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Summary of Representations and Comments and the Planning Department’s Response
in respect of the Draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H3/33

(GROUP 2)

(1) The grounds and proposals of representers (TPB/R/S/H3/33-8 (part), 13 to 57) as well as responses are summarised below:

Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

13 to 24
(Individuals)

(a) Oppose Item C1.

Grounds of Representations
(b) The development density in the area is very

high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R13 to R23)

(c) Further development will cause adverse impact
on air ventilation, health, safety, privacy and
living quality. (R15, R16 and R23)

(d) Infill development will affect the quality of life
and living environment in the area. (R15, R16,
R23 and R24)

(i) The Tak Sing Lane Site (TSL Site) (i.e. Representation Sites C1 and
C2) was the subject of a s.12A application No. Y/H3/6 which was
partially agreed by the MPC on 18.1.2019.  According to the indicative
scheme submitted by the applicant, the proposed development would
have a PR of 8.514 and building height (BH) of 120mPD at main roof
level.  Given the TSL Site is surrounded by other existing high-rise
residential buildings with building heights ranging from 87mPD to
107mPD the proposed development is not incompatible with the
surrounding developments.

(ii) The rezoning of the Representation Site C1 (i.e. 1-7 Tak Sing Lane) to
“R(A)24” would inevitably affect the visual relief offered by the
existing low-rise developments at the site to the surrounding buildings.
While the Representation Site C1 may not be the most ideal location
for high-rise residential development from the urban design
perspective, the proposed development is considered not incompatible
visually with the surrounding built-up context.

(iii) The technical assessments provided by the applicants in the s.12A
application (No. Y/H3/6) including sewerage impact assessment, air
ventilation assessment (AVA), and visual appraisal have also
demonstrated that the proposed development would have no
insurmountable impacts on the surrounding developments.  Concerned
departments including Environmental Protection Department,
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

Buildings Department and Fire Services Department did not have any
adverse comments on the s.12A application.

(iv) In view of the above and the Government has no implementation
programme for the planned “Open Space” (“O”) zone at Tak Sing
Lane, the MPC decided on 18.1.2019 to partially agree to the
application by rezoning the Representation Site C1 (about 401m2) to
an appropriate sub-zone of “R(A)” with stipulation of a building height
restriction (BHR) of 120mPD and the requirement for provision of a
24-hour public access through the site on the OZP.

(e) The proposed OZP amendment has defeated the
original planning intention of zoning the site as
“O” to control the living density. (R24)

(f) Government should resume the land for open
space use. (R24)

(v) Although the planned open space at the Tak Sing Lane has been zoned
on the OZP since 1970, the Leisure and Cultural Services Department
(LCSD) has indicated previously, in various junctures, that there is no
programme to resume private land for open space development. In
other words, the “O” zoning of TSL Site has already held up the
owners’ development right of the site for about 50 years.  As the
prospect for implementing the planned open space at the TSL Site is
slim, it is considered that the original “O” zoning of the TSL Site is no
longer appropriate.

(vi) According to the requirements of Hong Kong Planning Standards and
Guidelines (HKPSG), there is an overall surplus existing and planned
open space are 15.66ha and 17.43ha respectively from the district
council perspective with a planned population of 261,455.
Notwithstanding that, for the area covered by the Sai Ying Pun &
Sheung Wan OZP, there is an overall deficit in the provision of
existing and planned open space by 4.01ha and 4.61ha respectively
mainly due to the shortfall of local open space.  Despite the deficit, the
provision of local open space has been increased in recent years, which
includes the public open space provided at the URA Yu Lok
Lane/Centre Street development (about 1,303m2) and the Former
Central Police Station Compound (i.e. Tai Kwun) (about 3,430m2),
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

some smaller open spaces and sitting-out areas in other parts of Sai
Ying Pun and Sheung Wan area (about 256m2), as well as the planned
open space of not less than 135m2 at 4-6 Shing Wong Street under the
“Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Cultural, Community,
Commercial and Open Space Uses” zone to be implemented by the
URA.  Hence, there is no strong planning justification for retaining the
TSL Site as “O”.

Representers’ Proposal
(g) To preserve the open space use (R13 to R23) (vii) Responses (v) and (vi) above are relevant.  Hence, the representers’

proposal is not supported.

25 to 30
(Individuals)

(a) Oppose Items C1 and C2

Grounds of Representations
(b) The development density in the area is very

high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R25, R27 to R29)

(c) Population density is too high in the area. (R26
and R30)

(d) More space is needed to ensure the quality of
life. (R26)

(i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

(e) The proposed development will affect the
foundation of other buildings. (R30)

(ii) The proposed development at the site is subject to the compliance with
statutory requirements under relevant ordinances and regulations,
including the Buildings Ordinance.  Hence, concern on the adverse
impacts on the foundation of nearby buildings caused by the proposed
development will be adequately addressed under the prevailing
regulations.
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

Representers’ Proposal
(f) To preserve the open space use. (R25 to R29) (iii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.  Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.

31 to 36
(Individuals)

(a) Oppose Items C1 and C4

Grounds of Representations
(b) The development density in the area is very

high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R31, R33 to R36)

(c) There are already a lot of residential
developments in the area and the open space
should be preserved. (R31)

(d) Further development will cause adverse impact
on air ventilation, light penetration, health,
safety and living quality. (R32 to R35)

(i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

(ii) The proposed development at the site is subject to the compliance with
statutory requirements under relevant ordinances and regulations,
including the Buildings Ordinance.  Hence, concerns on the adverse
impact on the natural lighting will be adequately addressed under the
prevailing regulations.

Representers’ Proposal
(e) To preserve the open space use. (R31, R33 to

R36)
(iii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.  Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.

37 to 41
Individuals

(a) Oppose Amendment Items C1 to C3.

Grounds of Representations
(b) The development density in the area is very

high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R38 to R41)

(i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

(c) Further development will cause adverse impacts
on health, safety and living quality. (R37)

(d) Retaining the open space can maintain the air
ventilation in the neighbourhood. (R38)

Representers’ Proposal
(e) To preserve the open space use. (R38 to R41) (ii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.  Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.

42 to 47
Individuals

(a) Oppose Items C1, C2 and C4.

Grounds of Representations
(b) The development density in the area is very

high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R42 and R43)

(c) Future development will be too close to the
nearby buildings. (R44 to R46)

(d) There is limited road capacity to support more
residential developments. (R47)

(i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

Representers’ Proposal
(e) To preserve the open space use. (R42 and R43) (ii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant. Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.

8 (part), 48 to 57
(Individuals)

(a) Oppose Items C1 to C4

Grounds of Representations
(b) Application No. Y/H3/6 (which relates to Items

C1, C2, C3 and C4) has previously attracted
many objections. (R8 (part))

(i) Noted.  During statutory publication periods of the application No.
Y/H3/6, a total of 1,301 public comments were received.  Amongst
them, 7 were supporting comments, 1,290 opposing comments and 4
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

 comments not indicating support or oppose.

(c) Items C1 and C2 are surrounded by tall
buildings, and development of an open space can
mitigate the wall effect and address the deficit of
open space in the area. (R8 (part))

(d) There has been a shortage of open space in the
Central and Western district, rezoning the site
from “O” for residential use will further increase
the shortage and lower the living quality of the
residents nearby. (R56 and R57)

(ii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

(e) The development density in the area is very
high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R48 to R57)

(f) Further development will cause adverse impact
on air ventilation, health, safety, light
penetration and living quality. (R8 (part), R53
to R56)

(g) There are too many infill developments in Sai
Ying Pun. (R57)

(iii) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

Representers’ Proposal
(h) To preserve the open space use. (R48 to R57) (iv) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.  Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.
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(2) The 21 comments are submitted by individuals (TPB/R/H3/33/33-C3, C6 to C24) and owners of the Representation Site C1 (C25).  The grounds of the
commenters, as well as responses are summarised below:

Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Related
Representation Gist of Comments Response to Comments

C3
(Individual)

Nil (a) There are strong public objections to the
amendments.

(i) Noted.

(b) The community wants to preserve the historic
and cultural elements of the area.

(ii) The existing seven 3-storey residential buildings at
1-7 Tak Sing Lane was completed in the early 1950s.
They are not historic buildings graded by the
Antiquities Advisory Board.

(iii) The “R(A)24” zone (Item C1) requires the provision of
a 24-hour public passageway of not less than 1.65m
wide connecting Tak Sing Lane and Third Street, and
the two existing pedestrian access at Tak Sing Lane
(Item C2) and Third Street (Item C3) are designated as
area shown as ‘PPS’ to clearly reflect the planning
intention of providing the pedestrian connection
between Third Street and Second Street.  This has also
retained the urban fabric of streets and lane in the area.

(c) There is an urgent need for open space in this
district.

(iv) Response (vi) to R13 to R24 above is relevant.

C6
(Individual)

R13 to R57 (a) Oppose rezoning the site from “Open Space”
(“O”) to “Residential (Group A)” or any other
uses.

(i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

C7 to C24
(Individuals)

R24 (a) Oppose rezoning the site and/or demolishing
the existing building.

(b) The existing low-rise buildings are of rich
history and local culture which should be
retained and preserved. (C8(part), C9, C12,
C14, C17 and C20)

(i) Responses (ii) and (iii) to C3 above are relevant
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Related
Representation Gist of Comments Response to Comments

(c) The urban fabric of streets and lanes in the
area should be respected (C17).

(d) The site is a unique place which gives quality
of living, tranquillity and community to Sai
Ying Pun. (C19)

(e) The high-rise building in the small site will
have negative effects on the foundations of the
surrounding buildings (C8 and C21)

(f) Further development will cause noise,
pollution and adverse impacts on light
penetration, traffic, visual quality and living
quality. (C9, C10, C14, C18, C22 and C23)

(g) The development density in the area is very
high.  The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents
nearby. (C17 and C24)

(h) Tak Sing Lane is a relief from the high-rise
buildings in the area. (C11)

(ii) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 and response (ii)
to R25 to R30 above are relevant.

(i) More open space is needed among tall
buildings and the existing buildings should be
preserved to maintain housing diversity in the
area. (C22)

(iii) Response (ii) to C3 are relevant.

(j) The site could be used for organic community
garden. (C16)

(iv) Noted.  As the TSL Site is a private land, its future use
is subject to the lot owner’s own decision.

C25
(Leung Chung

R13 to R24,
R37 to R41

(a) The “O” zoning of the site is outdated and
jeopardised the development rights of the land

(i) Noted.
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Related
Representation Gist of Comments Response to Comments

Ching Edwin &
Wong Fung San

Hanny)

owners as there had been no program for
implementing the open space by the
government.

(b) The argument of “a severe shortage of local
open space” was not a strong reason to retain
the site for open space use as it is the
government’s duty to develop open space on
suitable and available government land.

(c) The proposed 24-hour public access and open
space for public use in the future development
could benefit the public.

R8(part), R25
to R30, R42 to
R47, R48 to
R57

(d) As demonstrated in the AVA submitted in
support of the s.12A application (No.
Y/H3/6), the proposed development has no
adverse air ventilation impact on the local
area.

(e) Regarding the concerns on the impacts on
health, safety, light penetration, living quality
and foundation, the approval of the general
building plans obtained for the proposed
development has confirmed the proposed
development is feasible under the Buildings
Ordinance.

(ii) Noted.

R42 to R47 (f) As justified in the s.12A application, given the
proposed development is of limited scale and
is in close proximity to the Sai Ying Pun MTR
Station, there will be no provision of parking
facilities, and additional pedestrian and
vehicular flows generated is limited.

(iii) Noted.














