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Hong Kong

2™ Tune, 2026

Dear Chief Exceutive,

Formal Complaint: Gross Planning Injustice — Proposed Amendment Ttem A to the Draft Sai
Kung Town Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/SK—SKI‘N — Notice of Referral to the Ombudsman

1 write to you directly to bring to your personal attention a matter of significant public concern
regarding a proposed amendment to the Sai Kung Town Outline Zoning Plan (“OZP”) that, if
allowed to proceed, will constitute one of the most blatant decisions of coastal over-development it
the recent planning history of Hong Kong. I have exhausted every proper channel of representation
available to a member of the public under the Town Planning Ordinance over the past five year,
unfortunately I have not received a single substantive response from the Planning Department to the
detailed planning objections raised. A copy of my letter of dated June 1% 2026 to the Secretary of
the Town Planning Board Secretatiat is attached, together with earlier comespondence, fof your
reference and briefed below,

I respectfully request that your Office direct the Secretary for Developinent to deaw the Town
Planning Board’s (“the Board”) same attention to the implications of approving Amendment ftem A
from. the draft OZP No. $/SK-SKT/7 as detailed in my objection letter. v

1. The Proposal in Brief

Amendment Item A praposes to rezone a beachfront site at Sha Ha, Sai Kung, from “Village Type
Development” to “Residential (Group B) 6” with a building height restriction of 10 storeys on the
larger, western infand-facing portion and 3 storeys on. the smallex; eastern seaward-facing portion
directly fronting the beach and promenade. The site occupies one of the last undeveloped waterfront
positions in this part of Saj Kung Town, directly adfacent to the Sha Ha beach and pedestrian
promenade.

2. Five Years of Unanswered/Addressed Objections
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This ig not the fi xst hme thePlanmng Depaarhnm has been 1equested to justify this pmposal 1have
submitted formal objections on two separate oceasions — —in April 2021, July 2023, and now in May
2026.— through the proper stattory channels esiabished by the Town Plaoning Ordinance. On éach
.occagion, de(m]ed and substantive planning arguments wers advanced, grounded in established -
planning pnnclples, the HKPSG, and the speoiﬂc characteristics of the sxie and its mrmundmgs. ..

T have not received. amy response from the Planning Department with regards to the o'bjections Jaid
out nor were opposing public tepresentations relating fo building Ieight, visual impact, coastal
charcter, the relationship between the proposed development and the adjacent inland dcvclopment

- zoues, and consistency with the Hong iong Planning Standatds and Guidelines rised in the RNTPC
meetings. Thete has been no acknowledgment of the argments, no attempt at rebuttal, and 10.
explanation of’ why ﬂ:e P!annmg Department considers a 10-storey beachfiont development to be
consistent with proper planning principles. The Planniiig Depariment has simply contived to
promotwc successive verstons of the same schcmc, each more extreme in hengt than the last.

" ‘The ’[bwn Plamnng Ordmauoc (Cap. 131) establishes a pubhc mpresontatxon process pmct.sely 0
ensure that the views of affocted resndents and membess of the publlc are consuiered and tcSponded

to and. it kas not done 80,

3. The Planning Injustice: A Beachfmnt Site Permltted o Rxse ngl\cr '!‘han the Inland .
Development Zone ; , .

" The injustics at the heart of thus propo&al is stark. the proposed lo—storey bmldmg height on nthis
"beachfiront site exceeds the §-storey bmldmg height permitted on the Comprebensive '
DcvelbpmmtAm (“CDA(1)”) site that lies én the infand side of Wai Maa Road by 2 Tull .
gtoreys. The.draft QZP itself confirms this disparity outrightly. A'beachfront plot, sepatated from the
wgeaby nothing:morgitham: apedestuian: promenaileanda piblic beach, would be pemutted to rise
shlghwﬁmn'thcnﬂand residential development zonehohind it. '

. ’I&nsusmot.afplannhxg' anomaly. Itm afurdamentalinversion of every principle that nnderpms
< rational coastaltplanpmg Jhe HongaKung Plapning: Smndards ‘and Guidelines (“HKPSG”) are
- uneqiivhcal: bisilding heights:on waterfront:and constal-sites should be kept low, shiould step down
towands the sed, and should not create a walf effect that'severs the visual and physical connectwn -

. between’ ﬂ:e town dnd the wafer.

“The immediately adjacent WMHotcl sxm zoned “ou” occuples an identical posltxon On ‘thc same
coastal frontage - is-a Iow-rise 3-storey structure. No elevated building height mstriction is'shown
for that site on the QZL. The proposed 10-storey residentisd deveJopment on the subject site would
tower over the" WM Hotel, the prometiade, the- ‘beach, and the Tnnef Port Shelter beyond. 'I‘he visual

damage to.the Sai Kung waterfront would be permanent and ivéversibie.
'I'he Consequcnm for Sai Kung and the Preeedent foi Hong Kong

Sai Knng is widely rngarded as one of Hong Kong's most vained coastal commumtles. Its low-rise:
waterfront, its promenade, its beach at Sha Ha, and its connection to the Inher Pott Shelter and the
surrounding Country Parks are assets of immense cultural, environmmtal and edonomic mnpbrtance
to Hong Kong as 8 whole, The integrify of Sai Kung as & 1cisurc destmanou depends ﬁmdamznxany
on the presetvation of its coastal character.

* If Amendment Ttem A is approved, a 10-storey residential tower block Wdl ocxmpy the fast
undeveloped watexfront site in this part of Sai Kung. The damage o the townscape will be .
. imeversible, The approval of 10~storey development on a beachfront site that is mote donsely
-developed t‘mm the adjaccnt in.umd zone will seta precedent tizat devetopers scross Hong Kong will.
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seek to explait o every remaiming coastal site. The Board will have no principled basis on which to .
resist comparable applications in the future. , .

It is urged that the integrity of coastal’ plamxmg in Hong Kong be upheld
5. Request for Action
L respectfully request that your Oﬂice'

(a) direct the Secretary for Development to require the Planning Department to provide a full written
tesponse to the objections submitted in April 2021, July 2023, and June 2026;

(b) direct the Secretary for Development to review whether Amendment Item A is consistent with
the HKPSG and established coastal planning principles, having regard in particular to the fact that
the proposed 10-storey beachfront height exceeds the 8-storey restriction on the adjacent inland
CDA(1) zone;

(c) direct that the Board’s consideration of representations received during the current OZP
exhibition period include genuine and substantive delibetation on the planning merit objections, as
~ required.by Section 6(5) of the Town Planning Ordinance; and

(d) ensure that the public representation process under the Town Plannixig Ordinance is conducted
_with the transparency, rigour and good faith that the statutory framework requires and that the public
_.of Hong Kong deserves.

I anewilling to meet with representatives of your Office or of the Planning Department at any time to
discuss these matters. I can be reached by telephone at-)r by email at

PWPRIY

“I'1ock forward to your response and remain hopeful that, at this late stage, the plaoning integrity of
e Sai Kung waterfront can yet be preserved::

Resident, Hunhcar Garden. Sal Kune
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The Secretary, '

Town Planning Board Secremat,

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

1st June, 2026
Dear Secretary,

Objection to Proposed Amendment Item A — Draft $ai Kung Town Outline Zoning Plax No.
S/SK-SKT/7: Rezoning of Site in Sha Ha from “Village Type Development” (“V”) to
“Residential (Group B) 6” (“R(B)6”)

We write on behalf of residents of Hunlicar Garden to lodge a formal objection to Amendment Item
A of the draft Sai Kung Town QOutline Zoning Plan (“OZP”) No. §/SK-8K.X/7, exhibited under
Section 5 of the Town Planning Ordinance (Cap. 131) on 24 April 2026. This is the third occasion on
which we have been compelled to object to successive incarnations of the same ﬁmdamentally
flawed proposal, having previously submitted representations in April 2021 and July 2023 in relation
to planning application Y/SK-SKT/4. Copies of those letters are enclosed. We regret that, despite
those earlier representations, we have never received any substantive tesponse from the Planning
Department addressing the core planning arguments raised therein.

The proposed amendment would rezoue & beachfront site in Sha Ha from “Village Type
Development” (“V) ta “Residential (Group B) 6” (“R(B)6”) and introduce buijlding height (“BH”)
restrictions penmitting up to 10 storeys on the western, mland-facmg portion of the site and up to 3
storeys on the eastern, seaward-facing portion. The site occupies a dxrect ﬁrontage onto the Sha Ha
beachfront and the adjacent pedestrian promenade.

We abject to this amendment in the strongest possible terms. The proposed 10-storey BH restriction
is not merely inconsistent with established waterfront planning principles — it is, as we demonstrate
below, more permissive than the building height restrictions applying to the inland residential
sites on the opposite side of Wai Man Road. That a beachfront site should be permitted to rise
higher than the inland development zong that sepatates it from the town cenire is, as a matter of”
planning principle, wholly indefensible and without precedent in any rational coastal planning

" framework.

1. The Proposed 10-Storey Height Exceeds Evey the Permitted Height on the Adjacent Inland
_ CDA Site — A Fundamental Inversion of Proper Planning Principles

The draft OZP No. S/SK-SK.T/7 cleatly shows the following building height restrictions in the
immediate vicinity of the subject site:

(a) CDA(Y) — “The Mediterranean” (inland site, opposite side of Wai Man Road and Mei
Yuen Street): 8 storeys;

(b) R(B)6 — the subject site (Sha Ha beachfront): 10 storeys (western/inland portion) and 3
storeys (eastern/seaward portion): and
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{

(c) WM Hotel (“OU” annotated site, mmedinbely adjacent on the waterfront); an existing
3-storey structure with no elévated BH restriction shown o the OZP, consistent with: the low-rise
. character appropriate to'a waterfront site. B : . ‘

- These figures speak for themselves. The proposed amendmet would petmit 10-storey development
on a beachfront site separated from the sea only by & pedestrian promenade and a beach,
whilst the inland residential development zone behind Wai Man Road is restricted to only 8 storeys.

' The proposed beachfront towets would therefore be taller than the buildings on the inland side of
: the road, This is not a matier of degree; it is & complete and fimdamental inversion of the planning

principle governing the relationship between coastal and inland developpent zones.”

. The Board is invited to consider the visual and planning absurdity of this proposition: & person.
standing on, the Sha Ha promenade would look inland past a 10-storey residential tower to. the
" iniand™ CDA site, which wonld be the lower 6f the two developmients. The height profile ofthe
coastal-zone would be higher than the profile of the town behind it. This is precisely the outcome that -
coherent waterfront planning is designed to prevent and i5 ' wholly vnjustifisble. “ :

2. Violation of the Established Planning Principle for Waterfront Sites .
It is # well-cstablished and consistently applied principle of Hong Kong town planning that building
heights on waterfront sites should be kept low and shoufd step down.towards the sea rather than
away from it. This principle is reflested in the FHong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines
(“BRPSG), which sraphasise the importance of preserving visal permeability and acoess fiorm . .
infand zreas fo harbour.and:coastal frontages, and of avoiding the creation of a wall effect; along the
wmbnt' - . ) -.- .‘. _—— <. '.. . . i,
. The subject site sits directly on the Sha Ha beachfront. ¥t does not lie to the rear of an intervéning '
.-+ wdevelopnient zone; it-fronts, directly: onto the promenade andithe beach. Fermitiing 10-storey. -
"+ ondeveloprientionsneliasite snexcessofithe hejghtpeniited onthednlaitevelopmentzone —is *
wowt v idiametificallyopposed to exeryitenstofesponsiblecaastalplanning: Theproposed-10:stoteyBH-
AR 'ﬁ.mshrli:ﬁmpwwxﬂd;emm;woppneaﬁvafand\'donﬁnam--v'ima[m&ll%gﬁbluéks;-#iawa‘;-.df.fthe"Innchurt
. .x:Shelter verwhelmsthepedestianpromenade;uidpermanentlyand-rreversiblydostroys the:open
:w:eoastal characterthat defineySaiKung Town. e . C
3, The WM Hotel: The Correct and Applicable Local Precedent
The fmmediately adjacent “OU” annatated WM Hotel site provides the most direct; relevant aod
cortéct precedent for development on 2 waterfront site in this location. The WM Hotel is & 3-storey
struoture consistent with the principle that coastal frontage sites shold be developed at a scale thit
respegts their sétting. No elevated BH restristion is shown for that site or the daR OZP.- = "

" . Any proposed developtaent on the subject site that does not conform to the same low-rise standard as
the WM Hotel is ot ouly inconsistent with that imoediate precedent but would create a visually -
jarting and structurally incongruous juxtaposition between two directly adjacent waterfront sités — -
one 3 storeys and one 10 storsys. Such an outcome would be eptirely unacceptable from anurban
design perspective and could not be justified under any reasonisble planning assessment. :

4, The “Stepped Height” Argument is Inapplicable and Doubly Misconcefved in Light of the
10-Storey Proposal vy S I & f e CoL
The stepped tmilding height concept is applicabie to farge infand development sites of significant -

* depth, wheri development is graduated with taller blocks set well back from the waterfrofit stepping
progressively down toward the coast, s not applicable where, s here, the entive site Jies on the
geawaxd side of Wai Man Rosd within the coastal fronfagezone. ” .3

‘Moreovér, the proposed amendment renders this argument even mote teansparently untenable than it
was in prior iterations. The “step” now proposed moves from 10 storeys on the inland portion to 3
storeys on the seaward portion —a difference of 7 storeys within & single beachfiont plot of limited
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overall depth. This is nbt a gémiine. graduated ste‘p';‘ it is a device for maximising 'devciopment on the
part of the site furthest from the promenade whilst offering a token concession at the water’s édge:

Furthetinore, the “stép” moves in the wrorig direction: the 10-stofey infand portion of the beachfront
site would bé taller than the 8-storey CDA(L) site on the true inland side of Wai Man Road.
There js therefore no genuine stepping effect across the critical Wai Man Road boundary; the
beachfront site simply rises above its inland neighbour. . :

5. Wai Man Road as the Defining Boundary Between Coastal anid Entand Zones

Wai Man Road and Mei Yuen Street constitute the logical, clear and visually appropriate boundary
between the inland development zone — where medium-rise and higher-density residential .
development may be accomimodated within the CDA(1) and R(B)7 zones — and the low-rise
waterfront zone that borders the promenade and beach. This demarcation reflects the different
charactet, sensitivity and function of the two areas. ’

Sites to the'seaward side of Wai Man Road, fronting directly onto the pedestrian promenade and the
beach, should be subject to a maximum building height restriction of 3 storeys, consistent with the -
WM Hotel site standard. The proposed 10-storey BH restriction ori the subject site would wholly
extiriguish this boundary as 4 méaningful plarining consteaint, with permanent and irceversible
consequences for the coastal character of Sai Kung. '

6. Visual Impact and the Requirement for 2 Visnal Impact Asséssment

The.g?oposed 10-storey component wauld constitute an overwhelmingly dominant and intrusive
visualelement when viewed from the promenade, from the beach, from Wai Man Road, from Mei
Yuen.Street, and from properties throughout the Sai Kumg coastal ares. At 10.storeys, the proposed
towers:would be visible from cousiderable distances across the Innet Port Shelter, fundamentally
altering the skyline and character of the Sha Ha and Sai Kung waterfront. s 4

A Visual Impact Assessment (“VIA™) conducted in accardance with the BKPSG should be required
before aiy building height in excess of 3 storeys is considered for any part of this site and with
reference ta height restrictions imposed under “V” zone. . the ahsence of such an, assessment, the
Board capnot be satisfied that a 10-storey BH restriction — which, as demonstrated above, exceeds
even the permitted height of the adjacent inland CDA sité - is remotely appropriate or capable of .
justification. Coe ' r : b

% Pr’ecc_déqt and the Character of Sai"ang Town

Sai Kung is recognised as  unique coastal town with a distinctive low-rise, leisure and tourism
character. Its waterfront, promenade and beach are its defining assets. The introduction of 10-storey
residential towers on what is effectively the last undeveloped waterfront site in this part of Sai Kung
would irreversibly damage that character and set a precedent that, once established, could be
exploited by firture applicants to justify comparable over-development on other sensitive coastal sites
throughout Hong Kong, .

We wauld also draw the Board’s attention to the fact that the subject site retatns in its lower portion
an “OU” zone annotated for beach related leisure usés and commercial and tourism related uses, This
is entirely consistent with the low-rise coastal character of the site and the function it serves for the
wider commuttity. A 10-storey residential tower on the same site is wholly inconsistent with that
ancillary open space and leisure character. , - e -

8. Absence of Material Change in Ciremmstances Justifying s Departure from Previous
Objections ' ‘

This OZP amendment represents the third attempt by the developer to secure planning approval for
high-rise residential developnoent on this site. Qur objections in 2021 and 2023 raised precisely the
same fundamental concerns. The changes made to the scheme in the intervening period do not
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address those concerns - and in one. cntncal tcspeot they aggravate them: whereas our earlier
objections were directed against a scheme described as reaching 8 to 9 storeys, the proposed BH
restriction now before the Board is 10 storeys, which as demonstrated above actually exceeds the 8-
storey res&ichon on the adjacent inland CDA(1) site. The proposal has become more extreme, not

less, in successivoiterations,

" In the absence of any matetial change in planmng ciroumstances Justu‘ymg a departute, and in thr,
face of a proposal that has become more architecturally: aggresm.ve wxfh each 1teraﬂon, the Boatd .
shonld decline to approve | this amendmmt. b x

9. Abseiiee of Deliberation on the Merits of chresentations' A Matter of S(atutory Record .

We draw the Board’s attention {0 a tatier of ﬂmdmwrua.l pracednral sxgniﬁcanoe wluch arises
+ directly ﬁ'om the Board’s own publxshed recoxd ;

The publnshed mmutes of the Rum1 and New 'I‘own P]mnmg Cotbmitiee ("the Committee”)
meetings of 26 Janirary 2024 and 5 December 2025 = bt which plansing application. Y/SK-SKTM
was consxdmd and reconsideted respectively —reveal that the planning ierit objéctions raised in the
opposing public representations, incinding those relating to building height, visyal impact, coastat
.Gharactes, the relationship between the proposed development and the adjacert inland development
zones, and consistericy with the Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines, do not indicate,
" that they were deliberated ypon at either meefing. On both occasions, the Committee’s . ..
. defiberations were copfined exclusively to the question.of Small House demand. The planning merit
of the proposed dcvelopment ~ inclnding the very objections we have consistently raised since 2021
- formed rio part of the Commitwe dl-.hbemnon at any stage of the application pmcess. o

" We make oo forther subxmssxon at this stage as to the reasans for 0f consequetices of this oomxrrence,

" save to note thatthe statutoty: duty imposed by Section6(5) ofthe Town Plannivg Ordipance .
‘tequires the Board to consider avery representatior reteived. Tn the context.of that obligation, -
“consider” confiotes genuine and. substantive engageoment withthe matters raised, rather than reoeipt
or acknowlcdgment thereof. The matter then extends to whether that obligation hag been dlscharged
inrespect of the opposing representations submxm;d in connmmn with apphmtion Y/SIC~SICI‘/4

based on published records.
. Wesust you will nphold your statutory duty nndcr Section 6(5) that the pinmung merit objectiOns ’
raised in the iépresentations submitted diriing the current exhibitioh period shall be ‘gebainely and” ¢

substantively delibeiated upon and considered. We xespectfully submit that anything less would
constifute a fiirther failure of your statatory duty, and we resorve all vights in that regard accmdmgly.

© 10, Our Proposed’Amendment fo the Froposed Amendment %3
Shonid the Board be minded to apptove a rezoning of this site from “Y o “R(B)é" we rcspecﬁirlly
submit that the building height restmhnn for ﬂ:e enﬂre sitc should be limited to 3 storeys,
consistent with: =

© (@) the bmldmg height stantard apphcable o ﬂm adjacent “OU” WM Hotel waiezﬁ'ont site; .
(b) the 3-storey BH wstrxchon almady proposed for ﬂle eastem/seaward portwn ofthe Sﬂbject
site; |
{c) the estabhshed prmozple ﬂmt waterﬁont sités should be restricted to low-tise developmem
and
{d). the requirement that beachfront devclopmnt must not exseed wad should Tall well below ~
the height permitted on adjacent inland sites, . )

A. 10-storey BH testrictipn on amy patt of thiis beachifiont site is wholly umumﬁed meeds ﬂw
height restrictions on the adjacent inland zohes, is contraty to all relevam‘. plaxming principles, and :
must be removed fiom the proposed amendmend, ;
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11. Request for a Substantive Response
" We renew our request —made in both 2021 and 2023 without-any xesponse that the Plannmg
Department provide a detailed written response explaining: . . ,
(8} why the low-rise waterfront planning principle does riot apply to this site;
(b) why a 10-storey BH restriction on a beachfront site is considered appropriate when the
adjacent intand CDA(1) site is restricted to only 8 storeys; and
(c) what planning justification exists for pexmitting a coastal frontage site to be developed toa
greater height than the inland residential development zone that lies behind Wai Man Road.
These.are not thetorical questions. They go to the heart of the coherence and ratxonality of the
Board’s approach to coastal planning in Sai Kung, and the public is entitled to a clear and substantive
answer. ‘

We would welcome the opportunity to appear hefoge the Board to elaborate upon these objecﬁoné.
The undersigned may be contacted by telephone a&_or by email at

Please acknowledge safe receipt of this letter and confirm that it has been duly registered as a formal

ident of Hunlicar Garden, Sai Kung

Enclosures:

.. Laster of obiection dated 7 April 2021 (pla.nnmg application Y/SK-SK1/4)
2. Letter of objection dated 23 July 2023 (planning application Y/SK-SKT/4+

c.c. The Office of the Chief Bxecutive of Hong ¥Gw;
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Sectetary,
The Town Plapming Board;,
5" Floor, North Point Goverainent Offices,
333 TavaRoad, '
Noxth Point;
" Tuly 25", 2023
Dear Scoretary ofithe Board;
Liand, Sha ¥a, Sai Kung; New Tersitories th xezosie the sife from “Village Type Development® 1.
"Residegtisl (Gronp ) 6" and f6 amend thi Netes of thié zane appdicable to the site-
We wiité fn respéct ofhe captiotied application and attach our previous leétter, datéd April 21™ 2021 (Pnclﬁc
Sumshiine 1.4/ Town Planning Board) setiing out qur objections to the indicative Scheme.af the:Application
Site.
Being long term residents and owsers o NN Sai Kung we continue to foel concemed that
the basic issues of building hejght and density dre still ot being addressed, nor has the revised scheée
.. allevidted a nnmber of the conceims which we expressed to you.previously.

We, thetefidre set out below our original and fimther objections to plinning applcation ¥/SK-SKT/:
The $irst is the major conflict with piannizg policy which the application represents.

1.The gevelopment is in an.area cuxeently zoned “V™ on the Sai King Ouffine Zoning Plan (OZP) which

Timits-developthent fo a maximum building height of 3 storeys srid 8:23 metres. ;

2. Such. building height is consistent with die guiding principles of the OZP to limit brijding heights o Jand.
that is close fo the sea front. If the form of development within the V'zone is tobe chariged to-allaw: luxury,
residéritial devélapment this should not resultin 2 development that is any higher fhan thi: OZP interided for
his waterfitt site. o

3.4 consistent low rise development on watetfront fand is bath important Fom a visual perspective and in
ordér to maintain the integity of the key principles of the: QZF. Moreove; the application site isa
walerfront site‘in just the simie way as the adjoiiing U zone - "Commercisl sad Tourissixvelated dses
(including hotely17. .

4.Thé permittted dweiopment height for this OU zone is 3 stosey (icluding basememS)."\ifhffhei‘gthfﬂw
+ existing development on fhis site shonld be th abisoluli maxinium permitied on the application siic. The
actual wse of the land s not relevant o the principie-of low rise developient on wateritont sites.
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Page2

. The applicant has mistakinly adopted the plamaig guidetines:for-the CRA(L) zone. 'This CDA zoné is sot
awatiifront site being sepavated msﬁaw«ﬁmvywmmmm@ building ieight for
thie CDA{T) zotre:s 8 storeys excloding haseroents. amd whilst this iy lic Appropnate foran inland site it
is mot appropriate for s watexfrouk site. o ~
6. The argumest that the spplicantlias ade far'd stispped. dey elopment is:also misguided because the:
stepped biilding height concopt is:applicable o tatge nkxod sites with building heights staping down

rowiads this wateEwt, 1t is ot applicable to watetfant sites such asthe carent' V and OU zones.

7wﬁM8°Rmdm&edmmgﬁnebﬂwmmhndmm re medin hiight dovélopments are
permitted and waterfiront sites (sites thathaveé a frodtage 10 the pedestiian proiricuade) where the maxun imum
buildimgheightis and should remain 3:storeys :

As to the applicatioh to rezone, We slso pote with coneeen:
8. According to the 6 existing RB) zones on the "Fiwn Plinning Hoard website, all have amaximum Site

ﬁ' coverage of 40%. To inqmserthg:applicant’smx?&agé-td 44% js overdevelopment and ncompatible with

the plarining tertion.. ‘

9. We réiterate that the application contlicts with the pattern of deve it intended for the avea, ignoring
the stepped height design proposed i the Outline Zoning Plan whershy the mngWOﬂd teduce in.
height froni the CDAJ sité, and were indesd tobe keptlow i heighit on the V Site soiasto préventa
visually blocking effect atong the iong shoreline which-extehded to thie Sai Kumg Country Park.

10. U’;;fomméiﬂy, what continues to'bie ptmed:.‘m-thq‘-appﬁmﬁon is exeessive intenus of building hmght.
mass'and form. Ibis.a scheme tis is visually damaging 10 fise seiting; areating & wall éffect riot just oty
Clruk Yenng Rond bt dlso toouth, south, east and west, with 2 Towess of 9 atid 10 sporeys pieasuting 45:1

m and 45: 6 1, & thivd Tower 0£20.6m in height plus 14 townhouses measuiing 2126 i that actually face the

walerfront promeénade aind obsttact the maguificent views of both monain‘and shoreline.
Thercfore, any rezoning raust still ssdin the low rise nature of the devsiopment on the whols of the V Site.
11, As to fhe dévilopment. We have argyed before sbout the encroschment on piivacy aud the geoeration of
1toise, dispirbatics and pollution it will cause {especially during constiuction)- But we wish to highlight four
a_The intreduction of a—puﬁlinm;pathviﬁ: 126 carspacés is porely notional. Kwitl do ligleto aliesmtc
parking problems, unless thére 1s am ambudsnizn to ensure parking fees are kept Siir and in-Hue with the
 uaskel; and that parking is ancessible to non- residents at wll tmes. ‘We have to énsufe that Tuxuey housing is
not at the expense of good infastrmotnre. _ .
The olyverse of this would have been 2 Village or NTHE developrient praviding significantly less numbers
of private vehicle parking spaces and stress on the roads. .
b. Towers 2 and 3 will-dwarf, and be ont of character with, the vural character and scale of fhe properiies
the neighboirtiood.. Nor do they bave any architectural merit. .
. The appﬁcauon fails to engage with the sufroinding emmnmmNoatﬁmpt ismadeto re-activate the
.dilqpidmd-'cmﬂiﬁ_bn of the promienade, oF any coninections fro this lugury gated commumity tothe
adioining low-rise coastal propertied and ontdoos Spen-aix pnbﬁczspaeosvmic& still réxquite good pedestrian
circulagion. o
15 short, the application eontribites nofiing to e “Gardén of Hong Kong™ concept or to thie rural fowmsbip.

. d."The Landscaping Plan is superficial. Blanﬁng:,st;h:s are o substifute and, the loss of important trges o
Thie sastern and sovthern bouudaries is sigiificant. .
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1. Furthes; anil following on from the recognition of theisite’s Tow xise development, phos the imposifion of

2 maximmn 4 stoveys with a 40% site coverags, we propose there should benredtriction o the maKimuin
Tloowto Boor Meighit: The tuirerit proposal for the Floses to huive s fior o floor beight:of 4.5 iettes woitld. -
only exicourage viiaiioirised bullling woiks with thie costriction of yezzaning Boots.

12. For the proposed houses'a maximum: flogt to floor height of 3:5 metres should be imposed and for the 4
storey blocks:of flats; a meinatn-floor to floor height of 3.15 shond be-imposed. :
13. I pormting th the need foi'al reduicHion in this application’s building height, and ﬂmefb!eﬁlﬁdmsnty of
e sike, we sliio refis yor to the district siovetstiétehed transport ks and its groving taffic congestion
problems to-wiiish this schierie oaly adds.

T summeary these are pur objections for rejecting the plasning application and our request jrstead that the

site remaing as.a low tise development opporhmity. '

* Nitrally, the undsrsigned wonld be:very tiappy to megt with your Office at: youi' convenienice to expand on
" ainy of thise issues; ot comment furtier shionld the Applicant respond, ot eadeavous to sphmit added

B can s comacted o tlphons oo (R << -« [

Tshould be:giatefil for acknowledgement of fecdipt of this letter.

Yours teuly, for and ofi bichalf of

Eo-;:mﬂ on hehdlf g
PACIFIC. SUN

. m M “‘b‘ ‘. EwARARS .Y n Y cm LA

ccSeécretary for Planning sud Environment
Office of the Chief Bxecutive
Secretary of Houshiig and Transbort.
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Development Eroposal i Respect of Application No. WISK:SKT/S

We it writing in respent of the captioned ss Gwheis and g term residents of

PAGE 14/16

dieatly affeeted by the proposed rezoning application fror Villige Type Developmetitto

Residential {Group B) 6 of ihe vatious Ity in D D. 221 and Adjoining Govesment Land, Sha

W¢havé&numberofanumherofob1e¢mmmmmm -

peincipally relafing oo budldihis heighis and the development derisity ot votiié of said propasal

& Firstly, the amendrngrt is aiot i ling with the OZP which-envisaged aswepped

deyelgptient from the CDA (1) Zome on Witk

anReoud 16/ thie Iovv rise Village or'V Zonie

withiiy this area—and seraiiily iiotthe suiden introduction o two 7 storey sariment
Blockx that cresie-a “wall”wikich destrpys ti frontal views fiom Chuk Your Road:
2 The pinciple was that Zouitg in. thig-area;should ot excesd lie Hieight ot wthrie storey

village house (typioally 8:23m bigh

i :73&5%%@“1@&&&&9%@&@5 S
developaent i excessivechr the sitewiich udjotns the:

ki) ihrotghiout, thus creatiing a stapping downeffect
atey Park. However, theproposed

for “Villags Type Dovelopment? Timited the buifing heightto 3 storeys #ith-a mmsimum
helght of 27 feer. Aty vezoniag:stiould vtantait the Tovw tise-usfuae of the developsent o

shiole:of this waterfont site,
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istE do fiotobject inpriociplete arezoning to “Residential (Group B).as this form of’

Aeveloproent will cosine prope cat padang anigtlien sevices aiid aleo critiie fitre.
\mmagemmt through a DIV, the propossd: davalopmmbzs gxeessive. Theproposed
R{BY zone: shiowld Himty developient to 4 ueiriting 6f:40% id 4 masimuom. of 4 storeys.

#. Tnadditiontothe impesition,of a:maximum 4 storeys:thers should also beiasestriction: of
b rnmxingor ooyt Hovr hidight. The svtreriv proposal-for the Houses to have a:flobr fo:
floorheight of 4.5 metres would permit liouses sighitfiesntly hxghwthanihc Vﬁlag% Type
fiovises permittted tinderthe:cument zoningand: will enconmage imanthorised bmlding
works with; the cotiruetion of iezzarine Hoors, For this froposed housésa
‘riaximuon flooy to:floor height:of : 3.5’metres shouldbeimposed and for the 4 storey biscks
of Bats, amnasivmin Hooi to: ﬂoorhmghtof 3,15 shiotldl e imiposed.

5. Fromthe crosssection of the: pmposcd development it seenys that the carpaxk is'fo be
provided i thedormof semisbasemient whith 15 iiveffects poditith. Any basemens should o
‘be.a-fill basement o remove. any podiam and 1o Tower thieoveral] development height.

6 Whitiwe have ifisteadt i 4 vaisell developrient thatéxploits the-absence: of an-mPD
restriction (surely s planningoversighi?y with onily w storey linit, liaf enables s devilager:
o desttoy’ the-aiitlobk: tittendéd by tie OZP and exaggerate.ihe hexglﬂa ofits buildings.

7. We.therefore submit that the existingsite:Tevel shiotd beat gronndinot toad levdl, Again,
it.should not: be avsemi basement akin fo.podium style developmerits-as they ae
indppropriats to this-ajs.

8. As shown, fheheights afforded by the semi basement; preate apartmentblocks/(34.6:m
highf) and; towa Honses(21 6 igh'y thidt e coniderably talles thaii the typical vitlage
_house and intenns of mass: dwazfthe existing residential propexties i theimnicdinte
Vicinity,.

9. Omapersonalnote; he line ofthe townhiovsg moftops mlloveﬂqokoufpmpmyand

mtmde upon OUEPIVACY, A5 Vel 8 creating: nomemxsmasmddisturbanmaﬂmsc from ..

rooftopr social gatherings'and BBGs'on suchirooftops willbe particuladly soutesnd Sl
pervisive; dndare gréater and more intrusivethan any other pcsmt un abailding:.
10; Though perbiaps: ouiside e ambit of this applisation, e quesuon thaﬁmu‘aofthe Sha Ha
Beack BBQ site as it isiutegral fo the application; and folinking cross pedestian tratfic
acrose:and aroind the entire ite.

11, Wilk'the BB siteremain a2 storey structure?: W‘ﬂlresxdeminiheneWhlghWMect
‘weleiorne e ripise snd fights of the Beach/BBQ which is ciirrently-openion all three sides?
Ty the nfroducion ofan:acoustic wall to-contain the voise and fight poBution justified 6t
bl giazing so thist i irapotiat community and fowist cisure amey continvies

12. ‘Wit firovision can the. Planning Anthotity iimpose upon the Developer for improving the
present dilapidubed waterfiont walkway erossiug? Can 4 gycle tack be inteodiiced across
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Dear Sirs,

“of Appliation No. ¥/SK-SKT/3.

Gavelprvent Proposal in Resper;
Aprildth 2024, '
Paged,
thi e sites so thiag the miany béyelists who chiften
sed
13. Unfortimately, mdwdapmcmapphwﬁmm to strike-a:balancesmong reasonable.
uses—visial, Tandscape, envirommerital eohservation, recreativial sovess, sd s public. -
spiritedness fhat was mmllemnthe OZP: What i presenfed here is ahxgh*olass residential
Tuney gated comirmintty which s short.on any ties 1: she; comntautiity siid Blocks: sight
limies ot strect Yeyet, Pedestrians will be excluded- Boundary walls surround. A seral
‘basseit oy a wall Plantiip stips will beno sabstitite foi the present
" vegetation and frees., Nmsqmpmhn will fnoreast: Tradficsuffers: T shoxt; it destroys the,
‘cHaracter snd viital chatms-of he. s,
14.15 therewproposal to conserve the:siagnificent treeson the tiorth #ad sittient bordets oF
the site?

Finally, and sigstSeriously, wears concerded the overall- deyelopment fitensity- ovetloads dn.
already stressediipfrastructure and road system.

s $t961 Godsing contitueto do

Aswehave fust: cxpmeneedover the Eastarhohday Araffic conditions to-Saf Kamng Town; Hong
Kong’s “taiiist guteway™ afeapp "._',aadwxﬁ;thelpswfﬂnsopenanwpmk,bomdw
degenerate furiher.

Trtherefore seems logieal fo additionally propost & mordtorium, anfzmhm'pnvatehousmgwni
A thestrategie rond network and the surtounding copmpity needs ave i plasé to suppor
residential ; prq}ect_of this kind,

'i?he irdersigaed wonld be Hippy tomestwithyour Office at your convénienteto discussithe
situntion, fitether, awid kis coftiact umbe i 1§ﬁzfyo.a preferfo do-fiis by telephone,

Your fuithiunity,
For vd, o bkl o
¥ . Ve, A k-J;\ 4-.' r" & ‘ ',‘.’,1.%

i At WYY
. S@ Spm(Mr)

Eneao"' ctor




