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$%
Lol # 3
! ¢ ) “() + ,-- 0
& 1 $ $1 !
21 * 340 | * 4+
1 & 1 01 $
41 * 6440 $
$11$ 07( , $' 8 9*7(89+
7% *4 | 3+9 *79%*3+ O+
11 0 $
+
3 1 0:1 ! 1
11 1& & ! 1
& 1 < :1 &
11 '00 1%
% 1=l 1S
$ $
', 641 1 0
1 &! 1%
% 1 & '1.
1, U*x > 11 1+
$ 0 $9$
$ $ 1
1 1 &' 1%
3 0 $ !
! $ ' ( $
1 & " $
2 3% ? &
1 $
)* )
$5 1 & 1
$' &
& 0o 1 ! ' %
$ ! &1 - & 1
122% ; & 1 $ &
%0 1= $
! & $ & 1

% &
&
$ * % +0
$5 5 $$ !
! ! 6
$1$
7:; 8 9*7(8*:8+9+
0

*

1 ',64



$! & ' % 00! &
I 1 0 $! $ ',64 @' 1 O
$ $! ; .0
$11 & 10 0 "1 &0 $ $ $ %0
' ' 0%1 It 0 1
! & 1 0&! 18%0 &
$ I'$ & & 1
% 3118 % 1 ! '
! ' ? &' +0 %'
$11 $ 7(8*:8+9 7%*3+ 9
X 16 16 $& $ & !''$
1 &
3 ; ' ?0 :
& 1 2 b !
I I < 1%
*-< 40 g "1 ' &
& & 8 I$ $31 $0
$ 5 9% 1 & & 1
( 0 ! 1! ! $ ! $&
$ ! 1 o ¢ & ! & '
"$ & '$ 1l & $ 0 1
1 1 & & 1 !
$0 ; % " ' $ & !
1 $! ,64 ! 1 & &
333 ' ' & 1 &
*3 ;4 ?+0 X "% *
' $11 $ -7(8*:8+9 16 7%*3+ 9
16+ ! & & 183 &
&
Al
"1l 2% ;0 ! $
! 8 6 4l ! > ,
4! *> 4+ & 5 $$! I R
'$ $! $1 ' . I
& & 1! $ 5 '1 $
& 0 $! "l 5 & '1
I 1 ; 1, ! ! >4 3
1 Al 3 *3 4+ & * 3B
+ ?0 X %0 !



5 ! ! 15 1 & 1
: % | 0 $
$1 $ Lo $1 1 $19%
1;: 2 & 1 '& 1 !
+
% & I$ &
to &! .$ O $ [
0! "s ' % ‘& !
! 1! M & 1 1 & &
& 1 $! & 11 '
O ,6411! I '$ ! $ I $&
$ 'l 1 $ & |
1 0 1 1&1 0 & ' '
5 $ & $1 % !
1 &1 & 1 C 7(8%8+9
& ', 64 . # (
"5 % $$ 0 1 I$
$ &-; 64" $ '
110 11 & 1 1 @ !
1I$  $$11 '$11$ 43 & & ' 1
- 22
D E! | 1% ' !
1&! &1 $ % $ . %1
2 $! 2" 1 "
[ $ 1$ I $ !
& 10 % ;9 $ 1 &1
& 1 $ ! "$5
1! $5 * & B ( + +0
I 1$$  &! 1%
I & 1 . > %
$ ' $ 1$ $1 & 1 & '101
0$'! 0%$0 $ $! 'F 1 $1
& " 'l & &$ ! $ !
: 5 $ & 1 " %
1 ?
28 2& 1 $ & 1 11
Lo 1:111 % & !
1:111 1 $ 5 ' 1
=% CO $'! $ 'S & !
! $ 0 & 1 1 $ !
1:111 . 1 0 ' 1
[ I &! 1% °
% & 1 I $$ @!
$$ 11 64 @! 1 1
$ 'S -$



27?2

1$

3
%)
- &H
-3
H*
3
&
- o
@
o
— & 4
— 0
— &
$711 o
w g
— )
o ) .
-
AT o -
1523
- 01$1&$
3 — = H__
- o o
157 B &

/1.0

0

?+
& (

0

- C)
o
e
+ _ o~
&...& —
o -
° - =
Sl )
s O
1]
. - o
+
X
o o

6

"4 (5 +

,O#

2&

9



Annex I of
TPB Paper No. 10375

TPB Paper No. 10340
For Consideration by the
Town Planning Board
on 17.11.2017

Proposed Amendments to
Draft Causeway Bay Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H6/15

Introduction

This paper is to brief Members on the review of development restrictions for the
Causeway Bay area and to seek Members’ agreement that:

(a) the proposed amendments to the draft Causeway Bay Outline Zoning Plan (OZP)
No. S/H6/15 as shown on the draft Causeway Bay OZP No. S/16/15A (Annex
B1) (to be renumbered as S/H6/16 upon exhibition) and its Notes (Annex B2) are
suitable for exhibition for public inspection under section 7 of the Town Planning
Ordinance (the Ordinance); and

(b) the revised Explanatory Statement (ES) of the OZP (Annex B3) is an expression
of the planning intentions and objectives of the Town Planning Board (the Board)
for the various land use zonings of the draft OZP No. S/H6/15A (to be
renumbered as S/H6/16 upon exhibition) and is suitable for exhibition together
with the draft OZP.

Background

2.1 The Causeway Bay Area is characterised by a mix of commercial/residential uses
with open space, recreation clubs and government, institution and community
- (GIC) facilities (Plan 1).

2.2 In 2001, building height restrictions (BHRs) of 30 storeys and 6 storeys were
introduced to the “Residential (Group B)” (“R(B)”) zones (subject to a plot ratio
(PR) of 5) and the “Residential (Group C)” (“R(C)”) zones (subject to a PR of 2)
along the sloping Tai Hang Road in view of the limited road capacity and the
intention to preserve the existing low to medium-density character of the area. A
BHR of 234.7mPD was stipulated for the “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”)
annotated “Residential Development with Historical Site Preserved In-situ” zone
covering the Haw Par Mansion and the adjoining residential development (Plans
2A and 2B). Subsequently, a review of the building height (BH) of the entire
Causeway Bay Area was conducted and BHRs for other development sites were
incorporated on the draft Causeway Bay OZP No. S/H6/15 in 2010 to achieve
good urban form and to prevent excessively tall and out-of-context developments
(Plans 2A and 2C).

2.3 Apart from BHRs, non-building area (NBA) and building gap (BG) (including
podium BHR) were designated on the OZP to facilitate ventilation along major
corridors and creating/preserving air paths. To improve the pedestrian walking
environment in the area and to meet the requirement under the Hong Kong



Planning Standards and Guidelines (HKPSG), setback requirements were also
stipulated in certain locations for footpath widening based on the advice of the
Transport Department (TD) (Plans 3A to 3C). Provision for minor relaxation of
these development restrictions has been incorporated in the Notes.

2.4 During the statutory exhibition period of the draft Causeway Bay OZP No.
S/H6/15 in 2010 (Annexes Ala and Alb), a total of 165 valid representations
and 5 related comments were received. After giving consideration to the
representations and comments on 11.3.2011, the Board decided to propose
amendments to the OZP to meet/partially meet some representations. The
proposed amendments were published under section 6C(2) of the Ordinance on
1.4.2011. Three valid further representations were received. On 24.6.2011, the
Board decided not to uphold the further representations and confirmed the
proposed amendments under sections 6F(8) and 6G of the Ordinance (Annexes
A2a and A2b).

2.5 On 10.6.2011, two judicial review applications (JRs) were filed by the Hysan
Development Company Limited and its subsidiaries (Hysan Group) and the
Excelsior Hotel (BVI) Limited (Excelsior) against the Board’s decisions on their
representations (R146 to R152), including amending the BHR of the sites at
Sunning Road from 100mPD to 130mPD to only partially meet R150 and not
upholding R146 to R149, R151 and R152. Submission of the draft Causeway
Bay OZP to the Chief Executive in Council (CE in C) had since been stayed. In
gist, the Courts have ruled and directed that:

Hysan Group’s JR'

e the 5m NBA restriction at Hysan Place is quashed (Court of First Instance
(CFI) on 14.9.2012) (Plan 3A);

e Articles 6 and 105 of Basic Law are engaged in cases where planning
restrictions imposed by the Board encroach upon a landowner’s rights”
(Court of Final Appeal (CFA) on 26.9.2016);

o the Board’s decisions in respect of Hysan Group’s representations (R147 to
R152) made on 11.3.2011 are quashed’ and the decisions have to be
remitted to the Board for consideration (Court of Appeal (CA) on 19.1.2015

Hysan Group’s JR on the Causeway Bay OZP and the related appeals were heard by the Courts together with
another JR lodged by the Hysan Group in respect of the Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/26.

CFA has also ruled that where such encroachment on landowner’s rights is established, the extent, if any, of the
encroaching measure’s validity is determined by a proportionality analysis. The standard of assessment in the
proportionality test is that the encroaching measure should only be struck down if it is imposed “manifestly
without reasonable foundation”. A four-step process for the proportionality analysis is also set out in CFA’s
judgement (see CACV No. 232 and 233 of 2012 at http://www.doj.gov.hk/eng/public/significant.html#c).

The Board’s decisions of not upholding Representations No. R146 to R149, R151 and R152 were quashed.
Regarding R150 in relation to the Sunning Road sites, the Board decided on 11.3.2011 to partially meet the
representation by relaxing the BHR for these sites from 100mPD to 130mPD whereas the remaining part of the
representation was not upheld. The CA only quashed the Board's decision in respect of not upholding the
representation. The amended BHR of the sites (i.e. 130mPD), being the prevailing BHR under the draft plan, is
still in force.
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2.6
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and CFA on 26.9.2016); and
Excelsior’s JR

o the Board’s decision in respect of Excelsior’s representation (R146) made on
11.3.2011 is quashed and the decision has to be remitted to the Board for
consideration® (CFI on 2.6.2017).

In considering the appeals arising from Hysan Group’s JR, CA has stated that
although Sustainable Building Design Guidelines (SBDG) and measures of the
OZP belong to two different regimes, SBDG could have an effect on the working
assumptions in respect of gross floor area (GFA) concession. There was no
reason why the possible impact of SBDG in combination with the proposed
restrictions under the draft OZP should not be acknowledged on a general level in
the overall assessment of the adverse impact on redevelopment intensity. CA also
ruled that it was not open for the Board to rely on the minor relaxation
mechanism as one of the substantive reasons for rejecting the representations.

Implication of Sustainable Building Design Guidelines on Building Profile

3.1

32

SBDG was first promulgated through practice notes for building professionals
issued by the Buildings Department in 2011. It establishes 3 key building design
elements i.e. building separation, building setback and site coverage of greenery,
with the objectives to achieve better air ventilation, enhance the environmental
quality of living space, provide more greenery particularly at pedestrian level,
and mitigate heat island effect. Compliance with SBDG is one of the
pre-requisites for granting GFA concessions for green/amenity features and
non-mandatory/non-essential plant rooms and services by the Building Authority
(Annexes C1 and C2). Such requirement would also be included in the lease
conditions of new land sale sites or lease modifications/land exchange.

SBDG and OZP are two different regimes. The former mainly concerns with
detailed building design, while OZP is to illustrate board land use zonings and

_planning principles to guide development and redevelopments. For OZPs, in

general, restrictions on PR, BH, and/or site coverage (SC) will be stipulated
where appropriate in order to control the development intensity having regard to
the local settings and other relevant planning considerations including air
ventilation. Stipulation of BHRs on the OZP is an important means to prevent
excessively tall and out-of-context developments, especially for Hong Kong
Island where there is generally no statutory planning control on PR for
“Commercial” (“C”) and “Residential (Group A)” (“R(A)”) zones. OZP is more
concerned with the general building bulk/mass, public space and major air path in
a wider district context. Hence, the implications of SBDG on the building
profile, particularly BH, and air ventilation of an area would be the focus in the
review of development restrictions on the OZP.

4

The Court’s ruling was based on the Consent Order prepared by both parties and filed on 24.5.2017.
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33 Since the specific and relevant building design requirements under SBDG can
only be determined at detailed building design stage and there are different
options or alternative approaches to meet the requirements, it would be difficult
to ascertain at early planning stage precisely the implications on individual
development. The extent of implications of SBDG on the building profile can
only be estimated in general terms by adopting typical assumptions.

3.4  In brief, amongst the 3 key building design elements under SBDG, the SC of
greenery requirement is unlikely to have significant implication on the BH of a
building as greenery can be provided within the setback area, at podium floors or
in the form of vertical greening, etc. The implementation of the building setback
and building separation requirements may lead to a reduction in SC of the
podium/lower floors of a building (at Low Zone (0-20m)) and the GFA so
displaced has to be accommodated at the tower portion of the building, which
would result in increase in the number of storeys and thus BH. Details are set out
in Annexes D, D1a and D1b.

3.5 With assumptions5 set out in Annexes D2 and D3, a typical commercial
building will have a height ranging from 118m to 126m for incorporating
building setback requirement and from 122m to 130m for incorporating building
separation requirement, whereas a composite building within “R(A)” zone (with
the lowest 3 floors for non-residential use and upper portion for residential use)
will have a height ranging from 90m to 93m and from 93m to 96m for
implementing building setback and building separation requirements
respectively. :

Scope of Review of Development Restrictions

4.1 To follow up on the Court’s rulings, a review of development restrictions
including BHRs and NBA/BG taking into account the implications of SBDG and
permissible development intensity has been conducted for all commercial, “OU”
annotated “Mixed Use” (“OU(MU)”) and “Residential (Group A) 1” (“R(A)1”)
sites on the OZP (Plan 4).

4.2  For GIC developments6 and other “OU” sites, they have special functional and
design requirements with a great variation in FTFH or open air design to suit
operational needs. As they provide spatial and visual relief amidst the densely
built environment, their current BHRs mainly reflect their existing BHs unless
there is known committed redevelopment proposal with policy support. As there
has been no substantial change in the planning circumstances since 2010, a
general review of the BHRs for the “G/IC” and “OU” sites other than “OUMU)”
sites is considered not necessary.

5

Including types of building (domestic, non-domestic or composite building), site classification and
corresponding permissible PR and SC under Building (Planning) Regulations (B(P)R), possible GFA
concessions, podium height up to 15m, floor-to-floor height (FTFH), provision of carpark at basement level and
refuge floor requirement.

Including “Government, Institution or Community” (“G/IC”) sites and two Buddhist monasteries at Tai Hang
Road within “R(A)1” on the OZP.



4.3

The “R(B)” and “R(C)” zones are also not covered by the current review as they
are intended for medium and low-density developments. The current PR and BH
restrictions on the OZP (PR of 5 and 30 storeys for “R(B)” zones; 30 storeys for
“R(B)1” zone; and PR of 2 and 6 storeys for “R(C)” zones) would generally not
hinder future redevelopments in complying with SBDG.

Building Height Concept on Current OZP

5.1

52

53

Set against the background of high redevelopment pressure in the area and the
tendency for developers to propose high-rise buildings to maximise views of the
harbour, the main purpose of BHRs is to provide better planning control on the
BH of developments/redevelopments and to avoid excessively tall and out-of-
context developments which will adversely affect the visual quality of the area.

The current BHRs were formulated based on an overall BH concept and other
relevant considerations including existing BH profile, topography, site formation
level, local characteristics, the waterfront and foothill setting, compatibility with
surroundings, predominant land use and development intensity, visual impact, air
ventilation, and a proper balance between public interest and private development
right.

In line with the Urban Design Guidelines, a stepped height concept progressively
ascending from the waterfront towards the inland area has generally been
adopted. For the medium-rise belt in the inland area adjoining clusters of GIC
facilities and open spaces, a lower BHR has been adopted (Plan 2A):

(a) For the commercial and “OUMU)” sites, a stepped BH profile is set
under the current OZP with 110mPD for the area to the north of
Hennessy Road/Yee Wo Street and generally 130mPD for the area south
of Hennessy Road/Yee Wo Street, except that —

200mPD is stipulated for the street blocks covering two landmark
buildings (Hysan Place and Lee Garden One (LG One)); and

30mPD is stipulated for the existing low-rise Pak Sha Road
neighbourhood.

(b) 100mPD is stipulated for the “OU(MU)” sites in Haven Street and area
. bounded by Moreton Terrace, Tung Lo Wan Road and Causeway Road,
which are surrounded by low to medium-rise GIC/open space clusters.

(c) Stepped BHRs of 85mPD, 100mPD and 115mPD are stipulated for the
northern part of the “R(A)1” zone covering the Wun Sha Street residential
cluster. 165mPD is stipulated for the southern part of the zone to

generally reflect the existing BH of Illumination Terrace at Tai Hang
Road.
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Proposed Building Height Restrictions

6.1

6.2

6.3

Based on the analysis of a typical commercial or composite building profile as set
out in paragraph 3.5 above, the BHRs for the commercial and “OUMU)” sites
(i.e. 30mPD/100mPD/110mPD/130mPD) and the “R(A)1” sites which are
subject to a BHR of 85mPD on the OZP have to be relaxed to make allowance
for redevelopments in complying with SBDG and the latest set of assumptions.

For the two landmark buildings (Hysan Place and LG One), the current BHR of
200mPD (which is the tallest BH band on the OZP) generally reflects their
existing BHs. Such BH is sufficient to accommodate the requirements of SBDG
in their future redevelopments. Likewise, the current BHRs of 100mPD,
115mPD and 165mPD for the “R(A)1” sites in the southern part of the Wun Sha
Street residential cluster are generally sufficient for future redevelopments in
complying with SBDG. There is no need to relax these BHRs for the sake of
SBDG.

Commercial and “OU(MU)” Sites — Generally relaxed to 135mPD (Plan 5A)

(a) The commercial and “OUMU)” sites are concentrated in the
north-western part of the Causeway Bay Area, bounded by Gloucester
Road in the east and north, Percival Street/Hysan Avenue/Hoi Ping Road
in the west and generally Leighton Road in the south. Close to Leighton
Road, the development clusters at Haven Street and the area bounded by
Tung Lo Wan Road, Moreton Terrace and Causeway Road are also zoned
“OumMmu)”.

(b) Taking into account the existing site level (mainly around 5mPD) and the
estimated maximum BH requirement of 130m for a typical commercial
building to implement SBDG requirements (Annex D2), it is proposed to
relax the BHRs of these sites from 100/110/130mPD to 135mPD to make
allowance for redevelopments to comply with SBDG (Annex E1), except
for the Pak Sha Road neighbourhood as discussed in paragraph 6.4 below.

(©) Given the special site circumstances of the Lee Garden Two (LG Two)
site, an assessment has been carried out to ascertain that the proposed
BHR of 135mPD would be able to accommodate the GFA permissible
under B(P)R as well as the SBDG requirements. The site has a narrow
and elongated site configuration of over 190m in length and, for most part
of the site, less than 19m in width. It abuts three narrow streets (i.e.
Jardine’s Crescent, Pennington Street and Yun Ping Road) of 9.1m to
12.4m wide. To comply with SBDG, redevelopment at the site is required
to have building setback from the narrow streets and to avoid continuous
building facade of more than 60m. It should be noted that SBDG has
provision for alternative design based on performance based approach to
address site constraints when there are genuine difficulties for the future
redevelopment to comply with the prescriptive SBDG requirements. As
shown in the two indicative schemes at Annexes F1 and F2, there is
scope to meet SBDG requirements under the proposed BHR of 135mPD.



6.4  Pak Sha Road Neighbourhood — BHR of 30mPD to be maintained

(a) Taking into account the distinctive character of this neighbourhood with
uniform building style and its low-rise character (4 to 5 storeys (around
20mPD to 30mPD)) providing visual relief and breathing space amid the
high-rise developments (Plan 8A), it is considered appropriate to
maintain the current BHR of 30mPD for the area.  Moreover, under the
agreement made in the 1950s between the original owner (Lee Hysan
Estate Company Limited (LHECL)) and the sub-lease for these sites,
there is a restrictive covenant requiring the sub-leasees to “keep and
maintain European style dwelling houses of a uniform design”.’

(b) Notwithstanding the above, it is recognised that the area would have
greater redevelopment potential if the restrictive covenant is relaxed with
agreement between LHECL and the current lot owners. To avoid
piecemeal redevelopments of individual lots, it has been stipulated in the
ES of the OZP that any future redevelopment for this area should be in
the form of comprehensive redevelopment supported by an urban design
plan and technical assessments. Should the area be ripe for redevelopment
in future, the concerned parties could submit a comprehensive
redevelopment scheme to the Board for consideration through section
12A application.

6.5  Northern Part of Wun Sha Street Re&idential Area — Relaxed from 85mPD to
100mPD (Plan 5A)

(a) The northern part of the “R(A)1” zone covering the Wun Sha Street
residential area comprises a number of small street blocks (Plan 8B)
where future redevelopments will not be subject to the building separation
requirement under SBDG®,

(5)] As demonstrated in Annex D3, the estimated BH requirement for a
typical “R(A)” composite building to incorporate building setback to
comply with SBDG is ranging from 90m to 93m. Taking into account the
site levels (around 4-7mPD), it is proposed to relax the BHR for the sites
generally bounded by Tung Lo Wan Road, Wun Sha Street, King Street
and Tai Hang Road from 85mPD to 100mPD (Annex E2).

7. Review of Air Ventilation Measures

Air Ventilation Assessment

7.1 The air ventilation measures, including NBA and BG, on the current OZP were
formulated during the course of the BH review in 2010 before SBDG was put in

7 In view of the said restrictive covenant, the Court in 1997 granted LHECL a permanent injunction to restrain the
owner of 6-8 Kai Chiu Road to develop a 23-storey commercial building at its lot.

¥ The concerned street blocks are all less than 2 ha and the maximum length of the street blocks is about 48m
(located at Sun Chuen Street) only, which do not meet the criteria requiring building separation under SBDG (i.c.
site area of > 2 ha; or proposing continuous building fagcade > 60m).



place. An updated AVA (EE) has been undertaken to assess the air ventilation
implications should the relaxed BHRs proposed in paragraph 6 above be
incorporated. into the OZP (AVA (2017)) to facilitate future redevelopments in
complying with SBDG. A copy of the AVA (2017) is at Annex G1. Major
findings are as follows —

(2)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Despite OZP and SBDG are two different regimes, they both contribute to
a better built environment. SBDG is an administrative means to promote
sustainable building design by granting of GFA concessions. It mainly
aims to enhance building porosity to avoid screen wall effect and promote
air movement between developments to achieve better dispersion and air
mixing. While the adoption of SBDG in any buildings is entirely a
commercial decision of the developers, such requirement will be included
in the lease conditions of new land sale sites or lease modifications/land
exchanges. It is anticipated that the general wind environment of the city
would be improved in the long run when the number of redeveloped
buildings follow SBDG increases gradually.

Relying on SBDG alone, however, would not be sufficient to ensure good
air ventilation at the district level as concerned building design measures
are drawn up on the basis of and confined to individual development sites.
The beneficial effect could be localised and may not have taken into
account the need of a wider area (e.g. building setback may not be aligned
or building separation may not be at the right location to enhance air
flow). Hence, incorporating air ventilation measures (such as NBA or
BG) at strategic locations on the OZP to maintain major air paths or create
inter-connected air paths of district importance is still considered
necessary. Otherwise, provision of well-connected air paths of district
importance which is important to densely developed area with poor wind
environment such as Causeway Bay could not be ensured.

It is reaffirmed that the existing wind environment in the north-western
part of Causeway Bay is poor due to the high building density with tall
buildings and narrow streets. Under such high BH to street width ratio
(H/W ratio), it is difficult for wind from the roof top level to penetrate to
the street level. Incoming wind would mostly skim over the
developments. The so-called “downwash” is not expected to be obvious
as the streets are narrow and most buildings are not different significantly
in height. Under such circumstances, BH alone ceases to be the key
consideration for the pedestrian wind environment in this area.

However, a general increase in BH on an area basis would further elevate
the already high urban canopy created by tall buildings. A larger wind
shadow at the downstream areas would be created. Yet by improving
permeability of developments, such impact of the wind shadow would be
alleviated.

Building design measures, including NBAs, BGs and setbacks, to reduce
ground coverage and create building permeability particularly at low level
and effective air paths to facilitate airflow from prevailing wind
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directions, are more important for improving the pedestrian wind
environment in Causeway Bay area. While it is ideal that air paths are as
wide as possible, it is the prevailing practice that an effective air path
should be at least 15m in width for wind penetration. Such principle is in
line with the building setback and building separation requirements
stipulated in SBDG. '

Great George Street and Sugar Street

()

(&

In Causeway Bay area, Great George Street and Sugar Street are
important air paths of district significance facilitating penetration of
prevailing winds from NE, ENE and E directions to reach Hennessy Road
and ventilate Causeway Bay and continue on towards Wan Chai area.
The width of Great George Street is 14.1m to 16.4m. As majority part of
the street is wider than 15m, an effective air path could be maintained
without designated NBA on its two sides (Plan 5B1).

However, Sugar Street is less than 15m wide. NBAs are recommended on
both sides of the street in order to create an effective air path of 15m
wide. Taking into account the existing width of Sugar Street of about
12.3m, it is proposed to adjust the width of the strips of NBA currently
designated on the northern and southern sides of Sugar Street from 2m
and 4m respectively to 1.5m (Plan 5B1).

Between Kingston Street and Jaffe Road

(h)

Kingston Street is another important wind entrance for this area. The
NBA designated between Jaffe Road and Kingston Street should be
widened to 15m for effective air flow to Jaffe Road as one of the major
east-west air paths having district significance all the way towards Wan
Chai area. However, the site at 51 Paterson Street has a width of 23m
only. Widening of the NBA would impose severe constraints on its future
redevelopment which would in turn hinder the realisation of the NBA.
Considering the practical situation, the width of the current NBA of 8m
on the OZP is proposed to be maintained (Plan 5B2).

BG between The Excelsior and World Trade Centre

(1)

Currently, a ground level BG (10m (W) x 8m (H)) is demarcated on the
OZP between The Excelsior and World Trade Centre with an alignment
similar to the existing pedestrian walkway there. The updated AVA
(2017) recognised that this BG would help enhance the penetration of
northerly wind and sea breeze to the busy pedestrian street between Yee
On Building and Chee On Building and then to East Point Road. Yet, the
wind penetration along such a tunnel-like BG may not be most effective
given the length of the site and there are alternative building designs (e.g.
ventilated communal garden or BG between podium and building block)
that could serve similar air ventilation purpose for the locality other than a
prescribed 10m x 8m BG at ground level. To this end, a taller BHR at
135mPD has been proposed for The Excelsior and World Trade Centre
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and their adjoining development sites, allowing scope and flexibility for
their future redevelopments to adopt building designs conducive to wind
permeability. (Plan 5B2)

Between Lockhart Road and Hennessy Road

@

The 8m to 12m wide NBA currently designated between Lockhart Road
and Hennessy Road has limited effect as part of an air path for northerly
wind/sea breeze penetration as it is not aligned with Cannon Street.
Although it could break up the long facade formed by the line of buildings
between Lockhart Road and Hennessy Road to facilitate air movement,
such function could be met by the implementation of SBDG through
redevelopments in the locality (Plan 5B3).

Sunning Road area, Lee Garden One and Lee Garden Two

(k)

M)

(m)

The requirements for 2m wide NBA on the two sides of Yun Ping Road
between LG One and LG Two and the BHRs of 32mPD and 20mPD for
the podium areas of LG One and LG Two respectively on the current OZP
are intended to facilitate penetration of prevailing wind along Yun Ping
Road to reach the Pak Sha Road area.

The updated AVA (2017) has reviewed the wind environment in the areas
around Sunning Road, LG One and LG Two. Without the requirements of
NBAs along Yun Ping Road and BHRs for the podium areas at LG One
and LG Two, the pedestrian wind environment at Pak Sha Road area and
Jardine’s Crescent area would be worsened as the original wind entrance
may be lost. Hence, the penetration of prevailing SSE, SSW and SW
winds will not be able to reach Yun Ping Road, Lan Fong Road and
eventually Pak Sha Road. '

Should SBDG be followed in the redevelopments of LG One and LG
Two, a permissible BH of 200mPD and 135mPD respectively would
allow sufficient scope and flexibility for the new buildings to provide
building setback along narrow streets and building separation among
developments to maintain wind permeability of the area, serving similar
purpose of the current NBA and BG requirements. (Plan 5B4)

Wun Sha Street Residential Cluster

(n)

For the northern part of the Wun Sha Street residential cluster, a stepped
BH profile of 85-100-115mPD is imposed on the current OZP to facilitate
air movement at the street level. However, as mentioned in paragraph
7.1(c) above, the downwash effect is constrained by the narrow streets in
the area with high H/W ratio. While the BHR for the northern part of the
area is proposed to be relaxed from 85mPD to 100mPD, the difference
between a 2-step and 3-step BH profiles in air ventilation terms is not
expected to be significant. On the other hand, the regular street pattern in
the cluster, which is well connected and aligned with the NE and SE
prevailing wind directions, is more important to air movement particularly
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at street level.

Proposed Revisions to Air Ventilation Measures

7.2

1.3

Based on the above findings, the air ventilation measures on the OZP are
proposed to be revised as follows:

(a) reduction in the width of the NBAs on the northern and southern sides of
Sugar Street from 2m and 4m respectively to 1.5m (Plan 5B1);

(b) deletion of the NBAs along Great George Street (Plan 5B1);

(©) deletion of the BG between 280 Gloucester Road (World Trade Centre)
and 281 Gloucester Road (The Excelsior) (Plan 5B2);

(d) deletion of the NBA between Lockhart Road and Hennessy Road (Plan
5B3); and .

(e) deletion of the NBA on both sides of Yun Ping Road and the BG (podium
BHRs) for the podium areas of LG One and LG Two (Plan 5B4).

The revised NBA requirements along Sugar Street (accounting for 3-8% of the
area of the affected development sites’) and the NBA between Kingston Street
and Jaffe Road to be retained (accounting for 2-18% of the area of the affected
development sites'®) have been taken into account in the BH assessment in
Annex E1.

8. Footpath Widening

8.1

On the current OZP, setback requirements are stipulated for areas where there is
a need to improve pedestrian circulation and walking environment. TD has
reaffirmed that the footpaths at Jaffe Road (southern side), Lockhart Road;
Cannon Street (eastern side) and Lee Garden Road (western side and part of
eastern side (between Kai Chiu Road and Pak Sha Road)), Lan Fong Road and
Jardine’s Bazaar, Haven Street and the Wun Sha Street area should be widened,
and the OZP requirements for provision of 0.5m or 1.5m wide setback from the
boundary of the lots fronting these roads should be maintained (Plan 6B). Yet,
the ES of the OZP should be updated to explain that the setback requirements
will not apply to underground developments, and that a minimum clear headroom
of 3.5m from ground level should be provided within the setback areas for free
pedestrian passage without obstruction.

° The affected development sites are Grand View Commercial Centre, Fair View Commercial Building, Causeway
Bay Centre, Causeway Bay Commercial Building, V Causeway Bay and Lok Sing Centre (Plan SB1)).

10 The affected development sites are Fairview Mansion, Paterson Building, Chee On Building, Yee On Building
and The Excelsior (Plan 5B2)).
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Specifically, TD advises that the setback requirements along Lee Garden Road
and Lan Fong Road under Hysan Group’s JR (Plan 9A) are to satisfy the
minimum width of 3.5m for footways providing access to buildings generally as
stipulated in HKPSG, taking into account desirable pedestrian circulation and
walking environment, street activities as well as scarcity of land resources. As the
widths of the existing footpaths at some sections of Lee Garden Road and Lan
Fong Road are less than the required width of 3.5m, it is necessary to retain the
setback requirements of 1.5m for the eastern side of Lee Garden Road between
Kai Chiu Road and Pak Sha Road and at the western side of Lee Garden Road
between Hennessy Road and Russell Street, and 0.5m for the western side of Lee
Garden Road between Russell Street and Hysan Avenue. The setback
requirement of 1.5m at both sides of Lan Fong Road also needs to be maintained.

It should be noted that any proposals involving dedication of land for public
passage and surrender of land for street widening may be entitled to bonus GFA
under B(P)R, and any such claim would be duly considered by the Building
Authority in accordance with the established practice. For the setback
requirements on the OZP, which account for an average of 7-8% of the area of
the affected lots (Plans 3B and 3C), the possible bonus GFA arising from such
setback has also been taken into account in the BH assessments in Annexes E1
and E2.

9.  Visual Consideration

9.1

9.2

9.3

In the long term, the BH profile of the area will mainly follow the BHRs on the
OZP, except for those existing and committed developments (such as approved
building plans) already exceed the respective BHRs. However, for the purpose of
presenting the proposed BH profile more realistically in the medium term, sites
which have higher redevelopment propensity are assumed to be redeveloped up
to the BHRs in the photomontages shown in Plans 7A to 7F. Taking into account
that developments having fewer storeys and therefore smaller number of units
would more likely undergo ownership assembly and that older buildings would
have a greater opportunity for redevelopments (especially for sites that have not
been fully developed to the maximum development potential), only
developments with a building age of 30 years or over and with a BH of 15
storeys or below are assumed to have higher redevelopment propensity.

According to the Visual Appraisal (Annex G2), the proposed BHR relaxation
will reduce the visual openness (e.g. view of the sky and mountain backdrop) and
dilute the original stepped BH concept. However, the BH profile under the
relaxed BHRs is not incompatible with the surrounding visual context and will
not affect the views to the ridgelines to be protected nor protrude into the 20%
building free zone below ridgelines. Varieties in redevelopment scales and design
styles/considerations would also contribute to the outlook of the city skyline.

The BHR relaxation is to allow design flexibility for future redevelopments in
meeting SBDG which will improve the overall building permeability and visual
amenity of the pedestrian environment. The proposed BHRs would be a matter of

trade-off amongst different urban design considerations in the dense urban core
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like Causeway Bay. In overall terms, the proposed BHR relaxation will not result
in unacceptable visual impact.

Responses to Representations No. R146 to R152

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

To follow up on the court orders, Representations R146 to R152 have been
re-examined with reference to the proposals set out in paragraphs 6 and 7 above,
Court’s rulings on the JRs and related appeals, and the prevailing circumstances
of the representation sites.

R147 (by Hysan Group) is a general representation against the BHR/NBA/BG/
setback requirements and the rezoning of “C/R” sites, whereas R146 (by
Excelsior) and R148 to R152 (by Hysan Group) are against the restrictions of
specific sites, including The Excelsior (R146), LG Two (R148), Hysan Place and
The Goldmark (R149), sites along Sunning Road (R150), LG One (R151) and
One Hysan Avenue (R152) (Plans 9, 9A to 9G).

The Representers propose to delete the NBA, BG and setback requirements from
the Plan; and to remove the BHR (for The Excelsior), or to revise the BHRs to
reflect the BH of the existing buildings (LG One) or approved building plans (for
Hysan Place and The Goldmark, Sunning Road sites and One Hysan Avenue).
Full set of the representations are at Annex H3.

Under the current OZP proposals, the BHRs for The Excelsior, LG Two, Sunning
Road sites and One Hysan Avenue will be relaxed, and the NBA and BG
requirements at The Excelsior, LG One and LG Two sites will be deleted as
follows:

Rep re;;gtation Representers’ Proposal ~ Current OZP Proposal
R146 * No BHR * BHR of 135mPD (relaxed from
(The Excelsior) | * No BG (10m(W) x 8m(H) from ground) 110mPD)
* BG deleted
R148 * No NBA along Yun Ping Road * NBA deleted
(LG Two) * Relax BHR for podium from 20mPD to | * Podium BHR (BG) deleted
130mPD or 32mPD; or * BHR of 135mPD (relaxed from
BHR of 150mPD for whole site & SC of 130mPD)
62.5% for tower
R149 * BHR of 231mPD (BH of approved * BHR of 200mPD (remains
(Hysan Place &|  building plans is 230.7mPD) unchanged)
The Goldmark) | « No NBA along Lee Garden Road * No NBA along Lee Garden
Road (quashed by CFI)
R150 * BHR of 150mPD * BHR of 135mPD (relaxed from
{(Sunning Road 130mPD)
sites)
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Repre;iet:tatlon Representers’ Proposal Current OZP Proposal
R151 * BHR of 210mPD (existing BH is * BHR of 200mPD (remains
(LG One) 208mPD) unchanged)
* No podium BHR (32mPD) * Podium BHR (BG) deleted
* No NBA along Yun Ping Road * NBA deleted
* No setback along Lan Fong Road » Setback along Lan Fong Road
(remains unchanged)
R152 * BHR 150mPD (BH of approved * BHR 135mPD (relaxed from
(One Hysan building plans is 145.33mPD) 130mPD)
Avenue) * No setback along Lee Garden Road * Setback along Lee Garden
Road (remains unchanged)

The relaxed BHRs have taken into account the SBDG requirements and
permissible development intensity. With general public concern on excessive
building bulk and height, further relaxation of the BHR for the Sunning Road
sites (R150) and One Hysan Avenue (R152) to 150mPD is not supported. It is
also considered inappropriate to adopt the existing BH of LG One at 208mPD
(R151) as BHR on the OZP as it would jeopardise the overall BH profile. The
current BHR of 200mPD for Hysan Place has already reflected its existing BH
(199mPD). The approved building plans for the Hysan Place and The Goldmark
site at 231mPD (R149) should not be taken as a basis in determining the BHR on
the OZP so as to avoid proliferation of excessively tall buildings. The approved
building plans could still be implemented according to the provisions of the
Buildings Ordinance.

A summary of the representation grounds and the responses of Planning
Department (PlanD) in consultation with relevant government departments is at
Annex H1.

During the publication of the representations in 2010, one Comment No. C1 was
received from Designing Hong Kong Limited opposing to Representations No.
R146 to R152, amongst others. But C1 does not contain any views on the
specific matters raised in these representations. The comment is at Annex H4.

Should the Board agree to the proposed amendments to the OZP as detailed in
paragraph 11, Representers No. R146 to R152 and Commenter C1 will be
informed accordingly. Representers No. R146 to RI152 may submit
representations for the Board’s consideration under section 6 of the Ordinance if
they so wish.

Proposed Amendments to OZP

Amendments to Matters Shown on the Plan

11.1

Based on paragraphs 6 and 7 above, the following amendments to matters shown
on the draft Causeway Bay OZP (Annex B1) are proposed:
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Item A — Revision of the BHRs for the “C”, “C(1)”, “C(2)” and “OUMU)”
zones from 100mPD, 110mPD or 130mPD to 135mPD, except for the sites
bounded by Lee Garden Road, Hysan Avenue, Yun Ping Road, Kai Chiu Road,
Jardine’s Crescent, Jardine’s Bazaar and Hennessy Road.

Item B1 — Revision of the BHR of the north-eastern part of the “C(2)” site
covering LG One at 33 Hysan Avenue from 32mPD to 200mPD.

Item B2 - Deletion of the requirement for a 2m wide NBA along Yun Ping Road
from the north-eastern part of the “C(2)” site covering LG One at 33 Hysan
Avenue and stipulation of BHR of 200mPD for that part of the site. .

Item C1 — Revision of the BHR of the “C” site covering LG Two at 28 Yun Ping
Road from 20mPD and 130mPD to 135mPD.

Item C2 - Deletion of the requirement for a 2m wide NBA along Yun Ping Road
from the “C” site covering LG Two at 28 Yun ng Road and stipulation of BHR
of 135mPD for that part of the site.

Item D — Revision of the BHR for the “R(A)1” sites generally bounded by Tung
Lo Wan Road, Wun Sha Street, King Street and Tai Hang Road from 85mPD to
100mPD.

Item E1 — Adjustment of the width of the NBA requirements on the northern and
southern sides of Sugar Street from 2m and 4m respectively to 1.5m by deleting
parts of the NBAs and stipulating BHR of 135mPD for the areas concerned.

Item E2 — Deletion of the NBA requirements to the south of Lockhart Road and
on the two sides of Great George Street and stipulation of BHR of 135mPD for
the areas concerned.

Item E3 — Deletion of the BG requirement between 280 and 281 Gloucester
Road.

Item F — Stipulation of BHR of 200mPD for a 5m wide strip of land along the lot
boundary of Hysan Place fronting Lee Garden Road.

Opportunity is taken to include the road/tunnel reserve for the proposed Central
Wan-Chai Bypass and the railway reserve for the proposed Shatin to Central
Link in accordance with the respective Road Scheme and Railway Scheme
authorised by CE in C on the Plan for information.

Amendments to the Notes of the OZP

11.3

Amendments to the Notes are proposed as follows:
NBA/BG

(a) Deletion of the Remark under “C” zone requiring the provision of NBA
along Yun Ping Road.
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(b) Deletion of the Remark under “C” zone requiring the provision of BG
between 280 and 281 Gloucester Road.

(c) In relation to Amendment Item E3 on the Plan, and paragraphs (a) and (b)
above, corresponding revision to the minor relaxation clause under the

“C” zone.

Clarification of GFA/PR Exemption Clause

(d) Revisions to the exemption clause on maximum GFA/PR in the Remarks
for the “R(B)”, “R(C)” and “OU” annotated “Residential Development
with Historical Site Preserved In-situ” zones to clarify that exemption of
caretaker’s quarters and recreational facilities are only applicable to those
facilities for the use and benefit of all the owners or occupiers of the
domestic building or domestic part of the building.

114 The proposed amendments to the Notes of the OZP (with additions in bold and

italics and deletions in ‘cross-out’) are at Annex B2 for Members’ consideration.

Revision to the Explanatory Statement of the OZP

The ES of the OZP is proposed to be revised to take into -account the proposed
amendments as mentioned in the above paragraphs. Opportunity has been taken to
update the general information for various land use zones to reflect the latest status and
planning circumstances. The proposed amendments to the ES of the OZP (with additions
in bold and italic and deletions in ‘cross-out’) are at Annex B3 for Members’
consideration.

Plan Number

Upon exhibition for public inspection, the Plan will be renumbered as S/H6/16.

Consultation

Departmental Consultation

14.1 The proposed amendments to the draft Causeway Bay OZP No. S/H6/15 have
been circulated to relevant government bureaux and departments for comment.
Representations No. R146 to R152 have also been circulated to relevant bureaux
and departments for re-examination.

14.2  Comments of the Commissioner for Transport, Chief Building Surveyor/Hong
Kong East and Heritage Unit of Buildings Department, Chief Town
Planner/Urban Design and Landscape of PlanD and the District Lands
Officer/Hong Kong East of Lands Department have been incorporated in the
above paragraphs and Annexes H1 and H2 where appropriate.
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The Director of Environmental Protection advises that adverse environmental
impact is not anticipated for the proposed OZP amendments because the
relaxation of BHR is minor. He has no objection to the proposed amendments.

The following government bureaux and departments have no objection or no
comment on the proposed amendments and representations:

(a) Lands Unit, Development Bureau,

(b) Planning Unit, Development Bureau;

(c) Chief Highway Engineer/Hong Kong, Highways Department (HyD);

(d) Major Works Project Management Office, HyD;

(e) Chief Engineer/Railway Development 2-2, Railway Development Office,
HyD; '

® Commissioner of Police;

(g) Chief Engineer/Hong Kong & Islands, Drainage Services Department;

(h) Chief Engineer/Construction, Water Supplies Department;

1) Project Manager (Hong Kong Island & Islands), Civil Engineering and
Development Department (CEDD);

a) Chief Engineer/Land Works, CEDD;

(k) Head of Geotechnical Engineering Office, CEDD;

) Direct of Fire Services;
(m)  Chief Architect/Central Management Division 2, Architectural Services
Department;

(n) Director of Electrical and Mechanical Services;

(0) Director of Food and Environmental Hygiene;

(p) Director of Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation;

(q) Director of Leisure and Cultural Services;

(r) Antiquities and Monuments Office; and

(s) District Officer (Wan Chai), Home Affairs Department.

Consultation with Wan Chai District Council and Public Consultation

14.5

The proposed amendments to the OZP are mainly a follow up consequential to
the Court’s rulings on the JRs and related appeals in respect of the draft
Causeway Bay OZP No. S/H6/15. Subject to agreement of the proposed
amendments by the Board for gazetting under section 7 of the Ordinance, the
Wan Chai District Council will be consulted during the 2-month statutory plan
exhibition period. Members of the public can submit representations on the
OZP to the Board during the same statutory plan exhibition period.

Decision Sought

Members are invited to:

(a)

agree to the proposed amendments to the draft Causeway Bay OZP and that the
draft Causeway Bay OZP No. S/H6/15A (Annex B1) (to be renumbered as
S/H6/16 upon exhibition) and its Notes (Annex B2) are suitable for exhibition
under section 7 of the Ordinance; and
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adopt the revised ES at Annex B3 for the draft Causeway Bay OZP No.

S/H