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The Purpose

The Metro Planning Committee (the Committee) of the Town Planning Board (the Board) is
invited to consider whether the submission made by the applicant, the Urban Renewal Authority
(URA), on the footpath widening proposals in connection to the entrance widening proposals of
Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street is acceptable for compliance with approval condition (j)
of the planning permission granted on 18.3.2016 for the proposed alteration and modification
works to the building and external fagade of the Former Central Market at 80 Des Voeux Road
Central, Central, Hong Kong (the site) under Application No. A/H4/94.

Background

2.1

2.2

The site is zoned “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Building with Historical and
Architectural Interests Preserved for Commercial, Cultural and/or Community Uses” on
the approved Central District Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H4/16 (Plans AA-1 and
AA-2). The planning intention is primarily for preserving the building facades and special
architectural features of the existing Central Market building, and revitalising the building
for commercial, cultural and/or community uses with public open space to provide leisure
space and greenery in Central.

On 11.12.2015, the applicant submitted an application (No. A/H4/94) seeking planning
permission for proposed alteration and modification works to the building and external
facade of the former Central Market as part of the revitalization project. The proposed
alteration and modification works which required planning permission included the
following:

(a) widening of two existing openings on the lower part of the external walls so as to
enhance the visual permeability and accessibility;

(b) demolition and re-construction of the end bay facing Des Voeux Road Central
(DVRC) with transparent materials so as to enhance the visual permeability of the
building;
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2.5

2.6

2.7

.

(c) demolition of the toilet block at the junction of Queen’s Road Central and Jubilee
Street and provision of a small entrance plaza/gathering place with E&M facilities
underneath;

(d) widening of the internal footbridges on 1/F and 2/F of the building to enhance the
connection between the two sides of the building; and

(e) demolition of market stalls on G/F, 1/F and 2/F with conservation of a minimum of
one number of intact market stall for each type of market stall.

The application was considered by the Committee on 18.3.2016. After deliberation,
Members decided to approve the application with conditions. An extract of the minutes of
the Committee meeting on 18.3.2016 and the planning approval letter dated 8.4.2016 for
Application No. A/H4/94 are at Appendices II and III respectively. The Committee also
decided that the submissions for compliance with the following three approval conditions
should be considered by the Board:

(a) the submission of a detailed design proposal for the new facade facing DVRC
demonstrating the compatibility of interface between the new and old fagades and the
new facade and the existing footbridge (approval condition (b));

(b) the submission of footpath widening proposals in connection to the entrance
widening proposals of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street (approval condition

(4)); and
(c) the submission of a market stall preservation plan (approval condition (1)).

The applicant has already submitted information for compliance with approval conditions
(b) and (1) and they were considered acceptable by the Committee on 14.9.2016.

Regarding approval condition (j), the concern of the Committee on 18.3.2016 can be
summarised as follows:

While there is no objection to the proposed widening of entrances and elevation treatment
at Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street, there is opportunity to consider widening the
footpath on the two streets with traffic mitigation measures to create a more comfortable
pedestrian environment (site photos at Plans AA-3 to 6). The applicant should be advised
to liaise with the concerned government departments to explore the feasibility of these
works.

In relation to the footpath widening proposals in connection to the entrance widening
proposals of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street to comply with approval condition
(j), the applicant has submitted the following documents:

(a) Submission received on 8.8.2018 (Appendix I)

(b) Submission received on 8.10.2018 (Appendix Ia)
(¢)  Submission received on 21.12.2018 (Appendix Ib)
(d) Submission received on 20.2.2019 (Appendix Ic)

The relevant plans and drawings of the proposals are at Drawings AA-1 to AA-9.



3.

The Footpath Widening Proposals

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

After having further liaised with the relevant government departments, there was no scope
to further widen the existing footpath on Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street without
sacrificing the Transport Department (TD)’s requirements on the length of lay-bys to be
provided. The footpath widening proposals submitted by the applicant, which were more
or less the same as those proposed in their original submission, can be summarised as
follows:

(a) conversion of a section of road carriageway on the western side of Queen Victoria
Street (about 26m) to pedestrian pavement with a width of about 4.95m including
planting (Drawings AA-1 and AA-2 and photo 4 on Plan AA-4);

(b) extension and conversion of an existing 28m long lay-by reserved for the Food and
Environmental Hygiene Department (FEHD) vehicles on Queen Victoria Street
(Drawing AA-1) to a 34m public lay-by for loading/unloading activities (Drawing
AA-2). The FEHD lay-by is proposed to be reprovisioned separately at Eastern
Street North (21m) and Pier Road (7m) respectively (Drawings AA-8 and AA-9);

(c) widening of pedestrian pavement at the junctions of Jubilee Street/DVRC and
Jubilee Street/Queen’s Road Central respectively (Drawing AA-2 and photos 2 and
3 on Plans AA-3 and AA-4);

(d) to retain an existing lay-by of about 65m on the eastern side of Jubilee Street
(Drawing AA-1);

(e) to plant four trees (Polyspora axillaris KHEZY) along the widened pavement of
Queen Victoria Street and to retain the existing two trees on the pedestrian pavement
along Queen’s Road Central (Drawings AA-2, AA-4 and AA-5 and photo 4 on Plan
AA-4); and

(f) re-paving of the pedestrian pavement surrounding the Central Market (i.e. sections of
Queen Victoria Street, DVRC, Jubilee Street and Queen’s Road Central) with the
Highways Department (HyD)’s standard concrete paver blocks (Drawing AA-3).

The proposal will maintain the existing length of lay-bys on Queen Victoria Street (34m)
and Jubilee Street (65m), with the proposed footpath widening works and relocation of the
FEHD lay-by.

The proposed share use of on-street lay-by between the public and the tenants of Central
Market is considered technically feasible as the loading/unloading activities of the tenants
of Central Market will be restricted to non-peak hours under the tenancy agreements.

The widened pedestrian pavement complemented by tree plantings along Queen Victoria
Street and the widened entrances along both Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street
(Drawings AA-6 and AA-7) would create a more comfortable pedestrian environment.

The ownership, management and maintenance of the pedestrian pavement surrounding the
Central Market will be handed back to the Government after the footpath widening and
associated works.
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3.6 The proposed footpath widening and associated works are scheduled to be completed by
Q3 2021.

4. Comments from Relevant Government Departments

4.1

The following government departments have been consulted and their views on the
applicant’s submission are summarised as follows:

Heritage Conservation Aspect

4.1.1

Comments of the Antiquities and Monuments Office (AMO):

(a)

(b)

No in-principle objection to the applicant’s submission for compliance with
approval condition (j) from cultural heritage conservation viewpoint.
Nevertheless, the applicant should be advised of the following:

(1)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

the proposed footpath widening works shall not cause any adverse
impacts on the proposed Grade 3 historic building;

any works affecting the historic fabrics or architectural features of the
proposed Grade 3 historic building shall be explicitly submitted for
AMO’s comments before commencement of works;

necessary protection and mitigation measures for the proposed Grade
3 historic building shall be provided in order to avoid any damages or
disturbances;

the proposed material used and colour of the footpath widening works
should be compatible with the facade of the proposed Grade 3 historic
building. The applicant should submit latest fagade design proposal
for AMO’s information and record;

it is noted that Polyspora axillaris (JHE%Y) will be planted on the
footpath on Queen Victoria Street. The applicant should ensure the
mature tree spread and tree roots would not adversely affect the
proposed Grade 3 historic building; and

the submission of Conservation Management Plan (CMP) under approval
condition (a) was considered acceptable by AMO and the condition was
partially discharged on 2.5.2017. The Authorized Person should duly
observe and implement the accepted CMP accordingly.

Land Administration Aspect

4.1.2

Comments of the District Lands Officer/Hong Kong West & South, Lands
Department (DLO/HKW &S, LandsD):

The site is held by URA under Short Term Tenancy No. NHX-807 (the STT).
Special condition 37(a) of the STT states that “the Tenant shall at his own expense
within six calendar months from the date of this Agreement or such other period
as may be approved by the District Lands Officer, submit proposals on widening



-5-

of the footpaths of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street including an
implementation programme for prior agreement by the Commissioner for
Transport before submitting the same to the Town Planning Board under the
planning permission”. TD’s comment should be sought. So long as prior
agreement has been given by TD, he has no adverse comment on the submission.

Traffic Aspect

4.1.3

Comments of the Commissioner for Transport (C for T):

No comment on the footpath widening proposals from the traffic engineering
point of view, provided that 34m and 65m long lay-bys are maintained at Queen
Victoria Street and Jubilee Street respectively.

Comments of the Chief Highway Engineer/Hong Kong (CHE/HK), HyD:

(a) The existing paving on the adjacent Jubilee Street, Queen Victoria Street
and the section of Des Voeux Road Central is generally concrete paving
blocks in red and grey. The project proponent is suggested to make
reference to the above. The overall paving colour could be in dark grey and
mix with small portion of red;

(b) according to the growing characteristics of the proposed tree species, there
will be low branches which require frequent pruning works in the
maintenance period and may also create obstruction to the pedestrian flow
and sight line problem. According to the DEVB Technical Circular No.
6/2015, it is presumed that the maintenance department (i.e. Leisure and
Cultural Services Department (LCSD)) of the proposed roadside trees will
provide further comment; and

(c) the project proponent should be reminded to seek comments from AMO on
the paving proposal.

Environmental Hygiene

4.1.5 Comments of the Director of Food and Environmental Hygiene (DFEH):
No comment on the applicant’s proposal.
Urban Design Aspect
4.1.6  Comments of the Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape, Planning

Department (CTP/UD&L, PlanD):

No comment on the proposal should TD consider the width of footpath sufficient
to cater for pedestrian flow at a satisfactory level of service, particularly footpath
at the junction of Queen Victoria Street and Des Voeux Road Central.



Landscape Aspect

4.1.7 Comments of CTP/UD&L, PlanD:

No comment on the submission from landscape planning perspective as it is
acknowledged that agreement has been sought from relevant department, i.e. HyD
in relation to the ownership, management and maintenance for the enhancement
of pavement surrounding the site. In addition, it is noted that the future vegetation
maintenance agent, i.e. LCSD, had no comment on the proposed tree planning
along Queen Victoria Street; and

4.1.8  Comments of the Director of Leisure and Cultural Services (DLCS):
No comment on the submission in this stage.

District Officer’s Comments

4.1.9  Comments of the District Officer (Central & Western), Home Affairs Department
(DO(C&W), HAD):

URA keeps on reporting the project progress to the C&WDC members as the
project is a standing item in C&WDC. So far no objection was received from DC
members on the widening of the captioned footpath. We trust that URA would
continue to keep the C&WDC members informed of the project progress.

Other Aspect

4.1.10 Comments of the Commissioner of Police (C of P):

C of P has no objection in principle to the footpath widening proposals in
connection to the entrance widening proposals of Queen Victoria Street and
Jubilee Street. The applicant should submit Temporary Traffic Arrangement with
full details of works for C of P’s further comment before commencement of
works.

5. Planning Considerations and Assessment

5.1

5.2

The planning application No. A/H4/94 for proposed alteration and modification works to
the building and external fagade of Central Market was approved with conditions by the
Committee on 18.3.2016. Three of the approval conditions should be to the satisfaction of
the Board. The submissions for compliance with approval conditions (b) and (1) were
considered acceptable by the Committee on 14.9.2016. This submission is to address the
remaining condition, i.e. approval condition (j) in relation to the submission of footpath
widening proposals in connection to the entrance widening proposals of Queen Victoria
Street and Jubilee Street.

At the s.16 application stage, the Committee had no objection to the proposed widening of
entrances and elevation treatment at Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street. Members’
concern was mainly to explore the feasibility of further widening the footpath on the two
streets with traffic mitigation measures, with a view to creating a more comfortable
pedestrian environment.



5.3 The applicant has proposed to convert a section of road carriageway along Queen Victoria
Street to pedestrian pavement with tree plantings, and to widen the pedestrian pavement at
the junctions of Jubilee Street/DVRC and Jubilee Street/Queen’s Road Central. These
measures formed part of the submission that was considered and approved by the
Committee on 18.3.2016. Complementing with the widened entrances along Queen
Victoria Street and Jubilee Street (Drawings AA-6 and AA-7), the applicant’s footpath
widening proposals will enhance accessibility and vitality of the two streets. URA has
explored the feasibility of further widening the footpath of the two streets. However, due
to TD’s requirements on the length of lay-bys to be provided along the streets, i.e. a 34m
long lay-by at Queen Victoria Street and a 65m long lay-by at Jubilee Street, no further
widening of the footpath could be made. All government departments have no comment
on/no objection to the footpath widening proposals.

5.4 The applicant has also proposed to relocate the existing FEHD lay-by on Queen Victoria
Street to Eastern Street North and Pier Street separately and FEHD has no objection to the
proposed relocation (Drawings AA-8 and AA-9).

5.5 In view of the above, PlanD considers the submission to fulfil approval condition (j)

acceptable.

6. Decision Sought

6.1 The Committee is invited to consider whether the applicant’s current submission is
acceptable for compliance with approval condition (j) of Application No. A/H4/94.

6.2 Should the Committee consider the applicant’s submission acceptable for compliance with
approval condition (j), the applicant should be advised accordingly.

6.3 Alternatively, should the Committee consider the applicant’s proposals not acceptable, the
applicant should be advised to further revise the footpath widening proposals to comply
with approval condition (j) of Application No. A/H4/94.

Attachments

Appendix I Applicant’s submission received on 8.8.2018

Appendix Ia Applicant’s submission received on 8.10.2018

Appendix Ib Applicant’s submission received on 21.12.2018

Appendix Ic Applicant’s submission received on 20.2.2019

Appendix II Extract of the minutes of the MPC meeting on 18.3.2016
Appendix III Approval letter dated 8.4.2016 for Application No. A/H4/94

Drawings AA-1 to AA-9 Plans and drawings submitted by the applicant

Plan AA-1 Location plan

Plan AA-2 Site plan

Plans AA-3 to AA-6 Site photos
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

APRIL 2019
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TEREZERB
URBAN RENEWAL

Our Ref: PDD/CWDR/CO/18072687 AUTHORITY

Your Ref.: TPB/A/H4/94

By Hand
Town Planning Board 8 August 2018
15/F., North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong.

Dear Sir/Madam,
Central Market Revitalization Project (Application No. A/H4/94)
Submission of Footpath Widening Proposal in Connection to the Entrance Widening

Proposals of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street
for Compliance with Approval Condition (j)

We submit 70 copies of the Footpath Widening Proposal for compliance with
approval condition (j).

Please note that the proposal was submitted to TD prior to the current submission,
which received no objection on 30.7.2018. The relevant email correspondent is enclosed for
your reference. '

Should you have any query or require further information, please contact our
Mr. Jackey Chan at 2588 2748.

Yours faithfully,

For and on behalf of
Urban Renewal Authority

v/
Wilfred AU

Director, Planning and Design
Encl.
c.c.: by email

District Planning Officer/ Hong Kong, Planning Department (Attn.: Mr. J. J. AUSTIN)
Project Authorized Person/ AGC (Attn.: Mr. Vincent NG)

~ .~ R
caringorganisation

EEERAEP183FPIEAE264 ®i52588 2222 R 2827 0176/ 2827 0085 B3 www.ura.org.hk
26/F COSCO Tower, 183 Queen's Road Central, Hong Kong tel 2588 2222 fax 2827 0176 / 2827 0085 website www.ura.org.hk



Choy, Edwin

From: Hiu Ping LAI <rexhplai@td.gov.hk>

Sent: 30 July 2018 02:10 PM

To: Choy, Edwin

Cc: Clarence KN CHENG; dec.u@hyd.gov.hk; dew.u@hyd.gov.hk;

eshkchf@landsd.gov.hk; 'Gordon Cheng’; 'AGC Design Ltd(Central Oasis)’; Chan,
Jackey; 'Kenneth Wong'; Mak, Lawrence; Nelson Tang

Subject: RE: Central Market_Footpath Widening Proposal Submission for Compliance with
Special Condition 37(a) of STT

Attachments: 20180717 _Footpath Widening Proposal.pdf

Dear Edwin,

Thank you for your update.

We have no comment at this stage and héve no objection for you to submit the Proposal to
PlanD/Town Planning Board for consideration.

Regards,

Rex Lai

E/CW1, TEHK, TD
Tel.: 2829 5426

From: "Choy, Edwin"

To: "Hiu Ping LAI',

Co: "dec,u@hyd.gov.hk" , "dew.u@hyd.gov.hk” , "eshkehi@landsd.gov.hk” , “"Gordon Cheng™ , “AGC Design Lid(Central Qasis)" , "Chan, Jackey",
"Kenneth Wong' , "Mak, Lawrence" , "Clarence KN CHENG", Nelson Tang

Date: 17/07/2018 11:67

Subject: RE: Central Market_Footpath Widening Proposal Submission for Compliance with Special Condition 37(a) of STT

Dear Rex,

We would like to submit a revised Footpath Widening Proposal attached in this email for your comuments.
After obtaining your approval, we will submit the proposal to Town Planning Board to discharge the
relevant planning condition planning approval (No. A/H4/94). As such, your early reply is highly
appreciated.

Thank you for your attention.

Regards,

Edwin Choy

URA
Tel. 2588 2578

From: Hiu Ping LAl [mailto:rexhplai@td.gov.hk}
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URBAN RENEWAL

N - - AUTHORITY
OwrRef.: PDD/CWDR/CO/18092233 |
Your Ref.: TPB/A/HA4/94 o _ , :
o By Post and E-mail
- 4. October 2018

Town Planning Board o -
15/F., North Point Government Offices’ : :
333 Java Road, North Point

" Hong Kong.

Dear Sir/Madam,
Central Market Rev1ta11zat10n PI'OJ ect (Appllcatlon No. A/H4/94)

‘ Further Informatlon for
Submission of Footpath Widening Proposal in Connection to the Entrance
Widening Proposals of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street
for Compliance with Approval Condition (j)

We refer to the departmental comments received on 13.9.2018 and 17.9.2018
respectively. Please find enclosed our response for your consideration.

Should you have any query or require further information, please contact our
Mr. Edwin Choy at 2588 2345.

L

N ' | : :
0 PO Yours faithfully,
f,_{m ~ 2 . For and on behalf of
o 5 ' Urban Renewal Authority
i & ' ‘ ’
WL o .
s
o o ’

C gy ' :
e Lawrence Mak

General Manager, Planning and Design

Cc.C..

District Planmng Officer/ Hong Kong, Planning Department (Attn.: Mr. J. J. AUSTIN).
Project Authorized Person/ AGC : ~ (Attn.: Mr. Vincent NG)

5+

. Carmgorgamsahon

Awardied by The Hong Korg Coured
wmﬂﬂmﬁﬂﬂ .

CEBBEERET183RPEKRE 261 B:52588 2222 BHE 2827 0176/ 2827 0085 ik www.ura.org.hk
26/F COSCO Tower, 183 Queen's Road Central, Hong Kong tel 2588 2222 fax 2827 0176 / 2827 0085 website www. ura.org.hk-



Appendix Ib of

MPC Paper No. 3/19

PatON

*s9a13 pasodoid oy} a1epOWIIOIIE 0)
arenbape g prnoys s11d 9211 [eo1dA1 pesodoid ay “vaoqe ay)
Jo- ma1A Uy ‘sSuipmng juadefpe 10 moly uewsopad jonisqo
jou pinom Aoy amsuo 03 YIY pue peards s [0NUOD
0} Surunid ren8o1 Aq po[[onUOd 2q PINOM ,DID32LID/A,
punupluag snory soon pesodord jJo ymoid ayy, ‘[HISH

pue OpIGH ‘6€ISH 'SON sSuimelq prepuels qAH woiy
paouaIojar a1am (g | x wg'1) oz1s 3d oo pasodoid oy,

(JAD) ueld 19)SeA U2l S JUSTUISAOL) 9} UI JOLISI(]
[enuo) 10} peydope swayy pPloH JO WBSH,, 9Y) YUM SUl]
~UT ST YOTYM ‘SOABO] PAUISIEW-A)IYM YSIMO[[OA B 2ARY P[NOM
pasodoid seroads 9017, “JueWIYSI[qeISe 9013 I0] 9ords punoid
A0]9q JUAIOLINS 2INSUS 0) PAONPUOD OS[e Sem K3AIms Ann
punoiSopun ‘seon mau a1e Jesodord Furuspim ylediool
JUSLIND U} UT 1991 BIIOIOIA uden() Suore yredjoo] pauapim
o3 uo pasodoxd seaI3 YT, "9)IS QY WOIJ PIAOWIAI SEM 90I1]
Sunsixe ue 1033e Sunue[d L101esuadwios 0) a1qeoridde Ap3sow
ST IB[NOIL) [BOIUYOR], pres 9y ‘pajou A[np SI UONBAIISAI]
9011, U0 GT07/L "ON MDL FAHQ jo o[dound oy o[ym

QImnJ uo Juasuod (JAH pue suoneoo] Sunueld
oo13 posodord 9y} UO 9OIApE [BOIUYDA) )
10J 90104 pue (JAH ‘], WOIJ SMIIA YIS aseId

‘(P 8ativa, punuvluaq
$Mo1,]) S99I3 Unjewl JO YIMOIS USUIYSI[eISd
armny pue s3unjuerd Kx0yesuadwod
oy 9jepourwioooe 0) Juroeds ySnouo opraoid
j0u Aew 11 pue (g xipuaddy ur 039 o[qe)) Sunysry
ofqng  9[qe) WON[RL, B IS U
IO M USaL] 9°T) suoneoo] pasodod auj ur resu
KIoA punoj a1e Suiping juade[pe /sanimn swWos
OS[e puUe SUONBIO[ 9SAY) Ul PIjonIsqo aq Aew
mopj uensopad oy} Jey) SWIIS J| ‘WG] X WG|
1se9[ Je SI 9zZIs 11d oo; piepue)s 2y} ‘[erouad ujf

‘payoates soroads 991 9y} Jo YImoIs AYiedy
pue (oSeioyoue pue YIMOIS 3001 I0J SoNI[NIN
punoi3iopun pue $99I3 AINJBW IJYJO ‘SPROI
‘soxmonns  ‘sSurp[ing juodelpe 01 QouwIRID
"9'T) JUOWIYSI[QeIS® JIOJ J9JBD O] JUSIOLNS
9q prnoys aoeds punoId mo[aq pue 2A0qY “JUA)UI
uSISOp pue SUONIPUOD [RIUSWIUOIIAUD ‘9)IS Q)
[O1BW O} P2IO3[as aIe S22I} JBY) OS 0) PAIdYpe 2q
pnoys ,9oe[d 3yS11 o 103 2a1 Y31, Jo ordound
oyJ, ~aus padoeasp Ajmou oy) yim 9jqredurod
are A9y) 1Y) QINSUD 0] PIJOIRs A[[njored aq
pinoys sSunuerd maN -o[qeureisns pue [eonoeid
‘opsteal 9q prnoys sSunueid Arojesuaduwrod
‘CTOT/LON MDL FAHJ WM 9S0UBpIOddE U]

yuounpreda( seo1AI0S
[eIn)[n) pue 2INSIa|

y6/YH/V "ON uoneosiddy xepun (f) uonipuoy reaoiddy yyim aouerdwo)) 10y
resodoig Suruapipn y1ed100] U0 1T Z1 € UO POAISIAI SJUSUIWO)) 01 asuodsay




vaxe Juraed posodoid o3 uryyim syrom JuIUIpIM SUISSOID

uemsapad jo uwonmiod oyy oeuepun M VYN 'POION €

810T'6°C parep [rews s (Jue[d BIA
paateoal [esodoad oy uo ordound-ur uonsafqo ou sey OINV

"A1oAnoadsa1 Q1076 L] PU®
QTOTTI'E PAIep JrewR S, (QUB[J BIA PIAISJAI AIepunoq 1o|
o) Jo oprsino juswaaed oy Jo AfIqisuodsar sourUdUTEW
pue juowoeFeuew diysioumo posodord oyl uO JUSWWOD
OSIOAPE OU 9ARY ([ PUB (JSPUBT ‘JUSWIWIOD SIY} JO |
ydeidered ur pauonuows se (JAH JO maraind 9y opIsino s[rey
juowoaed pasodoid oy sopn[ouUl SWNSSE 9M [OIYM °, prolX
orqnd,, J0 juoweeuew pue drysIOUMO 9} Jey) PIOU SI I

"BoIR
Suraed pesodoxd 1oy) umpm syIom Juruopim
Suissoro uemseped jo uoniod oyl SyeMApUN
pinoys usuodoid 100foad oy, “Jusuodoid 309foxd
oyl £q uoyeuopun syiom Suraed poasodord
oyl urm syrej sSurssoro uemsopad om] 9say)
Jo opIs auQ "L Aq pesodoid jeong BIIOIOIA
uean() pue [eNUI)) PROY XNAOA S I8 SHyIom
Suruopim 3urssoxro uemsopad om] oIe I,

"Surpping
a1 Jo opede] pue yredioo] usamieq AJiquedurod
[eLOlEW O} WO MIIA SOV JOo 1dredar
uodn [erxeyew Suraed pesodoid ay) uo JUSWUIOD
INO 9AJISAI 9\ "SUIp[INg SLI0)SIY Y} Jo apedey
oy yym o[quedwod 9q [[BYS syIom IuruapIm
yedioo] Syl JO INO[OD puB Pasn [BLISBUI
pasodoxd oy} ‘syuswuiod S, QINV 0} SuLLSyoy

‘Al pue gspue]
wol] SyuswwIod ya9s [reys juouodoid josfoxd
oy uounyyedop smy) Jo moramd oyl opIsino
s[rej peol orqnd jo juowrodeuew pue diysioumo
oy, ‘Arepunoq 1o[ 9y} opisino judwAed oy)
Jo Anjiqisuodsar aourULIUIERW pUR JUIWLTeUBW
‘diysroumo  oy3 dn  Suryey 1oy  [esodoid
s Juouodoid 100(o1d 9y} UO UONBAIOSAI SARY I M

juoumnreda(g
skemy3ryg

‘Suraed pue s11d 2011 9y3 Se [[om SB ‘R10T° 01 ¥
pojep UONBULIOJU] JOUMN 9yl U0 paprwuqns se ([ Add)
1°7 2In3L] U0 MOUS SB $321) FUNSIX 3} pue sa21 pasodord
oy 10] Ayqqrsuodser ooUBUSIUIBWI  puUBR. JUSWIAFBURLI
‘digszoumo ayy dn oyel o3 sesodord wyn ‘Ajuep oF

Iadoraaap ay) Aq papraoid porad
JUSUWIYST[qRISe  SJBdA QUO I9)Je QOUBRUQJUIBW
aIn)ny IOJ SO9I} MAU Y} JOAO0 9B} p[nom (ISDT

"CTOC/9'0ON MO.L GAH M 30UBpIodoE
ur soinjeo] pedeospue] piey JO Q0UBUIUIBWI




8107'8"8 UO UOISSTWQNS JUSIIND JYJ UT PAYOBIIL Sem
Yorym ‘9107 L 0¢ parep Arda1 rewo 1ray ut resodoxd Suruopim
yredjooy oy Jmuqns o) uonoslqo ou pey QL "810TEL UO
.1 01 esodoxd Suruapim yiedijoo e panmuqns 1s1y V) "PAION

"uoISSITUIqNS Y} 03
TUSUILOD ISIOAPR OU 9ARY oM ‘(I1. £q USALS usaq sey
juowaaide Joud se Juo[ 0 "UoISSIIqNS 9Y} 10 (L
WOIJ JUSWITe 23S ASe[J °, UOISSTULID] SUtuuv]g
2yl Lopun pAvog SUIUUD]J UMO] Y] O] JWDS Y]
Sungnugns 240[2q 140dsSUpL] A0f 12UOISSTUUIOT) Y]
Aq 1uow2248p 4014d 10f durupi304d uoyvruIw]dua
Up SUIIUQNS 240429 140dSUDA ], 0.4f 12UOISSTUULOY) Y]
£q 1212248 4014d 40f dunuvi3osd uoyvusw)dul
up Sulpnoul 241§ 2J1qNUL pupn 12243§ DLIOIIIA
uaang) fo syidioof ayy fo Suruapim uo Spsodo.d
juugns  4201ff spupy 1013s1q 2yl £q padosddp
2q Apw sp porad 42yjo Yons 40 JUIUIAZY S1Y]
Jo amwp ay1 wo4f syyuow uppuzpd 9 UIYNM 2sUIdx2
UMO STy Jv JIPYS JUPUIJ Y7, 1eY) sajels LIS Sy Jo
(e)L¢ uonipuo) [evads (., LLS. 9W) L08-XHN "ON
Koueua], ulId ], 0YS Iopun Yy Aq pPIay SI 911 Y],

YInog % 1S9M
3uoy] uoH /0110
SpueT 1ISIq

‘sy10 Suruapim Jurssoro ueinsopad oyl Jo uonaduod
oY) 10 9[13o') pue sqioy paddoip Surpnyour syeeng a9pIqn( 18
s3urssoIo ueLysopad om oy} Je Yredioo] JO SOPIS Yioq 2y} 1B

SyIom uonedIIpow Yledjoo] oyl axeiIopun [[iM VY PAION

“SYI0M
Suruopim Surssoxd uernsopad oy jJo uono[dwod
oyl JOo] 9o[noe} pue sqioy poaddoip Surpnpour
suissoro ueinsopad om} oy} e yediooj
JO SOpIs Y10q 2y} e SyIoM uonesgIpow yedloo]
oy oyeiropun pynoys jusuodoid josford o
“yoang o9rIqn( Je s3urssord uewysopad om) uapim
01 pasodoid jusuodoid 100foad a3 Jeyy pajou sty 4




Appendix Ic of
MPC Paper No. 3/19

TEERER
2619 Fep 20 p 5 oy URBAN RENEWAL

AUTHORITY

Our Ref.: PDD/CWDR/CO%?@’Z%&QMNG BOARD By Post and E-mail
Your Ref.: TPB/A/H4/94

18 February 2019
Town Planning Board
15/F., North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point
Hong Kong.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Central Market Revitalization Project (Application No. A/H4/94)
Submission of Footpath Widening Proposal in Connection to the Entrance Widening
Proposals of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street
for Compliance with Approval Condition (j)

Further to the inter-departmental meeting on 12.2.2019 with PlanD, HyD, LandsD and
URA, and a separate meeting between LCSD and URA on the same day, we submit 70 copies
of the revised Footpath Widening Proposal for compliance with approval condition (j). The
salient points of differences are as follows for your reference:

. The ownership, management and maintenance of the pavement surrounding the
application site will be handed back to Government in accordance with HyD’s
comment;

. HyD standard concrete paver block is proposed in accordance with HyD’s comment.

AMO has been consulted on 12.2.2019 regarding the materials and colors and had no
further comment from conservation standpoint; and

. Regarding the proposed tree planting along Queen Victoria Street, 4 nos. of Polyspora
axillavis (KFEZL) are proposed in accordance with the recommendations in the
“Guiding Principles on Use of Native Plant Species in Public Works Project”
promulgated by the Government. The choice of species, soil space and tree spacing
were discussed with LCSD separately on 14.2.2019 and LCSD had no further comment.

Should you have any query or require further information, please contact our
Mr. Edwin Choy at 2588 2345.

Yours faithfully,
For and on behalf of
URBAN RENEWAL AUTHORITY
W@————‘
Lawrence Makt
General Manager, Planning and Design
Encl. -
c.Cc.:
District Planning Ofﬁcer/ Hong Kong, Planning Department (Attn.: Mr. J. J. AUST
Project Authorized Person/ AGC (Attn.: Mr. Vincent N PR
gﬁl'nlgorgamsatlon
snemAnVeG s e xmoe w2586 2222 mm2s27 01 76 /2827 0085 4 www.ura.org.hk TR

26/F COSCO Tower, 183 Queen's Road Central, Hong Kong tel 2588 2222 fax 2827 0176 / 2827 0085 website www.ura.org.hk
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Section 16 Application

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions Only)]

A/H4/94

Proposed Alteration and Modification Works to the Building and
External Facade for Cultural/Leisure/Retail/Food & Beverage Uses/Open
Space/Ancillary Support, for the Central Market Revitalization Project in
“Other Specified Uses” annotated “Building with Historical and
Architectural Interests Preserved for Commercial, Cultural and/or
Community Uses” Zone, The Former Central Market, 80 Des Voeux
Road Central, Central, Hong Kong

(MPC Paper No. A/H4/94A)

73. The Secretary reported that the application was submitted by the Urban Renewal

Authority (URA).

AGC Design Limited (AGC), Ove Arup & Partners Hong Kong Limited

(ARUP), AECOM Asia Company Limited (AECOM), Earthasia Limited (Earthasia) and
CKM Asia Limited (CKM) were five of the consultants of the applicant. The following

Members had declared interests in the item:;

Mr K.K. Ling \
(the Chairman)

as the Director of Planning

> being non-executive directors of the

Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon Board of URA

Mr Laurence L.J. Li J

Mr Simon S.W. Wang - being an alternate member of the
as the Assistant Director non-executive director of the Board of

(Regional 1) of the Lands URA;

Department
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Mr Stephen H.B. Yau - being a member of the Wan Chai
District Advisory Committee of URA;

Professor P.P. Ho - having current business dealings with
ARUP, AECOM and CKM;

Mr Patrick H.T. Lau - being the Board Chairman of Earthasia;
and having current business dealings

with URA, AGC, ARUP and AECOM;

Ms Julia M.K. Lau - having past business dealings with
AECOM,;
Mr Dominic K.K. Lam - having past business dealings with

ARUP, AECOM and Earthasia; and

Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan - her rented company office was near to
the site.
74. The Committee agreed that as the interests of Mr K.K. Ling, Dr Lawrence W.C.

Poon, Mr Laurence L.J. Li, Mr Simon S.W. Wang and Mr Patrick H.T. Lau were direct, they
should be invited to leave the meeting temporarily.  As Mr Stephen H.B. Yau, Professor P.P.
Ho, Ms Julia M.K. Lau and Mr Dominic K.K. Lam had no involvement in the application and
Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan’s company office did not have a direct view of the application site, they
could stay in the meeting. ~As the Chairman had to leave the meeting, the Committee agreed
that Mr Roger K.H. Luk, the Vice-chairman, should take over and chair the meeting for the

item.

[Mr K.K. Ling, Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon, Mr Laurence L.J. Li, Mr Simon S.W. Wang and Mr
Patrick H.T. Lau left the meeting temporarily at this point.]

Presentation and Question Sessions

75. The following representatives from the Planning Department (PlanD) and the
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Antiquities and Monuments Office (AMO), Leisure and Cultural Services Department

(LCSD) were invited to the meeting:

Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang - District Planning Officer/Hong Kong

(DPO/HK), PlanD;

Mr J.J. Austin - Senior Town Planner/Hong Kong

(STP/HK), PlanD;

Mr Kenneth S.W. Tam - Chief Heritage Manager (Antiquities &

Monuments) (CHM(A&M)), AMO; and

Mr Leo C.K. Lee - Senior Heritage Officer 4 (SHO 4),
AMO.
76. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr J.J. Austin, STP/HK, presented the

application and covered the following aspects as detailed in the Paper:

The Proposal

(a)

(b)

the application was submitted for the proposed alteration and modification
works to the building and external fagcade of the Central Market in “Other
Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Building with Historical and
Architectural Interests Preserved for Commercial, Cultural and/or

Community Uses” zone;

the previous scheme (application No. A/H4/92 approved with conditions by
the Committee on 19.7.2013) had an estimated cost of about $1,500 million
and required a construction time of about 8 years. In view of its
complexity, URA indicated that refinements to the approved scheme were
required. The proposed alteration and modification works of the revised

scheme that required planning permission included:

(1)  widening of two existing openings on the lower part of the external



(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)
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walls, without interventions to the upper part of the external fagade,

fronting Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street at G/F ;

demolition and re-construction of the end bay facing Des Voeux
Road Central to provide a pair of escalators connecting G/F to 2/F, a
steel staircase leading from 2/F to the roof floor, a public toilet and
links to the two existing footbridges connecting the Hang Seng Bank

Headquarters;

demolition of the toilet block at the junction of Queen’s Road Central
and Jubilee Street and provision of a small entrance plaza/gathering

place with electrical and mechanical (E&M) facilities underneath;

widening of the internal footbridges (separated by the atrium) on 1/F
and 2/F of the building; and

demolition of market stalls on G/F, 1/F and 2/F with conservation of
a minimum of one number of intact market stall for each type of

market stall;

Departmental Comments

(¢) departmental comments were set out in paragraph 10 of the Paper and

summarised as follows:

@)

AMO had no comment on the proposed demolition of the facade
facing Des Voeux Road Central from the heritage conservation
perspective as the end bay of the existing building adjoining Des
Voeux Road Central was a later-addition structure reconstructed in
1990s together with the addition of escalators connecting G/F to 2/F,
re-provision of lift, staircases and public toilets as well as the
connection footbridges to the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters. The
applicant should refine the design and provide further information to

AMO for comment at the detailed design stage. Also, AMO
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(iii)

(iv)
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considered that the conservation of a minimum of one number of
intact market stall for each type was in line with the five principles of
conservation established, but welcomed more market stalls to be

retained;

the Director of Environmental Protection (DEP) had no in-principle
objection to the proposed works, but her office was concerned about
noise from possible musical performances which might be allowed in
the open core area or other not centrally air-conditioned area of the
compound as part of the cultural events. Those activities would be

subject to control under the Noise Control Ordinance;

the Director of Food and Environmental Hygiene advised that the two
existing public toilets would not be re-provisioned as URA had
ensured the provision of 24-hour toilet facilities with unrestricted
public access within the Central Market. URA should advise the
Central and Western District Council (C&WDC) regarding the
provision of 24-hour toilet facilities during the construction stage
since the existing public toilet service would be terminated once the
former Central Market was handed over to URA for redevelopment.
Also, URA should ensure the re-provisioning of the designated
parking space for the Food and Environmental Hygiene Department
(FEHD)’s vehicles with similar scale in Central District before
deletion of the parking space in order to maintain FEHD’s operation
needs and not to affect FEHD’s daily vehicle deployment

arrangement;

the Director of Leisure and Cultural Services considered that the
provision of a lawn at the atrium was not feasible due to insufficient
sunlight; the provision of a lawn with seating facilities at the entrance
at street level was not feasible because the turf would unlikely
tolerate the high pedestrian flow at Central; and the opening hours of
the public open space should not be less than the operating hours

from 7 am. to 11 p.m.;
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(v) the Chief Architect/Central Management Division 2, Architectural
Services Department considered that the Central Market
Revitalization Project was a valuable opportunity to provide visual
relief and better pedestrian linkage in the existing crowded urban
context. More diversity of use particularly in arts and cultural
facilities were expected. The content and design quality of the
proposed development from the view of place making, conservation,
accessibility and connectivity, availability for public use/enjoyment

should not be compromised; and

(vi) other concerned departments had no objection to or no adverse

comment on the application;

Public Comments

(d)

(e)

®

during the first three weeks of the two statutory publication periods, 105
public comments were received, of which 8 were in support of (including
part of comment No. 5-88 was in general support of the ‘minimal
intervention’ approach); 21 objected to (including the remaining part of
comment No. 5-88); and the remaining 77 expressed comments and

concerns on the application;

the main supporting views were that it was a ‘Minimalist Intervention’
approach; last chance to realise the revitalisation of the former Central
Market; would transform the market building into a valuable
community-oriented heritage place; and the proposal appeared to be

realistic and would enhance street frontage and provide public open space;

the major grounds of objection/concerns were mainly from the aspects of
conservation, land use, traffic and technical issues. The main issues
included URA’s proposal to demolish the fagade facing the Des Voeux
Road Central was unreasonable and violated the requirement of the Town

Planning Board (TPB) and conservation principles; more market stalls
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should be retained; the application did not meet the international heritage
conservation standards; Central Market should be restored to its original
market use and should not be developed as a shopping mall; the public
toilet amenities were a feature of the original buildings and should be
retained; consideration should be given to the traffic capacity of the area
and to avoid further deteriorating the traffic and pedestrian problems in the
Central area; and there should be greater public supervision over the

management and operation of the future Central Market;

an email was received from an individual on 16.3.2016, which was out of
time and should be treated as not having been made under s.16(2H)(a) of

the Town Planning Ordinance;

Comments from the District Officer (Central & Western) (DO(C&W)), Home

Affairs Department

(h)

DO(C&W) noted that the application was discussed at the meeting of the
C&WDC on 9.7.2015. C&WDC Members had given different views on
the redevelopment of the Central Market as detailed in Appendix IV of the
Paper; and

PlanD’s View

(©

PlanD had no objection to the application based on the assessments set out

in paragraph 12 of the Paper and summarised as follows:

Planning Intention

(1) the application was in line with the planning intention of “OU”
annotated “Building with Historical and Architectural Interests
Preserved for Commercial, Cultural and/or Community Uses” zone.
The effort to conserve the key architectural features and revitalize the
Central Market for public enjoyment could provide spatial relief in

the existing congested urban core;
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(1i1)

(iv)
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Conservation

the proposed scheme was generally in line with the conservation
principles adopted by AMO for the application site. There would be
no intervention to the upper portion of the external facade that was
required to be preserved by AMO. While there was concern from
the general public on the demolition of the facade facing Des Voeux
Road Central, the proposed demolition was considered acceptable by
AMO as the fagade was a later-addition structure reconstructed in
1990s. With reference to the study of Conservation of Character
Defining Elements of the Central Market, AMO agreed to the
conservation of a minimum of one number of intact market stall for
each type and welcomed retention of more market stalls. An
approval condition requiring the submission of a Conservation

Management Plan and the implementation of the Plan was suggested;

Provision of public open space (POS)

while the size of the proposed POS was in compliance with the
requirement of not less than 1,000m2 POS under the outline zoning
plan (OZP), there was concern that the proposed lawn at the atrium
and the proposed turf at street level facing Queen’s Road Central
might not be practicable. In that regard, an approval condition
requiring the applicant to submit and implement landscape proposal

was recommended;

URA agreed to take up the responsibility for the operation and
maintenance of the proposed POS and indicated that the POS would
be open to public at reasonable hours during the operating hours of

the building;

Other Technical Aspects

regarding DEP’s concern on the possible noise arising from the
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cultural events/musical performances, the applicant responded that
the detailed arrangement could only be determined at the
implementation stage. In that connection, DEP advised that no
musical performance should be undertaken outside the centrally
air-conditioned area between 11 p.m. to 7 a.m. and the applicant
should conduct real-time noise monitoring and implement effective
noise mitigation measures to avoid violation of Noise Control
Ordinance. An advisory clause in that regard was recommended.
Other concerned departments had no objection to or no adverse

comment on the application; and

Public Comments

(vi) regarding the public comments, the assessments above were relevant
and for the future operation, the applicant stated that it would follow
the Operation Principles derived from the public engagement process

and endorsed by the Central Oasis Community Advisory Committee.

Authority of the Committee

71. In response to a Member’s query, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang, DPO/HK, recapitulated
the addition, alteration and modification works of the revitalisation scheme that required
planning permission from TPB. She further said that other features of the revitalisation
scheme including the proposed uses were in compliance with the concerned OZP and did not
require planning permission. Nevertheless, the entire revitalisation scheme was submitted

to the Committee for Members’ reference.

78. In response to a Member’s query on the lack of comprehensiveness of the
proposal as only piecemeal elements of addition, alteration and modification works were
involved in the application and not the entire revitalisation scheme, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang
said that the planning permission for the revitalisation project was made in accordance with
the development requirements stipulated on the OZP. The planning intention of the “OU”
annotated “Building with Historical and Architectural Interests Preserved for Commercial,

Cultural and/or Community Uses” zone was primarily for preserving the building facades and
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special architectural features of the Central Market building and such works required
planning permission from TPB. The permitted uses (i.e. Column 1 uses) and uses requiring
planning permission from TPB (i.e. Column 2 uses) were stipulated in the Notes of the OZP.
All of the proposed uses of the current scheme were Column 1 uses that did not require
planning permission and the applicant intended to revitalise the building based on the current

scheme.

79. In response to the Vice-chairman’s question on the status of the Central Oasis
proposal (application No. A/H4/92) approved with conditions by the Committee on
19.7.2013, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that as the previously approved scheme involved a
more extensive new addition to the Central Market building which was completely different
from the current scheme which adopted a “Minimal Intervention” approach, they were not
directly comparable. She added that the applicant could choose to implement either the
previously approved scheme (which was still valid) or the current scheme should the subject

application be approved.

Widening of entrances and elevation treatment facing Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee

Street

80. A Member asked whether the applicant had considered pedestrianization of
Queen Victoria Street to enhance the greenery and widen the public space, in addition to the
current proposal of widening of the entrances at Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street only.
In response, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that portion of the pavements of the two streets,
though not forming not part of the application, was proposed for widening with the planting

of trees to enhance the greenery.

81. In response to a Member’s question on the future tfransport arrangement,
especially the provision of loading/unloading bays at Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street,
Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that the prime objective of opening up the facades facing Jubilee
Street and Queen Victoria Street was to enhance the vitality of the two adjacent streets and
provide an opportunity to enhance pedestrian circulation at street level. Although some of
the existing loading/unloading bays would be used for footpath widening, the
loading/unloading activities would continue to be carried out on the remaining on-street

lay-bys located at the western side of Queen Victoria Street and the eastern side of Jubilee
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Street. The future operator of the revitalization scheme would be requested to liaise with its
tenants to restrict the carrying out of loading/unloading activities to non-peak hours during
the busy period or the non-busy periods through the licensing and tenancy agreements. The

Commissioner for Transport (C for T) had no comment on the proposed traffic measures.

Demolition and re-construction of the end bay facing Des Voeux Road Central

82. In response to a Member’s request for elaboration of the design of the curtain
wall at the end bay facing Des Voeux Road Central, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that while
the detailed design of the facade was yet to be confirmed, the design intent of the new facade
was to differentiate the new and old structures by using transparent materials to enhance
visual permeability into the building, as well as to recapture the horizontality characteristic of
the original Streamline Moderne architecture of Central Market in 1930s by reconnecting the
original key architectural features of the horizontal windows and fins to the facade. As
detailed building design for the facade was not yet available, the applicant had provided
illustrative materials to demonstrate the transparent design concept to be adopted. Mr
Kenneth S.W. Tam, CHM(A&M), AMO of LCSD, supplemented that the existing facade of
the building facing Des Voeux Road Central was considered as late additions, which was not
a “Character Defining Elements” that needed to be conserved. According to the expert
advice on the proposed fagade design approach, the 1990s remodelled fagade, together with
the addition of escalators connecting G/F to 2/F, reprovision of lift, staircases and public
toilets as well as the connection footbridges to the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters, were to
provide a functional connection to the Mid-Levels Escalator Link bearing no relation to the
original Streamline Moderne architecture. Considering that some of the elements in the
existing facade could not be removed, AMO of LCSD had no comment on the proposed
reconfiguration of the fagade but had advised the applicant on the crucial factors of designing
the fagade including, inter alia, the interfaces among the new and old facades as well as the

existing footbridges, the materials used, the colour and the scale of the new facade.

83. A Member asked whether the public toilet facing Queen’s Road Central could be
conserved or adaptively reused to enhance the utilisation of the existing structures/spaces.
In response, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that during the extensive public consultation
exercise conducted for the revitalisation project between 2009 and 2011, there was a general

public consensus for demolition of the public toilet. Besides, the toilet was a late addition
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which did not have any connection with the original architectural elements of Central Market.
Demolition of the public toilet would have no adverse implication from heritage conservation
perspective. Moreover, toilet facilities would be provided within the premises in the

revitalisation project.
Conservation of market stalls

84. A Member was concerned about the requirement to conserve a minimum of one
number of intact market stall for each type of market stall only and asked whether the
conservation of the number of market stalls could be increased to create a cluster of each type
of stalls. In response, Mr Kenneth S.W. Tam said that while conservation .of more market
stalls was supported from heritage conservation perspective, flexibility should be allowed on
the conservation of market stalls as the adaptive reuse of the premises, the design and cost of
the revitalisation scheme were not finalised at the current stage. Nevertheless, in view of
the comments supporting conservation of more market stalls, the applicant had preliminarily
examined the feasibility of such proposal and the findings revealed that the structures and
conditions of the market stalls, which were built over 70 years ago, were in dilapidated
condition which required substantial technical and financial inputs for conservation purpose.
Subject to the finalisation of the detailed design and the approved cost of the revitalisation
proposal, the number of market stalls to be conserved could be finalised with a hope to

increasing the number of stalls to be conserved.

85. The same Member continued to ask whether the proposal could restore the
function of a market in either traditional or modern form, considering there were numerous
overseas examples of successful revitalisation of historic and monumental markets (e.g. the
market at Mercado de San Miguel in Madrid, Spain). In response, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang
said that while the future operation mode of Central Market was yet to be confirmed, it would
follow the operation principles of the Central Market as generally agreed among the public,
District Council and professionals in the public consultation exercise for the revitalisation

project conducted by the applicant between 2009 and 2011.
Technical issues

86. In response to the Vice-chairman’s queries on the potential noise to be generated
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by future uses within the building, Mr Ken Y.K. Wong, Principal Environmental Protection
Officer (Metro Assessment), Environmental Protection Department (PEPO(MA), EPD) said
that while DEP had no in-principle objection to the subject application, there were concerns
on the proposed curtain facade and enlarged entrances which might weaken the containment
of noise from musical performances, such as band shows and Chinese orchestra, which might
be allowed in the open core area or other not centrally air-conditioned area inside the
compound as part of the cultural events, thus affecting the surrounding residential buildings.
The situation would be similar to the former Hollywood Road Police Married Quarters
(PMQ), another revitalisation project approved several years ago and was currently in
operation. While the need for holding such performances to enhance the vibrancy and
viability of the project was noted, the applicant of PMQ revitalisation project had submitted
environmental assessment demonstrating that the noise of the proposed development would
be subject to control under the Noise Control Ordinance. However, upon its implementation,
there were numerous complaints received about the noise nuisance generated from such
performances and there were also enquiries from the Ombudsman. In the process of
handling the PMQ case, it was found that, on top of the enforcement controls by the relevant
authorities, some self-regulating measures such as real-time noise monitoring at
representative noise sensitive receivers by the applicant (or his future venue management
agency) whenever there was a noisy performance and deployment of noise mitigation
measures based on the real-time monitoring results, such as immediate lowering the sound
level of the sound amplification system, were effective in minimising the noise nuisance to
nearby residents at PMQ and should be considered for similar development.  In view of the
above, Mr Ken Y.K. Wong suggested that appropriate approval conditions should be
stipulated in the planning permission should the subject application be approved. In
response, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that cultural use within the site was always permitted
on the OZP and did not require planning permission. In that regard, DEP’s concerns were
noted and appropriate advisory clauses were suggested should the application be approved.
The applicant had also committed that the future operation of the premises would comply

with the Noise Control Ordinance.

87. The Vice-chairman asked the rationale for cancelling the requirement of
providing a footbridge connecting the Central Market and the adjacent IL.8827 (“The Center”)
upon government’s request as stated in the comments of the District Lands Officer/Hong

Kong West & South, Lands Department, i.e. in paragraph 10.1.2 of the Paper. In response,
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Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that the requirement incorporated in the lease of IL8827 was
intended to facilitate the pedestrian connection between The Center and the originally
proposed redevelopment at the Central Market site. Since a new revitalisation scheme
involving preservation of the facade of the building was proposed for the site, the proposed
pedestrian connection would no longer be necessary and the applicant, who was also
responsible for complying with such requirement under 118827, advised that it would liaise
with relevant departments to cancel such requirement.  The Vice-chairman queried whether
it was pre-mature to cancel the requirement as there might be a need for the proposed
pedestrian connection upon the development/redevelopment of the site in future. In
response, Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang said that the requirement for providing a footbridge
connection under the lease was not related to the subject application, and the issue could be

separately considered by relevant departments.

Deliberation Session

88. The Secretary summarised that the current application requiring permission from
TPB was the proposed alteration and modification works to the building and external facade
of the Central Market. The development of the building for commercial, cultural and/or
community uses were alwéys permitted and did not require planning permission from TPB.
The specific alteration and modification works requiring planning permission were listed in
paragraph 1.2 of the Paper. The Secretary then recapitulated the individual elements of the
proposed alteration and modification works. With reference to the illustrative materials
contained in Appendix Id of the Paper, the Secretary explained to Members the proposed
reconfiguration of the end bay facing Des Voeux Road Central. The fagade design of the
Central Market built in 1939 was characterised by the streamlined modern style influenced
under Bauhaus and the simple geometry expressed through the emphasis on the horizontality
of the fagade design. In the 1990s, the end bay of the Central Market facing Des Voeux
Road Central was completely demolished and rebuilt to facilitate the connections to
Mid-levels escalator and the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters. The continuity of horizontality
was disrupted by the rebuilt facade. The current application would modify the facade of the
end bay by adopting the Bauhaus Design concept using transparent materials. The
horizontal lines exemplified by the architectural fins, windows and parapets of the original
facade to be preserved would be maintained at the new structure in the form of architectural

features or window frames subject to detailed design. As to the future operation of the
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Central Market, the Secretary explained with reference to figure 2.16 at Appendix Ia of the
Paper that the applicant had listed out the operation principles of the Central Market.
Although the operator was yet to be identified, the Operation Principles adopted would be
adhered to. With regard to the transport arrangement of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee
Street, the applicant had submitted traffic review study which was attached at Appendix C of

Appendix Ia of the Paper for Members’ reference and consideration.

89. Members agreed to deliberate the application following the sequence of the

proposed alteration and modification works as listed in paragraph 1.2 of the Paper.

Widening of entrances and elevation treatment facing Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee

Street

90. A Member had no objection to the proposed widening of entrances and elevation
treatment at Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street but considered that, given the
opportunity, the footpath on the two streets should be widened with traffic mitigation
measures to create a more comfortable pedestrian environment. The same Member
suggested that the applicant should be advised to liaise with the concerned government
departments to explore the feasibility of those works. Referring to Figure 4.4 at Appendix C
of Appendix Ia of the Paper, Members noted the pedestrian circulation improvement works of
the project in association with the proposed widening of the entrances at Queen Victoria
Street, which included the conversion of some of the existing lay-bys along the street to
pavement with planting. The Secretary said that according to the Traffic Review Study
submitted by the applicant, the footpath at the two corners of Jubilee Street would also be
widened and road level at junction of Queen Victoria Street and Queen’s Road Central would
be raised to enhance pedestrian circulation. The same Member further suggested to reduce
the number of lanes of Queen Victoria Street from two to one, releasing more area for
footpath widening. Mr W.L. Tang, Assistant Commissioner for Transport (Urban),
Transport Department (AC for T(U), TD) had reservation over such proposal as the traffic
flow at Queen Victoria Street was already heavy with bus stops and lay-bys. Also, the
applicant had not submitted any detailed assessments on the proposed raising of road level at
junction of Queen’s Road Central and Queen Victoria Street. Together with the concerns on
the loading/unloading activities with reduced lay-bys, TD suggested to impose an approval

condition on the requirement for traffic measures to the satisfaction of C for T.
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91. After deliberation, Members agreed to the proposed widening of the two existing
openings and to stipulate an approval condition requiring the submission of footpath
widening proposals in connection to the entrance widening proposals of Queen Victoria
Street and Jubilee Street to the satisfaction of TPB and to modify approval condition (i)
recommended in the Paper by adding a requirement on the implementation of the footpath

widening proposals to the satisfaction of C for T or of TPB.
Demolition and re-construction of the end bay facing Des Voeux Road Central

92. A Member considered that the prime objective of the revitalisation project was to
- create a landmark and a vibrant place in Central instead of the creation of a functional space
or a shopping mall. Under that circumstance, the Member weighted architectural design
more than the functionality of the building, which could be compromised if the design of the
building could help revitalise the place. Another Member considered that from heritage
conservation perspective, the entire Central Market building should be preserved per se as far
as possible. While the planning intention of the site for preserving building facades and
special architectural features of the existing Central Market building, and revitalising the
building for commercial, cultural and/or community uses was agreed, a Member was
concerned about the current alteration and modification works, even with strong architectural
merits and public planning gains (e.g. enhancing pedestrian connectivity), might compromise
the objective of heritage conservation. The same Member suggested that a balance among

heritage preservation, public interest and intended use of the site should be sought.

93. A Member had no objection to demolishing the end bay facing Des Voeux Road
Central but considered that the design of the reconstructed facade should be improved.
Specifically, the Member considered that the use of glass curtain wall for the entire new
fagade was not compatible with the original Bauhaus design of the Central Market facade
which was made up of stripes of concrete and glass.  Another Member considered that the
use of glass curtain wall for the cultural facilities would induce high operation cost as the
indoor space would rely heavily on air-conditioning for ventilation and noise insulation.
Qubting the Youth Square at Chai Wan as an example, the management and maintenance
costs of the glass curtain wall of the building were so high that they had created heavy burden

on the operator. Without details on the future operation of the Central Market, the Member
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doubted the viability of such design and considered that the detailed design of the facade of
the end bay should be submitted to TPB for consideration. Another Member shared the

same concerns. A Member however supported the use of glass curtain to replace the facade.

94. A Member raised concern on the interface of the new facade design might not be
compatible with the existing footbridges connecting to the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters,
which was considered not visually pleasant, and asked if the footbridges could be
reprovisioned. A Member concurred and suggested that consideration could be given to
modifying the design of the existing footbridges. Another Member shared the same view
and further suggested that the modern-style of the existing footbridges could be modified to
tie in with the original style of the Central Market building. In response, the Vice-chairman
explained that the footbridge connecting the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters and the Central
Market to the waterfront were stipulated in the lease conditions of the lot where the Hang
Seng Bank Headquarters was situated. The current footbridges were an extension of the
existing building design of the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters, and the intention was to
provide pedestrian connections to the Central Market site, the surrounding commercial

building and the Mid-level escalator.

95. The Vice-chairman summarised that Members generally agreed to demolish and
reconstruct the end bay facing Des Veoux Road Central but had concerns on the design of the
facade which should be compatible with the original Bauhaus design details of the Central
Market building. Members were also concerned about the interface of the reconstructed
facade with the existing footbridges connecting to the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters. In
response to the Members’ concerns, the Secretary said that Members could consider requiring
the applicant to submit further information on the detailed design of the facade for Members’
further consideration before making a decision on the application; or stipulating an approval
condition requiring the applicant to submit the same to TPB for Members’ consideration

should the application be approved.

96. After deliberation, Members agreed to modify the approval condition (b)
recommended in the Paper by requiring the applicant to submit a detailed design proposal for
the new facade facing Des Voeux Road Central to the satisfaction of TPB and to add a new
condition requiring the implementation of the design proposal for the new fagade to the

satisfaction of the AMO. Members also agreed to add an advisory clause to advise the
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applicant to explore measures to better integrate the design of the facade with the two

existing footbridges connecting to the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters.
Demolition of the toilet block at the Junction of Queen’s Road Central and Jubilee Street

97. A Member supported demolishing the toilet block to provide an enlarged POS for
public enjoyment. Another Member shared the same view and considered that the provision
of POS was a planning gain. A Member, while agreeing to the demolition proposal, was
concerned about the future use of the demolished toilet block site. A Member was also
concerned about the design of the small entrance plaza in that if substantial modification was
involved for commercial purpose, it would defeat the purpose of heritage conservation of the
project. In response, the Secretary said that the proposed demolition of toilet block and the
provision of POS formed part of the application and the applicant should implement the
scheme, on the terms of the application as submitted, should the application be approved.
Furthermore, Members agreed that the proposed small entrance plaza could be more open and

inviting to the public.

98. After deliberation, Members agreed to the proposed demolition of the toilet block
and the proposed demolition of the toilet block and modifying approval condition (h)
recommended in the Paper to the effect that the public open space, including the small
entrance plaza at the junction of Queen’s Road Central and Jubilee Street, would be designed

and implemented to the satisfaction of the Planning Department or of TPB.
Widening of the internal footbridges

99. Members generally agreed to the proposed widening of internal footbridges

within the Central Market building.
Conservation of Market Stalls

100. A Member considered that more market stalls should be preserved as the various
type of stalls had different distinct characteristics worthwhile for protection and the
preservation of only one of each type was not desirable. A cluster of each type of market

stalls should be preserved to restore their function and enhance vibrancy. Two other
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Members shared the same view and considered that preservation of a cluster of each type of

market stalls could help recreating the ambience of the old wet market.

101. After deliberation, Members agreed to add new approval conditions requiring the
submission of a market stall preservation plan to the satisfaction of TPB, and the
implementation of the plan to the satisfaction of AMO. Members also agreed to add an
advisory clause to advise the applicant to preserve a cluster of each type of market stalls in

the preservation plan.
[Mr Stephen H.B. Yau left the meeting at this point.]
Technical Issues

102. With regard to the noise aspect, Mr Ken Y.K. Wong reiterated his concerns that
the proposed alteration and modification works for, inter alia, cultural use might create noise
nuisance to the surrounding residents. He suggested the Committee to stipulate suitable
approval conditions on noise control to address the problem. In response, the
Vice-chairman said that the current application was for alteration and modification of the
design of the building only and the proposed cultural use of the building were always
permitted on the OZP. It might not be appropriate to stipulate approval conditions on
aspects that did not require planning permission. The Secretary supplemented that in
response to DEP’s concerns, an advisory clause requesting the applicant to note the
comments of DEP was proposed. Besides, future uses of the building would be subject to
control under the Noise Control Ordinance. A Member considered that the proposed
cultural use of the building should be acceptable and would be regulated under the prevailing

legislation, including the Noise Control Ordinance.

103. After further deliberation, the Committee decided to approve the application, on

the terms of the application as submitted to the Town Planning Board (TPB). The
permission should be valid until 18.3.2020, and after the said date, the permission should
cease to have effect unless before the said date, the development permitted was commenced

or the permission was renewed. The permission was subject to the following conditions:

“(a) the submission of a Conservation Management Plan prior to
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commencement of any major works and implementation of the Plan to the
satisfaction of the Antiquities and Monuments Office, Leisure and Cultural

Services Department or of TPB;

the submission of a detailed design proposal for the new fagade facing Des
Voeux Road Central demonstrating the compatibility of interface between
the new and old fagades and the new facade and the existing footbridge to

the satisfaction of TPB;

in relation to (b) above, the implementation of a detailed design proposal
for the new fagade facing Des Voeux Road Central to the satisfaction of the
Antiquities and Monuments Office, Leisure and Cultural Services

Department or of TPB;

the submission and implementation of a landscape proposal to the

satisfaction of the Director of Planning or of TPB;

the submission of a sewerage impact assessment to the satisfaction of

Director of Environmental Protection or of TPB;

the implementation of sewerage upgrading/connection works as identified
in the sewerage impact assessment to the satisfaction of the Director of

Drainage Services or of TPB;

the design and provision of the 24-hour pedestrian passageway to the

satisfaction of the Commissioner for Transport or of TPB;

the design and provision of the public open space (including the small
entrance plaza at the junction of Queen’s Road Central and Jubilee Street),
at no cost to the Government, as proposed by the applicant, to the

satisfaction of the Director of Planning or of TPB;

the provision of fire service installations and water supplies for firefighting

to the satisfaction of the Director of Fire Services or of TPB;

the submission of footpath widening proposals in connection to the entrance

widening proposals of Queen Victoria Street and Jubilee Street to the
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satisfaction of TPB;
(k) the implementation of footpath widening proposals in relation to (j) above

and traffic measures on loading/unloading activities, as proposed by the

applicant, to the satisfaction of the Commissioner for Transport or of TPB;

(1)  the submission of a market stall preservation plan to the satisfaction of TPB,;

and

(m) in relation to (1) above, the implementation of the market stall preservation
plan to the satisfaction of the Antiquities and Monuments Office, Leisure

and Cultural Services Department or of TPB.

104. The Committee also agreed to advise the applicant to note the advisory clauses as

set out at Appendix VI of the Paper and as follows:
“(k) to note.the comments of TPB that:

6] the applicant should explore measures to better integrate the design
of the fagade facing Des Voeux Road Central with the existing
footbridges connecting to the Hang Seng Bank Headquarters; and

(ii)  a cluster of market stalls for each type of market stall should be

preserved.”

[The Vice-chairman thanked Ms Ginger K.Y. Kiang, DPO/HK, Mr Kenneth S.W. Tam,
CHM(A&M), and Mr Leo C.K. Lee, SHO4, for their attendance to answer Members’

enquiries. They left the meeting at this point.]

[Mr K.K. Ling, Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon, Mr Laurence L.J. Li, Mr Simon S.W. Wang
returned to join the meeting, Professor P.P. Ho and Dr Wilton W.T. Fok left the meeting and
Ms Bonnie J.Y. Chan, Mr W.L. Tang and Mr Martin W.C. Kwan left the meeting temporarily
at this point.] |
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B i 7e 2231 4810
W/ Your References

RERSTEL RN .
(n teply please quote this ref.: TPB/A/H4/94 8 April 2016

Urban Renewal Authority
26/F Cosco Tower

183 Queen’s Road
Central, Hong Kong
(Atn; Wilfred Au)

Dear SiMadam,

Proposed Alteration and Modification Works to the Building
and External Facade for Cultural/Leisure/Retail/Food &
Beverage Uses/Open Space/Ancillary Support, for the Central Market
Revitalization Project in “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Building with Historical and
Architectural Interests Preserved for Commereial, Cultural and/or Comxunity Uses”

Zone, The Kormer Central Market, 80 Des Voeux Road Central, Central, Hong Kong

1 refer to my letter to you dated 19.2.2016.

After giving consideration to the application, the Town Planning Board (TPB)
approved the application for permission wnder section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance on
the terms of the application as submitted to the TPB. The permission shall be valid until
18.3.2020; and after the said date, the permission shall cease to have effect uniess before the
said date either the development hereby permitted is commenced or the permission is renewed.
The permission is subject to the following conditions

(2)  the submission of 2 Conservation Managemient Plan prior to commencement
of any major works and implementation of the Plan to the sati sfaction of the
Antiquities and Monuments Office, Leisure and Cultural Services
Department or of TPB;

(b)  the submission of a detailed design proposal for the niew fagade facing Des
Voeux Road Central demonstrating the compatibility of interface between
the new and old fagades and the new fagade and the existing footbridge to the

satisfection of TPB;

(¢) inrelation to (b) above, the implementation. of a detailed design:proposal for
the new fagade facing Des Voewx Road Central to the satisfaction of the
Antiquities and Monuments Office, Leisure and Cultural Services
Department or of TPB;

(d) the submission and implementation of a landscape proposal to the
satisfaction of the Director of Planning or of TPR;
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(e) the submission of a sewerage impact assessment to the satisfaction of
Director of Environmental Protection or of TPB;

(®) the implementation of sewerage upgrading/connection works as identified in
the sewerage impact assessment to the satisfaction of the Director of
Drainage Services or of TPB;

(2) the design and provision of the 24-hour pedestrian passageway to the
satisfaction of the Commissioner for Trensport or of TPB;

() the design and provision of the public open space. (ocluding the small
cnirance plaza at the junction of Queen’s Road Central and Jubilee Street), at
no ¢ost to the Government, as proposed by you, to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning or of TPB;

() theprovision of fire service installations and water supplies for firefighting to
the satisfaction of the Director of Fire Services or of TPB;

@  the sybmission of footpath widening proposals in connection to the entrance
widening proposals of Qusen Victoria Streét atid Jubilee Street to the
satisfaction of TPB;

(&) the implementation of footpath widening proposals in relation to (j) above
and traffic measures on loading/unloading activities, ag proposed by you, to
the satisfaction of the Commissioner for Transport or of TPB;

()  the submission ofa market stall preservation plan to the satisfaction of TPB;
and - '

(m) in relation to (@) above, the implementation of the market stall preservation
plan to the satisfaction of the Antiquities and Monuments Office, Leisure and
Cultural Services Department or of TPB.

The TPB also agreed to advise you to note the advisory clauses as set out at the
Appendix attached.

If you wish to seek an extension of the validity of this pemmission, you may submit
an application to the TPB for renewal of the permission no less than six weeks before jts expiry.
This is to allow sufficient time for processing of the application in consultation with the
concemmed departments. The TPB will not consider any application for renewal of permission

- if the time limit for commencement of development specified in the permission has already
expired at the time of consideration by the TPB. Please refer to the TPB Guidelines No. 358
and 36A. for details. The Guidelines and application forms are available at the TPB’s website
(www.info.gov.hkApb/), the Planning Enquiry Counters (PECs) of the Planning Department
(Hotline : 2231 5000) at 17/F, North Point Govemnment Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point;
14/F, Sha Tin Govemnment Offices, 1 Sheung Wo Che Road, Sha Tin; and the Secretariat of the
TPB at 15/F, North Point Goverament Offices. '

For amendments to the approved scheme that may be permitted with or without
application under section 164, Pplease refer to TPB Guidelines No. 36A. for details.
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A copy of the TPB Paper in respect of the application (except the supplementary
planning statement/technical report(s), if any) and the relevant extract of mimres of the TPB
———— meeting held on 18.3.2016 are enclosed herewith for your reference. -

Under section 17(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance, an applicant aggrieved by a
decision of the TPB may apply to the TPB for a review of the decision, If you wish to seek a
review, you should inform me within 21 days from the date of this Jetter (on or before
29.4.2016). 1will then contact you to arrange a hearing before the TPB which you and/or your
authorized representative will be invited to attend. The TPB is required to copsider a review
application within three months of receipt of the application for review. Please note that any
review application will be published for three weeks for public comments.

- This permission by the TPB under section 16 of the Town Planning Oxdizance
should not be taken to indicate that any other government approval which may be needed in
connection with the development, will be given. You should approach the appropriate
government departments on any such matter,

. If you have any queries regarding this planning permission, please contact Mr. J. J.
Austin of Hong Kong District Planning Office at 2231 4932. In case you wish to consult the

relevant Government departments on matters relating to the above spproval conditions, a list of
—— the concerned Government officers is attached herewith for your reference,

Yours faithfully,

-

( Raymond KAN )
for Secretary, Town Planning Board

RK/DY/syl



Appendix
(Application No. A/H4/94)

Advisory Clauses

(a) the approval of the application does not imply that the proposed building design
elements could fulfil the requirements under the Sustainable Building Design
Guidelines and the relevant requirements under the lease, and that the proposed gross
floor area (GFA) concession for the proposed development will be approved/granted by
the Building Authority. The applicant should approach the Buildings Department and
the Lands Department direct to obtain the necessary approval. If the building design
elements and the GFA concession are not approved/granted by the Building Authority
and the Lands Authority and major changes to the current scheme are required, a fresh
planning application to the Board may be required;

(b) to note:the comments of CBS/HKE&H, BD that the proposal should: be in compliance
with the relevant B(P)R 41(1), 41A, 41B, 41C, 41D regarding means of escape, fire
resisting construction and means of access for firefighting and rescue; B(P)R 72 and
Design Manual: Barrier Free Access 2008 regarding access and facilities for persons
with disability and PNAP APP-151 and APP-152 regarding granting GFA Concessions
and APP-117 regarding structural requirements for alteration and addition works in
existing buildings;

(c) to note the comments of DEP that no musical performance outside the certrally
air-conditioned area shall be allowed in night time (i.e. 1lpm to 7am); the future
operator of the proposed development shall be required to conduct real-time noise
monitoring at-representative noise sensitive receivers whenever there is a musical -
performance outside the centrally air-conditioned areas; and an effective and practicable
mechanism is required to ensure proper implementation of the measures to avoid the
potential noise problems arising from the cultural events;

(d) to note the comments of CE/HK &I, DSD that it is the applicant’s responsibility to bear
the costs and undertake improvement and upgrading works to the existing public
sewerage systems;

(e) to note the comments of DFEH that C& WDC should be consulted on the re-provision
of the toilet facilities during the corstruction stage and that a designated parking space
for FEHD vehicles with similar scale in Central District should be provided before
deletion of the parking space;

(f)  to note the comments of CA/CMD?2, ArchSD that the content and design quality of the
proposed development from the view of place making/identity, conservation,
accessibility and connectivity, diversity of use/vibrancy and availability for public
use/enjoyment should not be compromised;

(g) to note the comments of D of FS that the proposed scheme should comply with the
Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Building 2011

(h) to note the comments of CHE/HK, HyD that the proposed removal of the existing
staircase and other ancillary works should be carried out by URA at their own cost and
the requirement of gazettal under the Roads (Works, Use and Compensation) Ordinance
and the proposed footpath widening and tree planting works, if acceptable to relevant
departments including TD and LCSD, will be carried out by URA at their own cost;



(1)  to note the comments of DLCS that the opening hours of the public open space should
not be less than the operating hours from 7amto 1 1pm; and

() to note the comments of CTP/UD&L regarding the need to review. the feasibility of
© . providing a lawn in shaded areas and to allow sufficient soil depth and volume for the
proposed landscape planting, especially these on structures.

(k) to note the comments of TPB that:
() the applicant should explore measures to better integrate the design of the fagade
1. facing Des. Voeux, Road €entral with the-existing footbridges connecting to the -
. - Hang Seng Bank Headquarters; and . : B Y

(ii) | a cluster-of market stalls for.-éach type of market stall should be preserved.
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