


































































































































































































































































































































Annex III-1  

of TPB Paper No. 9646 

 

Summary of Representations in Group 1 and PlanD’s Responses 

 

The representations (R1 to R798 and R10,737) in group 1 are mainly submitted by 

villagers and individuals. Their grounds of the representations and proposals are 

summarised and grouped under the respective points below: 

 

Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

Grounds of Representations  

A. Inadequate land within "Village 

Type Development" ("V") zone 

 

The “V” zone could not satisfy the 

demand for Small Houses and the future 

village development. The relevant 

authority has not considered the historical 

culture and fung shui that shaped the 

layout of the whole village.  The old 

village of the indigenous inhabitants once 

faced the “Pak Fu Shan 白虎山” at its 

southwest.  Due to poor fung shui, all 

male grown-ups died before the age of 40.  

Therefore, the entire village has been 

relocated to the present location to escape 

from the ill fate.   

The local villagers want to know whether 

the relevant authority has gained any 

insight into their situation and 

sympathized with them in planning the 

“V” zone.  While the “V” zone is 

irregular in shape and will lead to waste of 

developable land, some local villagers 

have no private land for Small House 

development and thus, expansion of the 

“V” zone to the south-western part of the 

existing village including Government 

land within the zone is required. 

 

See TPB Paper paras 5.14 (a) to (f) 

B. Inadequate Infrastructure  

The Area is not served by any road and 

other infrastructural and utility services 

such as public toilet, television and/or 

See TPB Paper para. 5.14 (v)  
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Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

radio transmitter installation.  Such 

facilities should be provided. 

C. Designation of “Conservation Area” 

(“CA”) zone 

 

The relevant department, including the 

Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation 

Department (AFCD), has neither 

conducted any consultation exercise nor 

elaborated on their conservation intention. 

No assessment report has been made 

available.  The local villagers strongly 

request AFCD to provide their assessment 

reports. 

See TPB Paper para. 5.14 (s) 

D. Feasibility of “Agriculture” 

(“AGR”) zone 

 

As vehicles and farmers’ carts are 

restricted within the Country Park area, 

they question how agricultural land could 

be rehabilitated and how farming 

resources/products can be delivered and 

distributed.  As there is no plan for 

rehabilitation of agriculture, the local 

villagers worry that the “AGR” zone 

would limit the chance of Small House 

development. 

See TPB Paper para. 5.14 (t) 

Proposals (Plan H-1a)  

P1. Rezoning “CA” to “Green Belt” 

(“GB”) and “V” 

The local villagers propose to rezone the 

south-western part of the existing Pak Lap 

village from “CA” to “GB” and “V” zones 

to facilitate the village expansion. 

See TPB Paper para. 5.14 (f) 

P2. Rezoning "CA" to "Government, 

Institution or Community" 

(“G/IC”) 

The local villagers propose to rezone the 

piece of land at the southern part of Pak 

Lap from “CA” to “G/IC” for the 

provision of public toilet and television 

and/or radio transmitter installation. 

See TPB Paper para. 5.14 (w) 

 

 



Annex III-2  

of TPB Paper No. 9646 

 

 

Summary of Representations in Group 2 and PlanD’s Responses 

 

The representations (R799 to R10,735 and R10,738 to R10,775) in Group 2 are 

mainly submitted by green/concern groups, Members of Legislative Council and 

District Council Member and individuals. Their grounds of the representations and 

proposals are summarized below: 

 

Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

Grounds of Representations  

E. Size and Designation of “V” zone  

E1. Small House Demand 

The “V” zone of about 2.37ha is considered 

excessive. There will be 79 houses in the “V” 

zone.  According to the 2011 census the 

population at Pak Lap was less than 50 persons.  

The government should provide justifications for 

designating such a large “V” zone. 

Demand for Small House is infinite and without 

any justifications and verification.  The 

prevailing Small House Policy is unsustainable 

and majority of applications are abusing the 

Policy.  Designation of “V” zones should be 

based on a more realistic estimation of the need 

for Small Houses. 

The majority of land in “V” zone has been sold to 

private developers.  They worry that it will 

eventually become residential developments by 

private developers. 

Certificate of proof of need and residence should 

be required in each Small House application. 

Restraints on alienation of ancestral or inherited 

village land should be enforced so that Small 

Houses remain within the ownership of the 

Indigenous Villagers as far as possible. 

The “V” zone will set a bad precedent to other 

country park enclaves as Pak Lap is an area with 

records of suspicious ‘destroy first, build later’ 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (a) to 

(e) 
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Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

practices in the past. 

 

E2. Impacts on Natural Habitat 

Pak Lap, especially its secondary woodland, 

supports a diverse population of different fauna 

groups and is ecologically linked to the 

surrounding Sai Kung East Country Park 

(SKECP).  High diversity of butterflies (37 

species) and birds (55 species) has been recorded 

at Pak Lap.  This includes two uncommon 

butterfly species, Bush Hopper Ampittia 

dioscorides etura (黃斑弄蝶) and Silver Streak 

Blue Iraota timoleon timolecon (鐵木萊異灰蝶), 

and eleven bird species of conservation interest. 

Pak Lap Wan is a habitat for Amphioxus 

(lancelet) (文昌魚). Chinese Striped Terrapin (中

華花龜) and Chinese Bullfrog (虎皮蛙) have 

been found in the stream.   

Some Ceratopteris thalictroides (Water Fern) (水

蕨) (listed under class II protection in China) are 

found on the wet abandoned field within the “V” 

zone, and will be affected by the proposed Small 

House development. 

Road may be developed in association with the 

residential developments and would further 

damage the natural environment. The increased 

number of vehicles using Man Yee Road will also 

pollute the water gathering ground of High Island 

Reservoir. 

The downstream country park area will be 

significantly degraded by the potential pollutants 

brought about by the Small House development. 

Eventually, the ecological integrity of Pak Lap 

Wan will be affected. 

 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (a) to 

(c) and (s) 

E3. Environmental Impact on Pak Lap Wan 

Pak Lap is not equipped with public sewerage 

system. The sewage from these Small Houses will 

only be treated by on-site septic tanks and 

soakaway (STS) systems.  There is no road 

access to the area and proper maintenance of the 

STS is in doubt. Pollutants will eventually 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (g) to 

(l) 
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Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

discharge into water bodies nearby and pollute the 

environment. 

The underlying surface sediment in Pak Lap 

comprises porous and highly permeable deposits, 

which are a mixture of alluvium and beach 

deposits. Such superficial sedimentary deposits 

allow for rapid drainage, so no matter how far the 

distance, interstices in these deposits means 

adequate purification cannot be achieved before 

the wastewater reaches the sea. With geology 

assessment omitted, the consequence is that 

cumulative sewage percolation to the surrounding 

areas occurs. 

With reference to a 2006 Paper presented to the 

LegCo prepared by the Director of Environmental 

Protection (DEP), the STS provides only a 

minimum level of sewage treatment.  The 

effluent from a septic tank still carries a very high 

nutrient, organic and microbiological loads.  

These can only be effectively attenuated by the 

soakaway systems in circumstances where the 

ground conditions are suitable and development 

density is low.  Besides, Drainage Services 

Department (DSD) states that the STS systems are 

often not effective in removing pollutants in the 

long run because of inadequate maintenance and 

the increase in the number of septic tanks. 

 

E4. Cumulative Impact Assessment 

There is a lack of relevant surveys/assessments, 

including environmental, drainage, landscape, and 

traffic on the potential cumulative impact of the 

additional Small Houses on Pak Lap. The carrying 

capacity for individual enclave sites and the 

overall capacity of all country park enclaves in 

Sai Kung East must be carefully studied before 

responsible decision on land use and Small House 

numbers can be made. 

There is also no plan to improve the infrastructure 

(e.g. sewage and road access) to support new 

developments at Pak Lap and visitors to the Area. 

Village layout plan and public works programme 

should be drawn up to improve the infrastructure 

and facilities of Pak Lap and to prevent the 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (k) 

and (l) 



4 

 

Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

existing village from polluting Pak Lap Wan. 

E5. Notes of “V” zone 

To prevent environmentally sensitive land be 

destroyed in ecological terms (e.g. bogus 

agricultural activities) prior to applying for a 

change of land use, ‘Agricultural Use’, ‘On-Farm 

Domestic Structure’, ‘Barbecue Spot’, ‘Picnic 

Area’, ‘Public Convenience’ and ‘Tent Camping 

Ground’ in “CA” and “V” zones should not be 

allowed or should be Column 2 uses requiring 

planning permission of the Board. Some 

representers even propose that these uses should 

not be allowed in Pak Lap area. Also, stricter 

planning control should be imposed requiring 

planning permission for ‘New Territories 

Exempted House” (‘NTEH’), ‘Eating Place’ and 

‘Shop and Services’ uses and any demolition, 

addition, alteration and/or modification to an 

existing building in “V” zone. 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (p) to 

(r) 

E6. Designation of Country Park 

The objective of country park enclave (CPE) 

policy is to protect the enclaves against 

“immediate development threats” from 

“incompatible developments” such as extensive 

new Small Houses built on agricultural land and 

near forests and streams. However, most of the 

OZPs prepared for the enclaves have included 

expanded “V” zone that will cause “immediate 

development threats” on a larger scale. This 

contradicts the stated CPE policy and fails to 

comply with the International Convention on 

Biological Diversity. 

The CPEs are well connected with the adjoining 

Country Parks from ecological, landscape and 

recreational point of view.  They should be 

incorporated in country parks so that 

developments would be subject to scrutiny by the 

Country and Marine Parks Board and AFCD, and 

put under active management including habitat 

and amenity improvements, regular patrols and 

surveillance, and enforcement actions against 

irregularities. 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (m) 

to (o) 
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Proposals (Plan H-1a) PlanD's Responses 

P3. Confining the "V" zone 

The “V” zone should be limited to the existing 

village area, two-thirds of the “V” zone should be 

reduced.  Only the area to the west of the 

existing stream can be allowed for development.  

The area to the east of the existing stream should 

be rezoned to “CA” zone. 

 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (a) to 

(d) 

P4. Exclusion of the stream and its riparian 

zone from “V” zone 

The “V” zone is bisected by a stream leading to 

Pak Lap Wan, construction and sewerage impacts 

from Small House development might affect the 

stream.  Buffer zone should be set up to separate 

the stream from the Small House development 

within the “V” zone, the stream and its riparian 

areas (i.e. at least 30m buffer distance from both 

sides of the stream) within the “V” zone should be 

rezoned to “CA”.  STS system must be located at 

least 30m from the watercourses. 

 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (g) to 

(j) 

P5. Rezoning the area with Water Fern from 

“V” to “CA” 

Some isolated Water Fern are found on the wet 

abandoned field within “V” zone.  It is suggested 

to rezone the wet abandoned field from “V” to 

“CA” zone. 

 

See TPB paper para. 5.14(u) 

P6. Designation of Country Parks  

Pak Lap should be designated as country park to 

protect its ecologically sensitive areas and the 

Development Permission Area plan should be 

extended for at least one year to allow for the 

required process. In the interim, the “V” and 

non-conservation zonings could be rezoned to 

“Undetermined” to protect the natural 

environment. 

 

See TPB paper paras 5.14 (m) 

to (o) 

P7. Rezoning “AGR” to “CA” or “GB” zone 

The “AGR” zone is located in an area of young See TPB paper para. 5.14 (t) 
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Representation Points PlanD's Responses 

plantation species and man-made pond.  This 

area is hydrologically linked to the stream which 

drains into Pak Lap Wan.  Surface runoff from 

farming activities would result in the increase of 

organic content in the stream and Pak Lap Wan.  

Hence, it is suggested to rezone the area from 

“AGR” to “CA” or “GB” zone to prevent water 

quality degradation. 
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MAJOR POINTS OF REPRESENTATIONS 

IN RESPECT OF DRAFT PAK LAP 

OUTLINE ZONING PLAN NO. S/SK-PL/1 

 

 

Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/SK-PL/1) 

Representation Points 

[Representation Proposals] 

and Responses (Refer to Annex 

III-1 and III-2) 

GROUP 1 

R1 to R798 A  

R10737 A, B, C, D [P1, P2]   

GROUP 2 

R799 to R3655 E [P3, P4, P6] 

R3656 to R10542 E [P3, P6] 

R10543 E [P3, P6] 

R10544 E [P4, P8] 

R10545, R10546 E 

R10547 E [P3, P7] 

R10548, R10569 E [P3, P4, P6] 

R10549, R10552, R10553, R10556, R10557, R10558, 

R10560, R10561, R10562, R10563, R10564, R10565, 

R10566, R10567, R10573, R10574, R10575, R10576, 

R10580, R10581, R10586, R10588, R10589, R10590, 

R10591, R10592, R10722, R10723, R10724, R10725, 

R10726, R10727, R10728, R10729, R10731, R10732 

E 

R10550 E [P3, P4, P6] 



Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/SK-PL/1) 

Representation Points 

[Representation Proposals] 

and Responses (Refer to Annex 

III-1 and III-2) 

R10551, R10577, R10600, R10601, R10602, R10603, 

R10604, R10734 

E [P6] 

R10554, R10559, R10568, R10593, R10594, R10595, 

R10596, R10597, R10598, R10599 

E 

R10555 E 

R10570, R10572 [P6] 

R10571 E [P6] 

R10578, R10579, R10766 E [P3, P4, P5, P6] 

R10582, R10583, R10584, R10585 [P3, P4, P5, P6] 

R10587 E [P3, P4, P6] 

R10605 to R10721, R10730 E [P3] 

R10733 E [P6] 

R10735 E 

R10738 E [P3, P6] 

R10739 E [P3, P4, P5, P6, P7] 

R10740 E [P3, P4, P5, P7] 

R10741 E [P3, P4, P6, P7] 

R10742 E [P3, P6] 

R10743 E [P3, P5, P6, P7] 

R10744 E [P3, P6] 

R10745, R10753, R10754, R10755, R10756 E 

R10746 E [P3, P6] 

R10747 E [P3, P6] 

R10748 E [P3] 

R10749 E [P3, P6] 



Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/SK-PL/1) 

Representation Points 

[Representation Proposals] 

and Responses (Refer to Annex 

III-1 and III-2) 

R10750, R10751 E [P3] 

R10752 E [P3, P4, P5, P6] 

R10757 [P5] 

R10758 E [P3, P4] 

R10759 E 

R10760 E 

R10761, R10762, R10767 E [P3, P5, P6, P7] 

R10763 E [P3, P4, P5, P6] 

R10764 E [P3, P7] 

R10765 [P6] 

R10768, R10769 E [P3, P6] 

R10770 E [P3, P5] 

R10771, R10773, R10774, R10775 E  

R10772 [P3, P6] 

 

 



Annex IV 

of TPB Paper No. 9646 

 

Summary of Comments on Representations and PlanD’s Response 

 

Comment No. Reason PlanD’s Response 

Group 1 

C1 to C3656 and 

C3661  

 

(Total 3,657 

comments) 

A. The comments are mainly submitted by 

green/concern groups, including the Friends of Sai 

Kung (C3,640), Designing Hong Kong (C3,641), 

Association for Geoconservation, Hong Kong 

(C3,664) and individuals supporting the objections 

and proposals set out in representations numbered 

R799 to R10735 and R10738 to R10775.  

 

B. Their major comments and proposals to the draft 

Pak Lap Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) are as follows: 

 

Designation of “Village Type Development” (“V”) 

zone 

The “V” zone is not based on genuinely assessed 

needs as the Small House demand provided by 

Village Representative (VR) has not been verified. 

Hence, the Small House Policy should be reviewed. 

 

Opposition to “Agricultural Use” (“AGR”) zone 

The “AGR” zone is linked to the stream which 

drains into Pak Lap Wan. Surface runoff from 

farming activities would result in the increase of 

organic content in the stream and Pak Lap Wan. The 

area should be zoned “Green Belt” (“GB”) to 

prevent water quality deterioration and to create a 

suitable buffer area of appropriate size between the 

existing village houses and the “CA” zone. 

 

Designation of Country Parks 

Incorporate enclaves into their surrounding country 

park.  Hence, the DPA plans should be extended 

for at least one additional year to allow the process 

of incorporation of enclaves into country parks to be 

completed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See TPB Paper paras. 

5.14(a) to (e) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See TPB Paper para. 

5.14(t) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See TPB Paper paras. 

5.14(m) to (o) 
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The comprehensive, integrated and coordinated 

approach should be adopted to protect country parks 

from incompatible development in the enclaves. The 

uses of private land which enhance the ecology, 

agriculture, landscape and amenity value of country 

parks should be promoted. In addition, the draft 

OZP should be assessed by Country and Marine 

Parks Board. Besides, the Government’s 

conservation obligations under the Convention on 

Biological Diversity must be honored in the Country 

Park Enclave Policy. Most of the OZPs prepared for 

the enclaves have included greatly expanded “V” 

zone that will cause “immediate development 

threats” on a larger scale and fails to comply with 

the Country Park Enclave Policy. 

 

 

 

 

Group 2 

C3657 to C3660, 

C3662 and 

C3664 to C3669 

 

(Total 11 

comments) 

The comments are submitted by green/concern 

groups (i.e. Hong Kong Countryside Foundation 

(C3657), and the Association for Geoconservation, 

Hong Kong (C3668)) and individuals. They do not 

indicate to which representations the comments are 

related but has general objection to the draft Pak 

Lap OZP from the similar grounds stated in Group 1 

above. 

 

Ditto. 

 


