
our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily
congested traffic conditions due to the developments in Wah Fu, QMH and Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the Straw That Breaks The
Camel's Back!!!

I sincerely hope that common sense can prevail!

Knight Stephen John



" - -
F Su!om:ss;on Number:
E liB/ R/S/ H10/'22-F-5023:_{
[Urgent [IReturn receipt [JExpand Group [IRestricted [IPrevent Copy "

Further Representation Number:
oo I | /w5 Fo3s

Sent: 2024-12-26 VY 18:55:05

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22-A1
Dear Sirs,

| oppose the amendment and any zoning other than Green Belt (GB). My reasons are as under;

1. | oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’, preferring that the land
of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forward for consideration

2. | can'tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined. The
TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the
Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of ltem A to (U)
Undetermined.

3. |disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are a common species. That many
trees are valuable regardless of how common they may be and whether or not they are registered.

4. During the TPB public hearings held in early November it was made clear that the HKU GIC proposal
was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and vast
open spaces. If these are excluded the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be
substantially reduced and a smaller different site could be identified which does not have the same
detrimental environmental impact!

5. |f the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department a perfectly sized and
located RC6 -area already zoned "Residential" comprising 2.5ha is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

6. As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit then HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save on construction costs. Especially as the cost of this project will likely be funded
by public money.

7. | strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
conditions due to the developments in Wah Fu, QMH and Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC
development in Pokfulam will likely be The Straw That Breaks The Camel's Back!!!

| sincerely hope that common sense can prevaill

Knight Chau Carmen Sun On



submission Number:

OUrgent [JReturn receipt [ClExpand Group [lRestricted ClPrevent Copy . TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5025
From: Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2024-12-27 BT 12:16:41 TPB/R/S/110/22-FO33
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Attachment: IMG_20241225_193728_resized_20241227_121641324.jpg;

IMG_20241225_193715_resized_20241227_121641451.jpg

" To whom it may concern,

Please see attached my further representation on the caption subject.
Resident of Baguio Villa,

Shirley Chu

R B EAIFH
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Submission Number;
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5028

[lUrgent [Return receipt [lExpand Group [Restricted [lPrevent Copy

F Further Representation Number:
rom:
- TPB/R/S/H10/22-F040 ’

Sent: 2024-12-27 £83f. 16:02:17 ‘
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: RE: OBJECTION TO TPB PLAN IN POKFULAM

Attachment; Objection to TPB Plan.pdf

Dear Sir / Madam,

Attached please find my OBJECTION TO THE LATEST DETERMINATION BY THE TPB
PLAN.

Yours Faithfully,
HATHIRAMANI L.5.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a represeniation that proposed an amendment io zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and _residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested trajfic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Polfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: HAT 141 R AV )TN Z/—)c WN/JZ%M AT

(circle one)l HKID [ Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




OUrgent  OReturn receipt

OExpand Group  URestricted  [CIPrevent Copy

|

Submission Number:
TPB/R/ S/ H10/22-F-5037

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

2024-12-27 2H{H 181748
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Pokfulam OZP

IMG_2870.jpeg; IMG_2871 jpeg

Further Representation Number: '

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F041




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H1 0722

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:
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legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
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(3) I disagree that the 2,250 irees have no value just because they are common

species. 2,250, trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are
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rly November, it was made clear that
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in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
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that breaks the camel’s back.

MAK St Minh

Name:

(circle one) HKID / Passpt

Email / telephone . (option

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices. 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




fSubmission Number:
DUrgent  [JReturn receipt  CJExpand Group DlRestricted  [IPrevent Copy TR S0

Further Representation Number:

From:

Sent: 2024-12-28 B#Hi7x  07:59:01 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F042
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

(1)l oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OV, preferring that the
land of “ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)l can’ t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined.
The TPB s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of ltem A to (V)
Undetermined.

(3)! disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees
are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) | strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’ s
back.

Regards,
Phu Hong

Name: Phu, Hong




! SubrhissionNumber:
Curgent OReturn receipt ClExpand Group [IRestricted LIPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/HIORZ_F-SMZ

From: Eurther Representation Number:
Sent: 2024-12-28 EHi7S 10:15:01 TpB/R/S/Hm/zz-FOLB
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

(1)1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’, preferring that the
land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)l can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined.
The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U} Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of ltem A to (U)
Undetermined.

(3)l disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees
are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

{4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7)1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back.

Regards,
Shirley Xie

Name: Xie, Shirley



Subrission Number:

-E-§ .
CUrgent [IReturn receipt [Expand Group [ORestricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5043 q

From: ]

Further Representation Number: -

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F044

Sent: 2024-12-28 2HA7< 10:20:20
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

(1)1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’, preferring that the
land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)l can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U} Undetermined.
The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 68(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of item A to (U)
Undetermined.

(3)! disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees
are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces. |f excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HKSiOO billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) | strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back.

Regards,
Kaitlyn Dawn Phu

Name: Phu, Kaitlyn Dawn



( Submission Number:
-F-5044 5
OUrgent CIReturn receipt [JExpand Group DORestricted CIPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S04
| TPB/R )
et 2024-12-28 £/~ 10:23:09 /R/S/H10/22-F045 l

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: . Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

(1)t oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’, preferring that the
land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

{2)1 can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined.
The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to {U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of ltem A to (U)
Undetermined.

{3)1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species, 2,250 trees
are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

{5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6} As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

{7) | strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back.

Regards,
Kieran Phu

Name: Phu, Kieran




FSubmission Number:
CUrgent  CJReturn receipt  CExpand Group ~ [JRestricted ~ [CIPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S045

Further Representation Number:

From: TPB/R/S/H10/22-F046
Sent: 2024-12-28 #HA7N 11:03:17

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

>

> (1) | oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’, preferring that the
land of *ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

b

> (2)! cannot find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (W)
Undetermined. The TPB’ s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under
Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of
Item A to (U) Undetermined.

>

> (3) | disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250
trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.
>

> (4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

>

> (5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized
and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

>

> (6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

>

> (7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department’s assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, this makes development of
our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested
traffic condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport.
The proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the
camel’ s back.

>

> Name: DOROTHY SILKSTONE

Sent from my iPhone



Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S046

[JUrgent [IReturn receipt [DExpand Group LlRestricted [IPrevent Copy

From: Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2024-12-28 BLHE7 15:21:42 - TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO47
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject:  Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

(1)! oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU', preferring that the
land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Beit {GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined.
The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to {U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of item-A to (U)
Undetermined.

(3)1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees
are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

{4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

(5) if the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$2.00 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) | strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back.

Regards,
Wijayanti

Name: Wijayanti



‘ ’ Submission Number:
OUrgent [IReturn receipt CExpand Group CIRestricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-s050

Sent: 2024-12-28 BHI7S 18:59:31 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F048

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> ‘
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Date; 28/12/24

- (1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU; preferring that the
land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) T can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)

Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under
Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of
Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the IPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and
vast open spaces. If excluded, the

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential” comprising 2. Sha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back. .



OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [CRestricted DlPrevent Copy

Hung Yi Shun Erhest



Submission Number:
DUrgent EIReturn receipt OExpand Group DORestricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5051

Sent: - 2024-12-28 BEHAFS 19:38:20 TPB/R/S/HlO/ZZ-F0491/
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Further Representation on Pukfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Date; 28/12/24

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zonihg and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU; preferring that the
land of ITEM A' be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1 can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)

Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under
Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of
Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

{4) During the IPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and
vast open spaces. If excluded, the

(3) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential® comprising 2. Sha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel's
back.
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CHIU, Tuen Han



Submission Number:

OUrgent [JReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5053 |
From: _10 Further Representation Number:
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H 10/22

Dear Sir

Please find the attached Representation as below:




[Urgent [CReturn receipt [JExpand Group [lRestricted [lPrevent Copy

1ne T

This email supersedes the previous email just sent.
Thank you for your attention.
Regards

Sent from my iPhone



From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO51

Submissjon Number:
TPB
OUrgent  [JReturn receipt  CExpand Group  [lRestricted  LIPrevent Copy [ / R/S{HIOIZZ-F-SOSS ‘

2024-12-29 EH{H 12:31:47

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22
IMG_0001.pdf; IMG_0002.pdf




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To:

tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1)

@)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

L

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because nc

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whethes

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear thai
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, ¢
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely tc

be funded by public money.

/r



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, i1_1stitutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green beit acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

(circle one) Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Qﬁr’\és Q g Wit \ ,

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices. 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5063

MUrgent [Return receipt [JExpand Group [lRestricted [IPrevent Copy

From: I

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F052

|
|

Sent: 2024-12-30 ZHH— 17:00:15

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: OBJECTION FOR GIC INNOVATION CENTRE
Attachment: OBJECTION TO GIC IN POKFULAM. pdf

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,

I ATTACH MY RESPONSE - THANK YOU.

VIVEK



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: ipbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

()

(©)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal' was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  Ifexcluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK8100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropr'iate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Polifulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

(circle one) QT-]KI@) / Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Sent;

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please see the attachiments.

Kind regards,
Jacqueline Tu
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Further Representation Number:
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: (pbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:
)7.9// ,;/ 797, ?/,
(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely 10

be funded by public money.

: Scanned with :
‘B8 CamScanner’:



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that beeause we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green bell acceptable. Residents in
Polfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel's back.

Name: / &\/_ /’(/ y A 7%%1/;7

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

| Submission Number:
TPB/R]S/H10/22-F-5064

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your fiurther representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: ipbpd@pland. gov.hk

Dme,.)w 20/202#

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican'tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG6 area, already zoned “Residential”" comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place,

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

niore appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

'@ CamScanner:



(7)  1strongly disagree with the Planning Depariment assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back,

Submission Number:, |

Name: J ﬁ-u} g&l.l/l, HA,VI/ @M& {l ﬂu T?B/R/S/H10/22:5.59§5_ .

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

| Scanned with
@ CamScanner’;




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: LC) ZO 202‘]1‘
D )

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential " comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK§100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

o2
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(7)  1Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of owr adjacent green bell acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfilam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

L\) . U Ml' Submission Number: .
Name: Tw ) WA L(/UU/\ _ MU Ing  |TPe/R/s/uio/22 5066

(circle one) HKID / Passport: l

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tphbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

i Scanned with |




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5070

|

Ourgent [Return receipt ClExpand Group [Restricted [Prevent Copy

From: B

Further Representation Number:

Sent: 2024-12-31 Z2HA— 07:43:44 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO56
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: QZP No.S/H10/22

Sent from my iPhone
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/ 22-F-s078

. Further Representat‘mn Number: \
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TpB/R/S/H10/22-FO57

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4

(5)

(0)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment fo zone the land fo (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U} Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning. Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous umnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Depariment, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. -

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

el 2



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

veme: YEUKGT HO0 CHEONG MARTIA

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO58

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk Submission quben'
Date: TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-s079

(1) 1 oppose the proposed U zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) I cant find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

2.250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2 5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed

gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Al SH CHUEN

-
(circle on¢) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5780

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: ipbpd@pland.gov.bk
Date: D@W 24 ;U;Z(f

(1) I oppose the proposed ‘U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4 During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” .comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: L/ SHV CHUZ

(circle OI@EISSPOHZ

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S081

[ Further Representation Number:

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO59 |

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: MOT Ldﬁ L \Idﬂsw

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -

Email / telephone : (optional) /

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-s083

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 Farther Representatic; l:xgge(r) \
0 -
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk TPB/R/S/H10/2

Date:

(1)

(2)

(3)

4

(3)

(©)

] oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Y/P K/Af M T() ’7/‘/)0 ]CWZ J

\
(circle one@/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number: ’ i
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5084 |

Further Representation Number: \

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F061

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland. gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U'’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4)  During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK8100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Polfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back,

YUEN SUN ON

el N

(circle ong) HKID / Passport:

Name:

Email / telephone . (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.kk or by pest to
PEA Morth Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point. Hono Kong.




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.govhk 777

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F062

Submission Nitmber:
TPB/R/5/H10f22 F.56R5

L Submission Number:

[PB/R/S/H10/22-F-S086

Date: by ' Kt ?/ i L Further Representation Number:
J DA v
<7 Dece T \:pB/R/S/mo/zz—FOGs '\

(1)

(2)

1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

[ can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. 1f excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

/1\1&7 Hu Lo RTH ‘/j/m,rr) /r‘um s~ (U7 I

Name:

Submission Number:

’ . TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5085
(circle one) HKID / Passport: _
\_/

Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5086
Email / telephone : (optional) '

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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‘ Submissioh Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5087

Further Representation Number:

TPB(R/s/H10/zz-F064

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO65 | Submission Number:

PETTS

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H1 022 | TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5088 |

Further Representation Number: Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO66 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S089

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: ]

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (1 GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U}
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked jor the rezoning of Item A4 to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look Jfor alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5087

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submission Number:
TPB/R/ S/H10/22-F-S088

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number: ‘ i

DUrgent OReturn receipt CExpand Group [IRestricted [IPrevent Copy | TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5090 |
From: Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2024-12-31 BHI— 15:23:40 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO67
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: ' Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Attachment: Further representation on Pokfulam OZP No.SH1022.pdf

Dear Sirs,

We send you herewith signed Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 dated
31/12/2024 for your further handling.

Y.S. Lau
Y. S. Lau & Partners, Solicitors

The names of our firm's principals will be provided upon request.

Important Notice

Information in this message is confidential and may be legally privileged. Itis intended solely for the
person to whom it is addressed.

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender, and please delete the message from
your system immediately.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 3| ngo_go;u}_

(1)

2

(3)

(4)

)

(©)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment 10 zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning. Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

[ disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 areq, already zoned "Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

/2



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our acszacént green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the devél&pments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC develo};ment in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: LAV YUG SuM

(circle one)@/ Passport:
Email / telephone : (optional)
Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd nd.gov.hk or t to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road. North Point, Hong Kong.
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From: B

Fu
Sent: 2024-12-31 £HR 17:24:05
R/S/H10/22-F068
To: . tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@piand.gov.hk>;i TPB/R/S/H10/2
| |

Subject: ' Objection to hku gic

Sent from my iPhone

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:31/12:2024

(1) oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal
is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal
basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has
asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and
whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the
HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as
residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the
proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is
located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any rezoning of GB
takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be
funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this
makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area
are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the developments in
Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC
development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Lau Chung Sui Chun

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -

Email / telephone : (optional)
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Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd(@pland.gov.hk or by post to 15/F
North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.



OUrgent DReturn receipt OExpand Group DRestricted  [1Prevent Copy

From: I

Sent: 2024-12-31 2R 17:19:29

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Cc

Subject: Fwd: General Circular Email: Urgent Submissions to Town

Planning Board - Deadline 3 January

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

Subject: General Circular Email: Urgent Submissions to Town
Deadline 3 January

Hi all
Resend with adding 20B, which just received the email address right now.
This is the general circular loop from ISS.

Please see the email below from the Chairman of Management Committee for your perusal and
further action.

Kind Regard
Wong Joe

<image009.png>

Wong Joe — Property Manager (PMP Licence P1-966945)

55 EastPoint Property Management Ltd {PMC Licence C-072046) / 1SS EastPoint Properties Limited (PMC Licence C-
989872}

[ TP
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To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of'OU'",
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal
is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal
basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has
asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3)1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and
whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the
HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as
residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the
proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential™ comprising 2.5ha, is
located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any rezoning of GB
takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be
funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this
makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area
are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the developments in
Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC
development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s back.

Name:
(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to 15/F
North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

2. An example of a personalised Further Submission
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To : Town Planning Board

Further Representation Relating of Proposed Amendments to Plan No.S/H10/22

o

1.

I opposed the TPB’s amendment of the zoning of the 4.72-hectone site
designated for the proposed GIC by HKU in Pok Fu Lam (the Site) from “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(GIC)”) to
“Undertermined (“U”) in the interim, in order to allow HKU to review and
resubmit its proposal.

The TPB received overwhelming oppositions from the Fok Fu Lam community
to the proposed GIC at the Site. At the hearing in November 2024, the majority
of the representators expressed their oppositions to build the GIC at the Site for
various grounds including the excessive size and scale of the development, its
adverse impact on air and sound pollution, the adverse impact on traffic on Pok
Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road which are already badly affected by nearby
developments, the expensive building costs on a steep slope, the long
construction period and the disturbance to the nearby community, the
destruction of over 2000 mature trees and the natural habitat for birds and small
animals and last but not least, the risk of landslides as a result of the
construction activities.

The TPB’s decision to zone the Site to “U” is wrong in principle because of the
following reasons :-

Under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance, it is provided that
after considering any representation under the section, the Board must decide
whether or not —

(a) to propose amendment to the plan proposed in the
representation; or

(b) to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in
the opinion of the Board, will meet the representation.

(2) None of the representators has proposed the Site to be zoned for “U”
purposes. Furthermore, the decision of the Board to zone the Site to “U” in
no way meets the representations.

(3)  There are stringent restrictions for application for development
within green belt zone as laid down in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-
No.10. The Guidelines provide, inter alia, :-

1. Thereis a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt
(“GB”) zone;

2. An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be
considered in exceptional circumstances and must be justified with
very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the proposed
development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height
should be compatible with the character of surrounding areas;
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(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and
public utility installations must demonstrate that the proposed development is
essential and that no alternative sites are available;

(g) The design and layout of any proposed development should be
compatible with the surrounding area. The development should not
involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the
existing landscape, or cause any adverse visual impact on the
surrounding environment;

(i) The proposed development should not overstrain the capacity of
existing and planned infrastructure such as sewerage, roads and water

supply;

(1) The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse
environmental effects from pollution sources nearby such as traffic
noise, unless adequate mitigating measures are provided, and it should
not itself be the source of pollution:

(m) Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not
adversely affect slope stability.

(4) HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above
stringent criteria of the Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to “U”, when HKU
applies to zone the “U” Site to “Other Specified Uses™ annotated “OU(GIC)™, it does
not have to satisfy the requirements in the Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U” in the
interim, the TPB in effect allows HKU to bypass the Guidelines and to go through the
backdoor. The TPB should not allow this to happen.

4. 1would also point out the following areas in the Minutes of the 1327th Meeting of
the TPB held on 29-11-2024 :-

(a) Tn paragraph 8 of the Minutes, it was said that HKU had committed in its
press statement in early October 2024 and at the hearing to consult relevant
stakeholders in strategically reviewing and amending its development plan to address
their opinion as much as practicable. HKU would also explore the possibility of
identifying alternative sites for the development of the GIC. As a member of the
Incorporated Owners of Baguio Villa, I can confirm that HKU has not made any
attempt or effort to contact the residents of Baguio Villa to consult the views of the
affected residents. As a result, I also doubt the sincerity of its pledge to explore
alternative sites for the GIC.

(b) It was suggested in Paragraph 9(b) of the Minutes that it was logical for HKU
to develop the GIC near its Main Campus in Pok Fu Lam, where the research
atmosphere was well-established with the presence of QMH and Cyberport. At the
TPB’s hearing on 5-11-2024 [ already raised my point that proximity to its existing
campus is not a must in this advance technology era of 5G or 6G. There are lots of
successful examples of satellite campus of famous top universities in the
world. Proximity and convenience of HKU to its existing campus should not override
the Guidelines and at the expense of the adverse impact to the Pok Fu Lam community.
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(¢) In Paragraph 13(b) of the Minutes it was pointed out that PFLM was in place
due to traffic concerns. Currently, there were problems of traffic congestion on PFLR
and Victoria Road. The GIC would generate additional traffic burden on Victoria
Road. Although the government had no adverse comments on the TIA and its
assumptions, it cannot be taken for granted that these TIA and assumptions would not
be inaccurate or over optimistic. There is traffic congestion on every weekday on Fok
Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road. There are also frequent traffic accidents on the two
roads. The Police has the reports and figures of the accidents. The local residents
should not be the victims of inaccurate or over-optimistic assessments. Members of the
TPB may pay a site visit to the area during rush hours on a weekday to see what the
traffic condition is and will be like.

(d) In Paragraph 20 of the Minutes, it was said that upon development, man-
made slopes would be stabilized and the risk of landslides would be substantially
reduced. However, GIC will take over 10 years to finish. During the construction
period, the slopes would be disturbed and become unstable. Furthermore, the natural
slopes adjoining the man-made slopes would be disturbed and become unstable.

(¢) In Paragraph 23 of the Minutes, it was said that the development timeline
estimated by representator R3320 was not optimized as some tasks in the development
programme could be carried out simultaneously. Examples of the Third Runway and
the West Kowloon Station were cited in support. However, it is wrong to borrow these
examples in which the construction sites were not restricted topographically or by
congested traffic condition and proximity to existing residential areas. The steep slopes
and narrow access roads will not allow multiple construction works to be carried out
simultaneously at the Site.

5.  For the above reasons, I oppose the zoning of the Site to “U”. It should be

rezoned to Green Belt in accordance with the majority of representations made and in
accordance with Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance.

Date : 27-12-2024
Name
HKID

Email

3. Some detailed arguments/points that can be added to each submission to
personalise the same

Draft of possible items to include in Further Representations on the Pok Fu
Lam OZP following the publication of the minutes of the meeting which
decided on Undetermined zoning for Item A, the area proposed by HKU for it
Global Innovation Centre.

1. Approval Process under Para 6B(8) of the TPB Ordinance
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1.1. The Town Planning Ordinance requires the Board to give due consideration to
every representation which has been made in respect of the proposed change to the
zonings on the Outline zoning plan under consideration.

1.2. Under Paragraph 6B(8) of the Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance the Board must
decide whether or not :-

(a) to propose amendment to the plan in the manner proposed in the representation; or
(b) to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the opinion of the
Board, will meet the representation.

1.3. No representation proposed that the plan be amended to include an Undetermined,
“(UY”, zoning for Item A, and hence subparagraph “a” is not relevant to the
consideration which the Board had to undertake.

1.4. Under subparagraph “b” the Board has the authority to decide whether to propose
an amendment to the plan in another manner which would meet the representation
under consideration by the Board. The important wording in this subparagraph is “meet
the representation”.

. 1.5. The proposal that the Item A be zoned as “(U)”, Undetermined, was a proposal by
the Planning Department who, under the TPB Ordinance, cannot be considered as a
“representer”.

1.6. No representer proposed that the plan be amended to include an Undetermined,
“(U)”, zoning for Item A and hence, under subparagraph “b”, there was no
representation which could be considered to being met by a zoning of Undetermined,
C‘(U)H‘ ]

1.7. The TPB Ordinance, neither under paragraph 6B(8) or any other part, gives the
Board authority to propose an amendment to the plan that, in the opinion of the Board,
will only “partially” meet the representation. Had this been the intention the wording
of paragraph 6B(8) would have been different.

1.8. The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the [tem A area
and should be rezoned as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB
and RC(6).

1.9. The Board’s appropriate decision, under paragraph 6B(8), should have been not to
propose an amendment to the plan, thus leaving the zoning as on the current approved
plan, namely GB and RC(6).

1.10. Such a course of action does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a
change to the plan when HKU has completed its reassessment of its proposals and
conducted consultations with the community, a required process which HKU had failed
to properly undertake prior to the commencement of the rezoning process.

1.11. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

2. Green Belt

2.1. The minutes record representer R3250 as stating the “The Town Planning Board
Guidelines for ‘Application for Development within Green Belt zone under Section 16
of the Town Planning Ordinance’ (TPB PG-No. 10) promulgated in 1991 clearly stated
that there was a general presumption against development (excluding redevelopment)
and planning applications would only be considered under exceptional circumstances
and should be justified by very strong planning grounds. There was a legitimate
expectation that the Board would adhere to its publicly stated planning intention and
guidelines. The development of the Centre at the Item A Site did not fulfil the strong
planning grounds required for development, as outlined in the OZP since 1986 and in
TPB PG-No.10 in 19917

2.2. The response from the planning department that the conditions to be satisfied for
the rezoning of Green Belt land is different for an amendment to an OZP and for a
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Section 16 application defies all logic of planning. The procedures for effecting such a
change, as set out in the TPB ordinance are different, but the fundamental planning
considerations which need to be addressed are the same. This was clarified by the Chair
in that there was the general presumption against development was applicable to all
“GB” zones across all OZPs. She instanced the strong justification provided where
areas of GB had been rezoned, but failed to add that no such strong justification had
been provided for this rezoning. For instance, no alternative sites had been properly
considered, as confirmed by the proponent HKU. Thus, there was no overriding
justification for this rezoning.

2.3. The minutes include “Recent government policies, including those from 2023
regarding the green belt development as well as the gazettal of the STT OZP in 2024,
indicated that the 2021 policy of granting the Item A Site to HKU for a global 1&T
centre was outdated”. I suggest that the wording of this minute is incorrect as the 2021
Policy Address only “reserved” a 4 hectare site of Green Belt (not about 4.2 hectares of
Green Belt plus a further about 0.5 hectares of land zoned as RC(6) as Item A). The
land has NOT been granted as HKU would like to believe. It was only reserved to
allow HKU to consider its use, undertake all necessary studies AND consult. As
confirmed in the hearings all necessary studies to confirm the feasibility, the ball park
costs and construction pogramme have not been undertaken nor was the required
consultation undertaken.

2.4. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

3. PFLM and Excessive Development

3.1. Para 67 of the minutes of the hearing meeting on 4 November include “Ms Janet
K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD explained that the Pok Fu Lam Moratorium (PFLM)
was an administrative measure aimed at limiting excessive development in the Pok Fu
Lam area for traffic management reasons”. Is this not in itself a reason for rejecting the
proposal as, without any doubt, the proposal from the HKU is an “excessive
development™? It seeks a plot ratio of 4.72 for non residential uses in a residential area
where the plot ratio is limited to 3.0. The Board should have recognized this as an
excessive development and should not have proposed to amend the OZP to include
such an excessive development.

3.2. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

4. Programme and Costs

4.1. Representer R3320 presented to the Board a professional assessment of the cost
and time required to constrict the formation for the facility, based upon the proposals
provided by the proponent, HKU. His presentations is minuted in Para 16 of the
5/11/24 minutes.

4.2. The response from the proponent, para 29 (a) of the minutes of 5/11/24, was that
“As the Centre was at preliminary planning and design stage, the estimated
construction costs and time were not available at the current stage”.

4.3, The proponent stated that the site formation works would account for about 5% of
the total construction cost. He was clearly basing his figures on previous projects
which were not on steep and inaccessible slopes.

4.4. This, in itself, demonstrated a fundamental misunderstanding of the construction
viability of the project, and hence the project as whole. It is irresponsible for a body to
proceed, as HKU has done, to seek a rezoning of land without a proper estimate of the
construction costs and an indicative programme. Representer R3320 had clearly
shown that this was possible on the details made available to the public.
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4.5. The failure of HKU to have this critical information, which it is appreciated will
need to be updated and revised as the planning and design proceeds, defies any
credibility to decisions made by the HKU Council.

4.6. The lack of the costs and programme information from HKU suggests doubts in
other responses to the Board from the proponent. While Board members will have
appreciated this, there is no indication that this has influenced the Board’s decisions on
the appropriateness of the zoning.

4.7. The Board should have recognized this shortcoming and not proceeded with, what
the Chair called, a stopgap measure. Proceeding with a stopgap measure is additionally
inappropriate as the proponent, HKU, has undertaken not to rule out any possible
option for another site for the Centre. Para 25 Meeting minutes of 5/11/24.

4.8. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

5. Misleading or incomplete advice given to the Board

5.1. Para 45 of the meeting on 1/11/24 includes the response from Ms Janet K.K.
Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD that designating a site as “U” zone on OZPs was not
uncommon when the planning intention for a site was uncertain or while awaiting
completion of a study or infrastructure facilities was misleading. Previous uses of the
“U” zoning had been to areas where there was no current zoning, or the current land
use did not comply with the current zoning. In such cases a zoning was required to be
shown on a plan to enable the approval of the plan to move forward. This is not the
case with the Pok Fu Lam OZP where the current approved zoning of GB is totally
compatible and appropriate to the current use. Rezoning of the area of concern to “U”
from “GB” does create a precedent which should have been made aware to the Board
by Plan D.

5.2. It is believed that PlanD were referring in particular to the “U” zoning for the land
released by the Fanling Golf Course when mentioning that designating a site as “U”
zone on OZPs was not uncommon. There are a number of similarities between this
area and Item A on the Pok Fu Lam OZP, particularly in respect of the procedures
leading up to the gazetting of the draft OZP; no doubt PlanD are carefully studying the
JR judgment, which quashed the TPB decision for the Fanling site, and they will, as a
result, reconsider their recommendation for the “U” zoning of Item A.

5.3. The Press Release issued on 29 November notes representers' concerns and lists
seven key concerns for the HKU to address if they wish the Board to reconsider the
rezoning of the land currently zoned on the approved OZP as Green Belt The Press
Release later includes a paragraph which exemplifies a misunderstanding that PlanD
and the Chair of the hearings have expounded; namely “In view of the above, the TPB
considered it inappropriate to revert the zoning of the Site to "Green Belt", maintain the
"OU (Global Innovation Centre)" zoning, or propose other specific zoning before the
HKU's submission of a revised proposal”. (My emphasis).

5.4. The approved zoning of “the site” remains as Green Belt until such time at the
Chief Executive approves an amended Plan. The zoning to OU was only a “proposed”
zoning shown on a “draft” Plan; the approved zoning was and still is GB (Green

Belt). If the Board had decided not to propose an amendment to the plan, an option
under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance, any amendment which had been
proposed would become void and the area would continue to be Green Belt. It would
not be a reversion but simply a continuation of the currently approved zoning.

5.5. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).
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6. Stopgap Measure - No basis for approval of zoning. No basis for the boundaries of
the zone

6.1. Para 74 of the meeting on 4 November state that “The Chairperson also took the
opportunity to clarify to the representers and the representers’ representatives that if the
Board decided to propose an amendment to the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP by rezoning the
Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation Centre)” to “U” in the interim period to
serve as a stopgap arrangement pending completion of the review and further
community engagement by HKU, the “U” zoning would allow time for HKU to review
and adjust its development plan in response to the views expressed by the stakeholders
and engage the community before submitting the revised development scheme to
Government for consideration”.

6.2. Minutes of the meeting on 29 November, in para, 6 (d), state “In view of the latest
developments, it was considered inappropriate to maintain the “OU(Global Innovation
Centre)” zoning or propose other specific zoning before HKU’s submission of a revised
proposal. Thus, PlanD recommended to rezone the Item A Site to “Undetermined”
(“U”) in the interim, serving as a stopgap arrangement pending HKU’s completion of
the review”.

6.3. While PlanD considered it inappropriate to maintain the OU zoning, there is no
minuted reason why an interim zoning was required, as opposed to the current
approved zoning remaining until HKU had completed their strategic amendment to
their development plan of the Centre.

6.4. Nowhere in the minutes is the “gap” to be “stopped” defined, but this can be taken
as the gap between what it is necessary for the Board to properly consider the proposed
rezoning to “OU”, Other Uses for the GIC, and what the HKU had been able to justify
"through their work on the project. Similarly nowhere in the minutes is it explained at
how the proposed measures stop this gap, other than to obviate the need for HKU to
follow all the procedures necessary for the Board to adequately consider the use of
Green Belt Land for other purposes.

6.5. The minutes, and in particular para 11 of meeting on 5 November and para 33 (a)
of the minutes of 29 November, are silent on any reasoning why a stopgap rezoning is
preferable to the simpler alternative of rejecting the proposed changes to “OU” (Other
Uses). The rejection of the proposed rezoning would be simpler and more reasonable
especially as the proponent has given an undertaking to reconsider their proposal. This
reconsideration, minuted in Para 25 of the meeting on 5 November, included an
undertaking “not to rule out any possible options of locating the Centre to another
site”. This was repeated in the minutes of the meeting on 29 November when the Vice-
Chairperson noted, as recorded in para 30, that “HKU should consider alternative
locations in Pok Fu Lam”. With a relocation to another site the proposed stopgap
measure would be redundant requiring a rezoning of Item A back to GB and RC(6).
6.6. The same measures of serving as a stopgap arrangement pending completion of the
review and further community engagement by HKU could be achieved, and better
achieved, by the Boards rejection of the rezoning, with the area remaining zoned as on
the current approved plan. The proponent, HKU, would be free to request the rezoning
of an appropriate area once the required area and it boundaries had been identified.
6.7. An option for the Board, under the TPB Ordinance, was not to recommend any
change to the zoning of Item A pending a resubmission by HKU following their
reassessment of the GIC project, including the required consultations which had been
largely ignored in the present rezoning exercise. The minutes of the meeting on 29
November are silent on this option, but it was an option which the Board could have
been reasonably expected to have considered. As the minutes of the meeting are silent
it can only be concluded that the Board did not consider this option, notwithstanding
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their obligations to consider it under paragraph 6B(8) sub para (a) of the Town
Planning Ordinance.

6.8. It would have been much more reasonable not to change the current approved
zonings until after the full procedures, including consultation, had been satisfactorily
undertaken. In this respect the recent ruling in the Judicial Review of the Fanling Golf
Course site is relevant to the proposed rezoning in Pok Fu Lam.

6.9. The proposed zoning from GB to “U” would remove the requirement clearly stated
that there is a general presumption against development is areas zoned as “GB”. The
proposed zoning to “U” removes the requirements that applications for developments in
areas currently zoned as GB would only be considered under exceptional circumstances
and should be justified by very strong planning grounds. These included justifications
that there were no other feasible options.

6.10. A stopgap measure which rezoned Item A from GB would reward HKU for their
failure in undertaking the required public consultations with the stakeholders to remove
the GB zoning. HKU has a poor reputation for engaging with the public brought about
by their culture and internal procedures. These give no confidence that that HKU
would, or even could, undertake the necessary meaningful community engagement as
required by the planning procedures.

6.11. A zoning to “U?, in removing a future need by HKU to provide justifications for a
change of the area from GB and thus avoiding the planning procedures for such use of a
GB area, is analogous to a university awarding a degree to a student who had failed to
undertake sufficient study, failed the exams but only stated that he would try harder in
the next semester.

6.12. Given HKU’s undertaking to review and adjust its proposal, there is now no basis
for the previous boundaries of the area to be rezoned and this should have been
reasonable appreciated by the Board in their considerations.

6.13. The Board may like to consider the introduction of the recent Judgment of the
High Court in respect of the Judicial Review of land which had been part of Fanling
Golf Course. “During the Battle of Copenhagen in 1801, when told of an unwelcome
flag signal from his superior officer ordering him to disengage, Lord Nelson lifted his
spyglass to his blind eye, and said “I see no flag”, and explained “I have only one eye
and I am entitled to be blind sometimes”. The Director of the Environmental
Protection has no such entitlement”. I would respectively suggest that the Town
Planning Board, likewise, has no such entitlement and should have considered whether
to reject the proposed amendment.

The Board may like to consider the introduction of the recent Judgment of the High
Court in respect of the Judicial Review of land which had been part of Fanling Golf
Course. The Judge remarked that the certain government director had no entitlement to
be blind to unwelcome facts. I would suggest that the same comment applies equally to
the Town Planning Board.

6.14. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

7. Collusion between Government and the Hong Kong University

7.1. The two press releases of 3 October, one from the HKU and one from the Hong
Kong Government, suggest a conclusion between the two bodies resulting in
agreements which affect the statutory planning process for the proposed rezoning of an
area on the Pok Fu Lam OZP. These agreements would not appear to have been
disclosed to the Town Planning Board members.

7.2. Para 18(b) of the Meeting minutes for 1 November notes that representer R261
made the point that “the Board was an independent statutory decision-making body
which had a responsibility to take into account a wide range of relevant matters within

10
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the ambit of town planning but not irrelevant matters. Consideration of policy
objectives was only a matter of peripheral importance and the Board should assess the
likely planning impact of the proposal. The Board should exercise its independent
planning judgement on the suitability of the Item A Site for the development of the
Centre, taking into consideration other sites zoned for similar purposes on the STT
OZP and the Hung Shui Kiu and Ha Tsuen OZP, which would be more suitable for the
proposed use and could be made available for the proposed development in a short
time”.

7.3. The lack of transparency of agreements between the Government and the Hong
Kong University, and the minutes of the meetings, clearly suggest that the Town
Planning Board failed to reasonably exercise its independent planning judgement. In
particular they agreed to remove the GB zoning for Item A in spite of the lack of the
given process to demonstrate strong planning grounds for development in the area and
confirmation that other viable sites were not available. It is relevant to note that HKU
had indicated that alternative sites outside of the Pok Fu Lam area had not been
considered.

7.4. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

T

8. Policy Statements

8.1. The HKU have based their justification for the rezoning of land in Pok Fu Lam on
the then Chief Executive’s 2021 Policy Address. If such Policy Addresses provide
direction to the Board for their considerations, then the more recent policy addresses by
our current Chief Executive must carry greater direction to the Board.

8.2. A number of representers referred to these policies and in particular the 2023
Policy Address which included “As we have already identified enough land for
housing, industry and other developments for the coming 30 years, the Government has
no plan to further use the “Green Belt” areas for largescale development”. The Policy
Address can only be reasonable interpreted that there would not be green belt land for
HKU’ GIC facility at Pok Fu Lam. This is consistent with elsewhere in the Policy
Address which emphasised the development of the Northen Metropolis for such
facilitates, in accordance with Central Government Policy.

8.3. The Board’s decision on 19 July, in overruling objections to the San Tin
Technopole Outline Zoning Plan, included “to take forward the national strategy to
develop Hong Kong into an international I&T Centre, the “Other Specified Uses™
annotated “Innovation and Technology” (“OU(I&T)”) zones under the STT OZP seeks
to create a critical mass to foster I&T advancement, meet the increasing demand of land
for I&T development and deepen the I&T collaboration with the Mainland and the
world”. Such a decision was consistent with the 2023 Policy Address but it would be
inconsistent, four months later, to frustrate that desired critical mass by accepting that
HKU’s GIC facility should be outside of this I&T area.

8.4. Paragraph 29 in the minutes of the meeting on 29 November notes a member’s
question on whether the Board was obliged to follow the policy direction of the 2021
PA and accept HKU's proposal. The Chairperson said that the “Board with its statutory
functions was fully entitled to consider the rezoning proposal independently and
professionally”, but she did not mention the 2023 Policy Address, mentioned by
representers, with the resulting inconsistencies of the Board’s own decisions.

8.5. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

9. Schedule of Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 issued on 13 December
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9.1. In both the minutes of the meetings on both 4 and 5 November (Para 74 and Para
11 respectively), the Chairperson stated that a zoning of Item A to “U”, Undetermined,
was to allow time for HKU to review and adjust its development plan. The minutes
continue with “If the revised development scheme was considered acceptable to the
Government, PlanD would identify an appropriate zoning for HKU to take forward the
revised scheme. Subject to the Board’s agreement to the proposed change from “U” to
the appropriate zoning, the rezoning would then have to go through another round of
statutory planning procedures in accordance with the Ordinance, during which
members of the public would have the opportunity again to submit written
representations and attend hearings to express their views to the Board directly™.

9.2. The inference of the statement by representers is that the procedure to be followed
for the subsequent change of zoning would be through Sections 5 and 6 of the
Ordinance, and not Section 16.

9.3. The Schedule of Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning
Plan No. S/H10/22 issued on 13 December includes “In the “Undetermined” zone, all
uses or developments except those specified in paragraph (7) above require planning
permission from the Town Planning Board™.

9.4. Paragraph (7) specifies :-

(a) provision, maintenance or repair of plant nursery, amenity planting, open space, rain
shelter, refreshment kiosk, road, bus/public light bus stop or lay-by, cycle track, Mass
Transit Railway station entrance, Mass Transit Railway structure below ground level,
taxi rank, nullah, public utility pipeline, electricity mast, lamp pole, telephone booth,
telecommunications radio base station, automatic teller machine and shrine;
(b)geotechnical works, local public works, road works, sewerage works, drainage
works, environmental improvement works, marine related facilities, waterworks
(excluding works on service reservoir) and such other public works co-ordinated or
implemented by Government; and

(¢) maintenance or repair of watercourse and grave.

9.5. While other uses, such as the Global Innovation Centre, would require permission
of the Town Planning Board, the inference of “planning permission from the Town
Planning Board” could be by a Section 16 application and not through Sections 5 and 6
as the statement by the Chairperson has been understood to be the case.

9.6. Proposed amendment: The Notes to the Plan to be amended to stipulate that any
permission sought from the Town Planning Board for the area identified as Item A
shall by means of a change to the OZP via Sections 5 and 6 of the Cap 131 Town
Planning Ordinance.

10. The Board’s Statutory Duty

10.1. The number and strength of the Representations, both written and orally given at
the hearings, were sufficient for the Board to determine that it would be unreasonable
for them to decide to propose that the zoning of Item A should be OU, “Other Uses”,
for the HKU’s Global Innovations Centre.

10.2. The Board’s statutory duties include setting the development parameters and to
zone accordingly, thus requiring the Board to decide on the appropriate development
parameters for the area of Item A. Their statutory duty could not be reasonable fulfilled
by deciding on an “undetermined” zoning as this failed to set appropriate parameters.
10.3. The Board might like to consider paragraph 28(2) of the recent High Court
Judgement ( HCAL 1258/2023 by the Hon Coleman J) “traditional administrative law
principles include that a decision-maker exercising a statutory power must ask himself
the right question and take reasonable steps to acquaint himself with the relevant
information to enable him to answer it correctly™.
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10.4. If the Board did not feel that they were in a position to set appropriate parameters
for Item A, their only option was to decide not to propose an amendment to the plan,
TPB Ordinance Section 6B(8). In so doing the zoning on the plan would remain as on
the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6). ‘

" 10.5. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the
zoning of Item A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

Bests
Greg

Sent from Qutlook for iOS

Subject: General Circutar Email Loop of Woodbury Court

Dear Management Committee & All Residents
This is Joe of ISS Eastpoint. Nice to meet you all,
We refer to the discussion within the Annual General Meeting held on 17 December 2024.

For a better communication between all residents and [SS Eastpoint, The Management
Committee suggested to organize a general circular email loop.

We then issue a paper circular to all residents to obtain email addresses. Up to the date of
issuance of this email , we have obtained 3 reply slip.

We will work with Darwin to obtain the email address from residents and add into this loop
accordingly.

For this email, we enclosed herewith the latest Income & Expenses Report(Oct 2024) for your
perusal.

Thank you for your kind attention.

Kind Regard
Wong Joe

<image009.png>
Wong Joe — Property Manager (PMP Licence P1-966945)
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155 EastPoint Property Management Ltd {PMC Licence C-072046} / 1S5 EastPoint Properties Limited (PMC Licence C-
989872)

T L T L T B e |

<image010.jpg>

Follow 155 on

<image(011.png>
<image®12.png>

<image01 3. pag>

<image014.png>
<imageO15.pug>

" <imageQl6.prg>

NOTICE: This privileged and confidential message (and any attachment) is intended
only for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message
is not the intended recipient, please delete this message. Retention, dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this communication may be interpreted as a violation of the
law.
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From: Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2025-01-01 EHi= 00:40:50 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO69
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Dear Town Planning Board,
[ am writing to you with regards to Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22:

1. I oppose the proposed "U" zoning and the originally proposed zoning of "OU", preferring that the
land of "ITEM A" be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

2.1 can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined. The
TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the
Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning for Item A to (U)
Undetermined.

3. I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

4. During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and
vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be

substantially reduced.

5. If the Pokfulam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned "Residential" comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

6. As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

7. 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in the Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested
traffic conditions because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport.
The proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the
camel's back.

Yours Sincerely,

Name: Megan Shum
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From: Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2025-01-01 EHI= 20:59:15 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO70
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

()I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU', preferring that the
land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined.
The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U)
Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and
vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more appropriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
conditions because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back.

Niem An Liang Annette
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Submission Number: | |
TPB/R/5/H10/22-F-S098 | -

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO71

From: Lau Hugh
Sent: 2025-01-01 2Hi= 22:58:28 ‘
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Objection to HKU GIC

Dear Sit/Madam,

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of
'OU', prefexring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB)
until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the
land to (U) Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item Ato (U)
Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town
Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of
Item A to (U) Undetermined.

1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are
common species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common
the species are and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made
clear that the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous
unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open
spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can
be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning
Department, a perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned
“Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should
be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for
alternative more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs
which are likely to be funded by public money.

I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because
we have educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in
Pokfulam, that this makes development of our adjacent green belt
acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily
congested traffic condition because of the developments in Wah Fu,
Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC -
development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the
camel’s back.

Name: Lau Jeremy Hugh Yen-hey
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From: Further Representation Number;
Sent: 2025-01-02 £ 01:19:44 TPB/R/s/H1o/22_F07;il
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Dear Board Members,

(1)I oppose the proposed ‘U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’, preferring that the
land of *ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined.
The TPB’s decision to rezone ltem A to (U) Undetermined has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U)
Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and
vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially
reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more apprbpriate
sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have educational,
institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic
condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s
back.

Name: Lo Choi Ha Adeline
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Regards
Jennifer Ho

Sent from my iPhone

2025-01-01 & Hi= 1211512
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
20250101121302.pdf
20250101121302.pdf

Submission Number: .
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5101

|

Further Representation Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F073 ‘




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1

()

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

[ can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

(%)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 arca, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) ILstrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: __(: @/L P M/‘f’;j

(circle one)\HKILY/ Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gev.hk or by post to
L5/ Morth Point Govermment Qifices, 333 Java Road, Morth Point, Houng f<ome.
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment;

2024-12-31 ZHR 18:31:42
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
20241231182544.pdf

Eubmission Number:
TPBIRISIHlﬂ/ZZ-F-SlOZ

Further Representation Number:

| TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO74

Please find attached my duly completed form for the Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk
Date: |

(1)

(2)

3)

4

)

(¢)

1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A4’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U} Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 frees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pbkfu!am area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: L1, DMipic Rejeie Kl

(circle on Passport:

Email / telephone . (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




OUrgent [JReturn receipt OExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy

From:

Sent: 2025-01-01 EH= 12:20:21

To: ' tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Fwd: 20250101121533.pdf
Attachment: 20250101121533.pdf

Regards

Jennifer Ho
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

Date anuary at :

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.com
Subject: 20250101121533.pdf

Regards
Jennifer Ho

Sent from my iPhone

|

Submission Number;
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5104

Further Representation Num

ber;
PB/WS/H:[O/ZZ-FO?B



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1

(2)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

“4)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Iu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: 642% _S'Wj Pf”j

(circle one/ Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/IF Noxth Point Govermment Qffices, 333 Java Road, Morth Point, Hlong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-3105

Durgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [Restricted [OPrevent Copy

From: Further Representation Number: |
Sent: 2025-01-01 EHi= 12:20:48 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO76

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Fwd: 20250101121726.pdf
Attachment: 20250101121726.pdf

Regards

Jennifer Ho
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

Date: 1 January at 12:18:

To: ipbpddpland.gov.com
Subject: 20250101121726.pdf

Regards
Jennifer Ho

Sent from my iPhone



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1)

(2)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',

preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educaﬁonal, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congestéd traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gi.gantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be-the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back,

Naine: /74’ %A‘;@ _ ”@«/L

(circle one) I@/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post 1o
15/F Noxth Point Government Qifices, 333 Java Roead, Moxth Point, Hony Kone.
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From;

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Regards
Jennifer Ho

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From:

2025-01-01 BH#i= 12:21:04
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Fwd: 20250101121836.pdf
20250101121836.pdf

Date: 1 January 2025 at 12:19:41 PM HKT

To: (pbpd@pland.gov.com

Subject: 20250101121836.pdf

Regards

Jennifer Ho

Sent from my iPhone

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5106

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R{S/H10/22-F077




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1)

(2)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok I'u Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that brealcs

the camel’s back,

Name: W ¢ A%MA:/

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to {pbpd@pland.gov.is or by post {o
15/ Morth Peint Government Difices, 333 Java Road, Morth Point, Heng Kong.




Submission Numbey:
TPB/R/S,
CUrgent [CReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy £ /Hlolzz-FhS:w?

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear Sir / Madam

Further Representation Number;

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO78

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No S_H10_22
(submitted by Y Ling).pdf

My submission on the captioned subject is attached.

regards
Y Ling



Further Represeniation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

(%)

(3)

(4)

()

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a represeniation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item 4 to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restavrant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Polifulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Lf g >/(/« n
Name: ,

(circle one HKID / Passport:
Email / telephone . (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5109

From: Further Representation Number:
Sent: 2025-01-01 £Hi= 17:46:11 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO79
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

(1) T opposed the TPB’s amendment of the zoning of the 4.72-
hectone site designated for the proposed GIC by HKU in Pok Fu
Lam (the Site) from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global
Innovation Centre” (“OU(GIC)”) to “Undetermined (“U”) in the
interim, in order to allow HKU to review and resubmit its

pl‘OpOSB.]. I prefer that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned "Green Belt” (“GB") until a
revised valid proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) I cannot find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land
to “Undetermined” (“U"). The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A

to “Undetermined” (“U") has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of
the Town Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for
the rezoning of Item A to “Undetermined” (“U").

(3) 1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether or
not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the
HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary structures such as
residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the
proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha, is
located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any rezoning of GB takes
place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative more
appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to be funded by
public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this makes
development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in Pokfulam area are already
facing daily congested traffic condition because of the developments in Wah Fu, Queen
Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam
will likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s back.



OUrgent [IReturn receipt [JExpand Group [lRestricted [IPrevent Copy

LEE CHUN WO LAWRENCE



. Submission Numper:
OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [JRestricted CiPrevent Copy TPB/R/s/ H10/22-F.51 10

From: — S —
Sent: 2025-01-01 2= 17:50:50 ! j

[ T -
To: . tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> | PB/R/S/H10/22-FO80 |

Subject: Pokfulam OZP No S/H10/22
Attachment: processed-28B610FE-B93C-4293-9682-8CDE23BF439B jpeg;
processed-CE6GC387E-7F43-4E88-AGEE-A75D0852BDC5 jpeg

Hi,

Please find attached my letter regarding further representation regarding the Pokfulam Outline Zoning
plan amendment R/S/[110/22-A1.

Regards,
Nicholas Kelsall



an amenament |

3 A 4.
i ;r.f‘{ m A [




(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and _residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: NicheolnS SgppstieN nakce Kasatt

Email / telephone : (optional)




CUrgent [JReturn receipt OExpand Group [lRestricted [IPrevent Copy

From:
Sent;
To;
Subject:

2025-01-01 EHi= 20:21:38
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Objection to hku gic

Date: 01/01/2025

(1)I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally
proposed zoning of *OU', preferring that the land of
‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an
amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined. The
TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined
has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town
Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for
the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just
because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and
whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early
November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC proposal
was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open
spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed
HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by
the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and located
RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha,
is located alongside the GB and should be considered
first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU
should ook for alternative more appropriate sites which
can save the construction costs which are likely to be
funded by public money.

(7) 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department
assertion that because we have educational, institutional,
hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this

makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable.

Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily
congested traffic condition because of the developments
in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

Submission Number:
TPB/R[S/HlD/ZZ-F-Slll

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO81




OuUrgent CReturn receipt OExpand Group DRestricted [Prevent Copy

proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will
likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Lau Zoe Vivian Haiyen

Submit your further representation by email

to ipbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to 15/F North Point
Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong

Kong.

Yours sincerely,
Zoe Lau



Clurgent  OReturn receipt [Expand Group DRestricted [Prevent Copy

From:

Sent: 2025-01-01 EHi= 20:40:49

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: HKU's proposal to build GIC in Pokfulam

Secretary, Town Planning Board

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to oppose HKU’s proposal to build a Global Innovation Centre in Pokulam,
Please see the attached file below on the reasons for my opposition to the proposal.
Thanks you.

Joy Aquino

Submission Number;

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S113

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO82
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OUrgent [Return receipt CExpand Group [JRestricted [lPrevent Copy

From:
Sent;
To:
Subject:

2025-01-01 2= 21:07:34
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Objection to HKU GIC

(1)I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally
proposed zoning of 'OU', preferring that the land of
‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an
amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined. The
TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined
has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town
Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for
the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just
because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and
whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early
November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC proposal
was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open
spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed
HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

-(5) If the Pok FFu Lam area is deemed most suitable by

the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and located
RCG6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha,
is located alongside the GB and should be considered
first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU
should look for alternative more appropriate sites which
can save the construction costs which are likely to be
funded by public money.

(7) 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department
assertion that because we have educational, institutional,
hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this

makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable.

Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily
congested traffic condition because of the developments
in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will
likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Lau Benjamin Craig Yenyan

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-s115

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO83
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Email / ielephone : (optional)
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/s/Hm/zz-F-sllG

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Further Representation Number:
2025-01-01 2= 21:07:46 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO84
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
[A]% : Objection to hku gic

(1)I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU', preferring that the
land of “ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that proposed an
amendment to zone the land to (U) Undetermined. The
TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined
has no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town
Planning Ordinance because no representor has asked for
the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just
because they are common species. 2,250 trees are
valuable regardless of how common the species are and
whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in early
November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC proposal
was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open
spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed
HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by
the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and located
RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising 2.5ha,
is located alongside the GB and should be considered
first before any rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU
should look for alternative more appropriate sites which
can save the construction costs which are likely to be
funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning Department
assertion that because we have educational, institutional,
hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that this
makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable.
Residents in Pokfulam area are already facing daily
congested traffic condition because of the developments
in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will
likely be the last straw that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Cheng Yim Shan




OUrgent [JReturn receipt OExpand Group [JRestricted [lPrevent Copy

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email

to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to 15/F North Point
Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong
Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S125

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear Sirs,

Please refer to attached.

Best Regards
Margaret Cheung

— Further Representat!on Number:

2025-01-02 ZH#AM 10:50:55 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO85

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Further representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H 10/22
Pokfulam OQZP.pdf



P

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: > gamopaRY 2025

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item 4 to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

SR



(7) I st}*ongb; disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have

| educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

NP ME
Name: (HELN & CUK

Email / telephone : (optional)
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment;

Dear Sirs,

Please refer to attached.

Best regards
Cindy Cheung.

Submission Number:A\ .
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5126
Further Representation Number:

2025-01-02 B AT 10:53:44 TPB/R/5/10/22-FOB6
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> ) ' '
Further representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22
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»

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: > TamuvpRY 2028

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

e

()

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OLI;
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

[ can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

[ disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

il @



(7)  Isirongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

(circle ond) HKIDY/ Passport: -

Email / telephone : (optional)
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Eubmission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5127
)

From: R Furfher epresentatin b]

Sent: 2025-01-02 B HHIY 11:02:55 TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO87
To: - tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@piand.gov.hk> !
Subject: submission on Pokfulam OZP s/H10/22

Attachment: ESD.pdf

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,

9

)

4

(3)

(6)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to ( U
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HXU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, Is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK§100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

jAﬂf’w}f’».h Rees pﬂf‘foc-('Sor"

Name:

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd @ pland.gov.hk or by post 1o

i5/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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From: ]

Sent: 2025-01-02 2HAr4 11.40:30

To: _ tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: submission on Pokfulam OZP s/H10/22
Attachment: . ID.pdf

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",

2

(3

(%)

(5)

©)

preferring that the land of TTEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced,

Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes pl&ce.

As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look for‘alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back. |

jos‘.:a.h Rees  Ponaidsor

Name:

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpdi@pland.gov.hk or by pust to
15/F North Point Government ffices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong,
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

2025-01-02 Z2HIU 11:04:54

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Objection to HKU GIC

Date: 02/01/2025

(1)I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and
the originally proposed zoning of "OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be
zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2)I can’t find a representation that
proposed an amendment to zone the land
to (U) Undetermined. The TPB’s decision
to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the
Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of
[tem A to (U) Undetermined.

(3)I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no
value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable
regardless of how common the species are
and whether or not they are registered.

(4)During the TPB public hearings held in
early November, it was made clear that the
HKU GIC proposal was flawed and
included numerous unnecessary structures
such as residential, restaurant and vast
open spaces. [f excluded, the size and
scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be
substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most
suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area,
already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion
deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F—SIZS

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO88

Further Representation Number:




OUrgent [CIReturn receipt OExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy

construction costs which are likely to be
funded by public money.

(7) I strongly disagree with the Planning
Department assertion that because we
have educational, institutional, hospital
and residential land users in Pokfulam,
thal this makes development of our
adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents
in Pokfulam area are already facing daily
congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary
Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam
will likely be the last straw that breaks the
camel’s back.

Name: Yim Wai Fong

Email / telephone : (optional)



‘ Submission Number:

[Urgent [IReturn receipt ClExpand Group DRestricted [IPrevent Copy | TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5129
Sent: 2025-01-02 £} 11:25:38 TPB/R/S/Hlofzz-Fosﬂ
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> |
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. 5/H10/22

Attachment: 20250102111657.pdf



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: =1 JAN 2025

M

)

€)

(4)

()

(6)

[ oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

[ disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: CHUANG JAMES HO PIAQ

(circle omf_)' HKID)Passport: _
e

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices. 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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From:

Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHIY 11:39:45

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: submission on Pokfulam OZP s/H10/22
Attachment; ESD.pdf

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.

Submission Number:j
TPB/R/S/HlO/ZZ-F-Sl30

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO90




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: ipbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",

(2

3)

(4)

(3)

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered,

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
Structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok F'u Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprz‘sz‘ngl
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HKS$100 billion deficit, HKU showuld look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Polfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: 'J;{ i Dc un(a(S N

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

N



Submiss:'on Number:
OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group CJRestricted [3Prevent Copy \

From: I

Further Representat\on Number:

Sent: 2025-01-02 EHITY 11:41:11 tpB/R/S/H10/22-F091
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk> , '
Subject: submission on Pokfulam OZP s/H10/22

Attachment: JRD.pdf

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,

(2)

3)

(4)

(3)

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK§100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Polfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polkfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: Etlm’“ SFQ“CL Doviatdse g

{circle one)| HKID?/ Passport:

- Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Sent:

To.

Subject:
Attachment:

Sent with Proton Mail secure email,
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_tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

submission on Pokfulam OZP s/H10/22
LSY.pdf

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H.IO/ZZ-F-5133

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F092




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/HI10/22
To: ipbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

2

3)

)

(5)

()

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

Tecan’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered,

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous wunnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for'alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and vesidential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already Jacing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

e L
Name: Z&O e hith

(cirele one) HKID / Passport: —

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tphpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Jaya Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-s134
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From: Further Representation Number: |

Sent: 2025-01-02 EHAM 12:36:56 . TPB/R/S/H10/22-F093 |

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Cc %

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Submission.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see the attachment..
Thank you.

Best regards,
LIU Cheung Yuen
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

(2)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

1 can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Ttem A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous umnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Departiment, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed

gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

/ € G'\./
Name: L v ¢ e Vf’ Yu
(circle onef HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road. North Point, Hong Kong,




OUrgent [Return receipt OExpand Group [IRestricted [Prevent Copy

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Attachment:

Dear Sir/Madam

2025-01-02 ZirY 12:11:29

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@p|and.gov.hk>.‘_
1 G 2 R o |

Strongly oppose the proposed "U" zoning and the originally
proposed zoning of "OU"

Chan Wing Fai_Opposition.pdf; Chung Wai Wah
Caroline_Opposition.pdf; Chan Jia Jiun Warren_Opposition.pdf;
Irene Llega Orfinada_Opposition.pdf; Strongly Opposed
Proposed U Zoning.pdf

We strongly disagree with the proposed "U" zoning and the originally proposed zoning of "OU",
preferring that the land of "ITEM A" be zoned Green Belt until a revised proposal is put forth for
consideration. Attached please find our household's opposition statement, names and HKIDs.

Faithfully yours,

Chan Wing Fai

Chung Wai Wah Caroline
Chan Jia Jiun Warren
Irene Llega Orfinada

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F094

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5135

Further Representation Number: Submissi
TPB/R/S/H10/22-FO95 L ubmission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5136

Submission Number:
PB/R/S/H10/22-F-5s137

Further Representation Number: o m——
TPB/R/S/Hlofzz_F097 ubmission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5138

Further Representation Number:
L-

LTPB/R/S/H10/22-F096




Further Represeniation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk |
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",

@

3

(4

)

(©)

preferring that the land of TTEM A° be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment 1o zone the Zand' to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Plinning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 irees have no value just because they are common

species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HEU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  [f excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look Jor alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the consiruction costs which are likely to
be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Polfulam, that
this males development of owr adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polfulam area are already facing daily congested iraffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breals the camel’s back.

Submissinn Numbey:
TPB/R/S5/H10/22-F-5135
QPR HG T

Name:

(c;frck one)@ / Passpori:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@nland.wov. ik

BL v by poest to

25/ Meortn Pofut Coves ament Offices, 333 lava Road, North Poini, Hong Koens.




(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
" educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polifulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of

the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

subraission Number:

that breaks the camel’s back,
\lpsjﬂf.fsfmoizz-pslss

Name: _(4dupd | _whH CHARO Len/E

(circle one) (IKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to pbpd@nlaad.eov. bk or by post o

A5IE Morth Polul Goveramen: Officss, 335 Java Road, North Point, Hong Koneo.




(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
" educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polfulam area are already facing daily congested iraffic condition because of

the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfilam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5137

Name: C\(\m\ j}c«. jwm \\/Jo\.ﬂb"‘

- OM@ - -

Email / telephone : (optional)
Submit your further representation by email to (pbp&@ pland.gov.hE or by post o
15/F North Poiut Governmeni Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Xong.




(7)  1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of ourradjacenr green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polifulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Polgfulam will likely be the last straw
. that breaks the camel’s bactk:,

Submission Numbees

| TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S138
Name: _IReNE 117 A _OR F 1A DA /

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.oov.hk oy by oSt fD

1578 PMorts Point Covernment Oifices, 333 lava Road, North Point, Hong Wone.




OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [lRestricted [iPrevent Copy

From:

Sent; 2025-01-02 S HHTY 08:33:30

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: GIC project objection

Dear sir / madam

Pls see our signed objection to the captioned project attached

Thank you for your attention

Upper Baguio Villa residents

Submission N 1
TPB 0/22-F-5139

Submission Nu r:
TPB/R/ 0/22-k-s140

7

Submission N er:
TPB/R/S/HI0/22-F-5141

Further Representation Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F098

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-5142




Submission Numbher:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-5142




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/HI0/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised : i
proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can'tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

‘and whether or not they are registered.

" was flawed and included numerous unnecessary

tand vast open spaces. If excluded, the

] 1 Dr
1 and (ocaled It

ide



submission Number:
TPB/ R[S/ H10/22-F-5421

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: .D.[ I / 2028

()

2

3)

(4)

()

(©)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic-condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Wotas M@/w bancawa

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

—-""'""—5\‘\\
RECE IVED \\

L7 AN 10D
\, Town P\E‘mmg/

.\MMB Oard //’

L



