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SCHEDULE OF AMENDMENTS TO
THE APPROVED THE PEAK AREA OUTLINE ZONING PLAN NO. S/H14/11
MADE BY THE TOWN PLANNING BOARD
UNDER THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (Chapter 131)

L Amendment to Matters.shown on the Plan

Item A —~ Rezoning of a site opposite 23 Coombe Road from “Green Belt” to
“Residential (Group C) 6” (“R(C)6”).

IL Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

(a) Revision to the Remarks of the Notes for the “Residential (Group C)”
(“R(C)™) zone to stipulate the plot ratio and building height restrictions of
the “R(C)6” sub-zone.

(b) Revisions to the development restrictions exempﬁon clause to clarify the
provision related to caretaker’s quarters and recreational facilities in the
Remarks of the Notes for the “Residential (Group B)” and “R(C)” zones.

Town Planning Board
29 April 2016
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(Extract of MPC Paper No. Y/H14/4A)?
Historic Building Appraisal

No. 23 Coombe Road,
The Peak, Hong Kong

.N164

The house now known as ‘Carrick’ at No. 23 Coombe Road (which falls on Historical
Rural Building Lot 731) was constructed in 1887. It was obviously designed as a Interest
private luxury house used for residential purpose. Its first owner was John
Joseph Francis (1839-1901), or l.J. Francis, as he preferred to be known. J.J.
Francis purchased the plot of land on No. 23 Coombe Road in March 1886. In
the following year he had his house, which he called ‘Stonyhurst’, built on the
site. The house was named after Stonyhurst College in Lancashire, England,
where he had been educated and intended for the Roman Catholic priesthood.
The house was renamed as ‘Glen Iris’ in 1919 and it was so called until 1972/73
when it was renamed as ‘Carrick’ — a name that has been adopted since then.

Born in Dublin (Ireland), J.J. Francis came to Hong Kong as a military
officer in the 1860s. He was admitted as a solicitor in January 1869, then as a
barrister in April 1877. Shortly after his own admission to the Hong Kong Bar,
he signed an affidavit in support of the application of Ng Choy ({H7")
(1842—-1922), the first Chinese to be admitted to practise' in Hong Kong. Ng
Choy, otherwise known as Wu Ting-fang ({fi3£75), was the first unofficial
Chinese member of the Legislative Council who later joined the Chinese
administration as a diplomat. In April 1879, J.J. Francis was appointed Puisne
Judge of the Supreme Court. In February 1886 he was appointed as Queen’s
Counsel (Q.C.) and became the third barrister on whom the honour had been
conferred in Hong Kong.

J.J. Francis was prominent in civic affairs in a number of respects. In 1878
Governor Sir J.P. Hennessy appointed a committee of four (including C.V.
Creagh, W.M. Deane, E.J. Eitel, J.J. Francis) to investigate the issue of mui-tsai
(%k{F, indentured Chinese girls working as unpaid domestic servants). This
committee recommended the constitution of a Chinese association for the
protection of women and girls. As a leading barrister and Queen’s Counsel, J.J.
' Francis is remembered in the history of Hong Kong for drawing up the rules for
enacting the formation of the said association (i.e. Po Leung Kuk Incorporation
Ordinance). Set up in 1878, the said association adopted the Chinese name Po
Leung Kuk (ff R/F) and is still active in Hong Kong today. J.J. Francis’ name
was sinologised in the Po Leung Kuk Archives as JARBfE: 1 or FEREFEE L.

The best part of J.J. Francis’ life came after he purchased the plot of land on
Coombe Road and built ‘Stonyhurst’. He served on the Finance Committee of
the Alice Memorial Hospital (FEREK 4028 [%), founded by a prominent



Chinese, Dr. Ho Kai ({alE%) (1859—1914) and opened in 1887. In the same year
he was appointed as standing counsel for the Hong Kong College of Medicine
(BHEEEER, “the College”) where Dr Sun Yat-sen (Fki%fll) (1866-1925)
took up his medical studies. J.J. Francis was on the platform at the first graduate
ceremony of the College, held in the City Hall on 23 July 1892. On his death the
Court of the College passed a resolution expressing appreciation for his services.
When bubonic plague attacked Hong Kong in May 1894 the Sanitary Board (6524
’$[5) formed a committee of three, with J.J. Francis as chdirman, to cope with
the emergency. In 1895, the Governor Sir William Robinson sent him a silver
inkstand as a commemoration for his services during the plague.

J.J. Francis added to his popularity with the community in general by
lecturing on various subjects in the Chamber of Commerce and the City Hall,
the topics of his lectures ranged from Jesuitism (in 1872) to the Crown Colonies
(in 1889). He was, at one time, editor and proprietor of the English local
newspaper The China Mail (fEEPE%R). His name was also identified with the
Odd Volumes Society, the Navy Leagué and the China Association, of which he
was the local branch chairman at the time of his death. His funeral on 30
October 1901 took place at the Roman Catholic Cemetery at Happy Valley. The
Right Rev. Bishop Piazzoli (F1E3{) conducted the funeral service, among
those present being the then Colonial Secretary James Stewart Lockhart (%ﬁ)
Sir Thomas Jackson (S2E5), Hon. C.P Chater (##+7) and Dr. Ho Kai.

No. 23 Coombe Road changed hands a number of times in the past. Its
owners were, in succession, J.J. Francis (1886-1901), The China Fire Insurance
Co. Ltd. sFEXERETT (1901-1903), Ahmet Rumjahn (1903-1910), J.J.B.
(1910-1918), D.V. Falcorner (1918-1921), The Hongkong Electric Co. Ltd. &
HEEBAERAS (1921-1976), Cavendish Property Development Ltd.
(1976-1993) and then Juli May Ltd. The aforesaid Ahmet Rumjahn was a broker
and estate agent conveying on business on Hong Kong Island; himself an Indian
Muslim, he served as a member of the Sanitary Board in 1905 along with British

board members and several Chinese.

The two-storey house at No. 23 Coombe was designed in classical style by
an architectural firm called Danby & Leigh. When James Orange joined in 1890,
the firm was renamed Danby, Leigh & Orange, which evolved into Leigh &
Orange when William Danby left the firm in 1894. ' '

The house is built on a platform supported by a retaining wall topped by a
classical style parapet. The first floor (piano nobile) level is accessed through a
portico reached by a flight of external steps flanked by stepped planters, and

there is a porch over the landing at the top of the steps. Though modest in scale,

Architectural
Merit



the house has a traditional piano nobile at 1/F level and a service floor at G/F
level with external ornamental classical features typical of Palladian villas.
Palladianism became popular in England from the mid-17" century and in other
parts of Europe, e.g. Ireland where the house’s first owner came from. Later
when the style was falling from favour in Europe, it had a surge in popularity
throughout the British colonies.

The elevations of the house are divided into bays by rusticated piers or
pilasters. The corners of the building have stucco groins. Moulded stucco bands
run around the building. The ground floor windows are smaller than the first
floor windows with curved heads and deep reveals. The wide first floor windows
have plain segmental arches with central keystones. The walls are finished with
painted rough cast rendering. A moulded cornice runs all around the house at
eaves level. :

‘Stonyhurst’ bears witness to a historical period when the coolies’ labour
was much needed in the construction of buildings in Hong Kong. In 1889, two
years after the completed of ‘Stonyhurst’, the Governor Sir George William Des
Veeux described the building of houses on the Peak in these words: “every brick,
stone, timber, and other article used in construction, as well as the furniture on
completion, requires to be carried on coolies’ shoulders for distances varying
from one to two miles to a height of 1,100 to 1,600 feet”.

Before the construction of ‘Stonyhurst’ in 1887, J.J. Francis had lived at a
number of Hong Kong addresses which included Mosque Street, Alexandra
Terrace, 'Caine Road, Bonham Road and Seymour Terrace. At present, the- only
remaining building in which he lived is ‘Stonyhurst’, a piece of architecture with
built heritage value.

No. 23 Coombe Road is one of the oldest surviving European houses on the
Peak. It was built in 1887, when the Peak could boast of hardly more than a few
houses. At the time the Peak Tramway was not yet opened for public. The
Mid-Levels were then struggling to attract residents, May Road being but a

footpath, and Caine Road considered fairly high up.

The social value of No. 23 Coombe Road partly lies in its association with
J.J. Francis during the period 1886 to 1901, at a time when he did something for
the historic development of Hong Kong that merits recognition. As the only

remaining building in which J.J. Francis lived, it has interest for historians.

Other historic items on the Peak include the Gate Lodge of the Former
Mountain Lodge, Matilda Hospital, Former Peak School, The Peak Tramway

Rarity,

Built Heritage
Value &
Authenticity

Social Value &
Local Interest

Group Value



Office, Peak Café, Peak Depot, and Peak Police Station. It is geographically

very close to the Police Museum.
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Indicative Scheme Proposed under Application No. Y/H14/4
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" Annex V of

Hong Kong District TPB Paper No.10243
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES OF 1545"“ MPC HELD ON 6. {.2005
Agenda Item 3
Section 12A Application
[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]
Y/H14/4 Application for Amendment to the Approved The Peak Area Outline

Zoning Plan No. S/H14/11, To rezone the application site from “Green
Belt” to “Residential (Group C) 6”, government land opposite to 23
Coombe Road, Hong Kong o

(MPC Paper No. Y/H14/4 A)

3. The Secretary reported that the application was submittéd by Juli May Limited
which was a subsidiary of Cheung Kong (Holdings) Limited (CKL) with LWK & Partners
(Hong Kong) Limited (LWK) and LLA Consultancy Limited (LLA) as two of the.consultants

of the applicant. The following Members had declared interests in the item:

Professor P.P. Ho - having current business dealings with CKL

Mr Laurence L.J. Li - having current business dealings with LWK



Mr Patrick H.T. Lau ‘ - having current business dealings with
Hutchison (a subsidiary of CKL) and LLA

Mr Dominic K.K. Lam - having current business dealings with LLA
and having previous business dealings in
relation to 23 Coombe Road in the 1980s

Mr K K. Ling - living in the government staff quarters in the
(the Chairman) Peak area and with no pecuniary interest in
property value
4. As the Chairman’s interest was remote, the Committee agreed that he should

continue to chair the meeting. The Committee noted that Mr Li and Mr Lau had tendered
apologies for being unable to attend the meeting. As the interest of Professor Ho was direct,
the Committee agreed that he should be invited to leave the meeting temporarily for the item.
The Committee noted that Mr Lam had no involvement in the application and his interest was

remote and agreed that he could stay in the meeting.

[Professor P.P. Ho left the meeting and Mr Martin W.C. Kwan left the meeting temporarily at
this point.]

Procedural Matters
[Closed Meeting]

5. Considering that Item 3 and Item 4 were related to 23 Coombe Road, the
Chairman suggested and the Committee agreed that the two cases should be deliberated

together after the presentation and question sessions of both cases were completed.

Presentation and Question Sessions

6. The following representatives from the government bureau/departments and the

representatives of the applicant were invited to the meeting at this point:

Ms Ginger K. Y. Kiang - District Planning Officer/Hong Kong
(DPO/HK), Planning Department
(PlanD)



Mr Derek P.X. Tse

Senior Town Planner/Hong Kong
(STP/HK), PlanD

Mr Yam Ho San, José - Commissioner for Heritage,
Commissioner for Heritage’s Office of
the Development Bureau (CHO,
DEVB)

Miss Lee Hoi Lun, Leonie - Assistant Secretary (Heritage

Mr Cheung Hon Hei, Kevin

Ms Siu Lai Kuen, Susanna

Mr Cheung Sai Kwong, Tony

Mr Cheung Ka Shing

Mr Dennis Chien
Ms Jennifer Chiong
Mr Phill Black

Ms Veronica Luk
Mr John Charters
Mr Christopher Foot
Mr Truman Chan
Mr Spancer Wong
Mr Tong Chau

Mr Geoff Carey
Mr S.L.Ng

[[SSSSK N DU [y SN S SURDED | DU S i WY [ SN S | M N S_—

Conservation)3, CHO, DEVB

Engineer (Heritage Conservation)
Special Duties, CHO, DEVB

Executive Secretary (Antiquities and
Monuments), Antiquities and
Monuments Office, Leisure and
Cultural Services Department (AMO,
LCSD)

Senior Engineer/Wan Chai, Transport
Department (TD)

Country Parks Officer/Special Duty,
Agriculture, Fisheries & Conservation
Department (AFCD)

Applicant’s Representatives

7. The Chairman extended a welcome and explained the procedure of the hearing.
He then invited Mr Derek P.K. Tse, STP/HK, to brief Members on the background of the

application.
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8. Mr Tse drew Members’ attention that there were four replacement pages for the

Paper which were tabled at the meeting for Members’ information. With the aid of a

PowerPoint presentation, Mr Tse presented the application and covered the following aspects

as detailed in the Paper :

The Proposal

(@

(®)

the applicant, land owner of 23 Coombe Road (the Carrick Site), proposed
to rezone the application site, i.e. a piece of government land, opposite to
the Carrick Site to the south (the Southern Site), from “Green Belt” (“GB”)
to “Residential (Group C)6” (“R(C)6”) for house development. The
Southern Site was proposed by the applicant as a substitute site for the
proposed land exchange of the Carrick Site to facilitate in-situ heritage
conservation of the Grade 1 historic building. The Carrick Site was
currently zoned “R(C)2” on the approved The Peak Area Outline Zoning
Plan No. S/H14/11 (the OZP) subject to a maximum plot ratio (PR) of 0.5
and a maximum buildirig height (BH) of 4 storeys including carports, or the
PR and height of the existing building(s), whichever was the greater;

the Southern Site had the same size of the Carrick Site, i.e. about
1,099.96m>. The applicant proposed that the PR of the new “R(C)6” zone
for the Southern Site should reflect the existing development intensity of
the Carrick Site, i.e. existing Gross Floor Area (GFA) of 560.98m? or PR of
0.51. A maximum BH of 2 storeys including carports and not exceeding

260mPD was also proposed;

Background

©

(d)

the existing 2-storey building at 23 Coombe Road, namely Carrick, was a

Grade 1 historic building built in 1887. Its heritage value had been

ascertained in the comprehensive assessment of AMO, LCSD;

the applicant proposed to pursue a non-in-situ land exchange by

surrendering the Carrick Site to the Government for conmservation in



(e)
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exchange for the government land of the Southern Site;

in order to avoid any disturbance to Carrick during the land exchange
process, CHO and AMO agreed that the applicant should undertake to
AMO that the Carrick Site would be surrendered to the Government
as-built should the rezoning application be approved by the Committee.
Carrick will then be revitalised in the interest of the public. The intended
adaptive re-use of Carrick would be further investigated and studied by
DEVB and suitable zoning would be proposed for the Committee to

consider in due course;

Departmental Comments

®

departmental comments were set out in paragraph 9 of the Paper. From
the perspective of heritage conservation, CHO and AMO supported the
proposed rezoning of the Southern Site for materialising the land exchange

proposal.  The Chief Town Planmer/Urban Design and Landscape

‘ (CTP/UD&L), PlanD and the Director of Agriculture, Fisheries &

Conservation (DAFC) had reservation on the application as there would be
a loss of trees and “GB” area and a compromise in function and continuity
of the green buffer. The Director of Leisure and Cultural Services had
concerns on tree felling along Coombe Road. Other relevant departments

had no objection to or no adverse comment on the application;

Public Comments

(g) during the first three weeks of the statutory publication periods, a total of

1,679 public comments were received. Among them, 1,663 comments
(submifted by Alliance for a Beautiful Hong Kong, Designing Hong Kong
Limited, a member of Wan Chai District Council, a Legislative Couﬁcil
member, The Hong Kong Bird Watching Society, Green Sense, concern
groups and individuals) objected to or expressed grave concerns on the
eipplication while the remaining 16 comments were with unclear stance on

the application;



(h) the major objecting views were summarized as follows: .

(¥

(if)

the conservation and architectural values of the building at 23
Coombe Road, site selection criteria for land swap and the principles
of land exchange were questionable. The building at 23 Coombe
Road was Grade 1 only and was not comparable with the King Yin
Lei case which was a monument; the proposed land swap was not a

‘like-for-like’ exchange as claimed in the application;

being located close to Aberdeen Country Park which was a popular
hiking trail and playgrdund for the public, the site in “GB” zone
located to the south of 23 Coombe Road was not suitable for
residential development. A suitable site zoned for residential use
should be identified for replacement so that the historic building

could be preserved while natural environment could be retained,;

[Mr Clarence W.C. Leung arrived to join the meeting and Mr Martin W.C. Kwan returned to

join the meeting at this point.]

(iii)

@iv)

V)

the approval of the rezoning proposal was against the planning
intention of the “GB” zone and would set a precedent and undermine
its integrity as a whole as well as compromise its buffer function

between the Aberdeen Country Park and urban development;

the development would spoil the natural and ecological environment
in the designated country park and surrounding areas but there was
no comprehensive ecological survey or ecological impact

assessment; and

there was insufficient assessment on the traffic, environmental,
visual and landscape impacts. The proposed development would

increase traffic congestion along Coombe Road and lead to
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pedestrian safety problems and a transport impact assessment was

required;

PlanD’s Views

@

based on the assessments made in paragraph 11 of the Paper, a balance

needed to be struck among various considerations as follows:

@

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

v)

there was a general presumption against development in a “GB”
zone. Any new development in a “GB” zone should be justified

with very strong planning ground;

in terms of land use, the proposed rezoning to facilitate a low-rise,
low-density residential development was not incompatible with the

surrounding low to medium-rise development clusters and the green

~ environment;

CHO and AMO in-principle supported the proposed rezoning for
materializing the land exchange proposal from the perspective of
heritage conservation. The proposed preservation of the subject

historic building was also supported from planning perspective;

the boundary of the Southern Site had been proposed by the
applicant with a view to avoiding disturbance to the eight
Artocarpus hypargyreus surrounding the site and having a strip of
“GB” with a distance of about 6m to 17m from Aberdeen Reservoir
Road or 10m to 20m from the Country Park. However, DAFC and
CTP/UD&L, PlanD still considered the buffer function between the

urban development and the Country Park would be compromised,

from tree preservation point of view, DAFC and CTP/UD&L, PlanD
had reservations on the proposed development on the site. In
particular, DAFC had concerns on the large number of ftrees to be

felled to cater for the need to accommodate the building on a steep



(vi)

(vii)

(vii)

(ix)

-10 -

sloping site and the requirements for vehicular access. DLCS had
concerns on the felling of the five trees within the alignment of the
proposed 1.5m wide footpath between the proposed residential site

and the carriageway of Coombe Road;

on the visual quality aspect, CTP/UD&L, PlanD considered that the
proposed rezoning would have no signiﬁcant adverse impact on the
visual amenit}{ of the surroundings as the majority of public views
towards the eventual development would largely be confined to

intermediate distance viewpoints to the southeast;

the applicant proposed a BH restriction of maximum 2 storeys
including carports and 260mPD. In view of the proximity of the
Sbuthern Site to the Aberdeen Country Park and the Carrick Site, a
more stringent control on BH as compared with the 4-storey

restriction for the “R(C)2” zone was considered necessary

CHO and AMO advised that they had yet to determine the future use
of the Carrick Site. If the Carrick Site was rezoned now, the
flexibility in considering the possible uses of the historic building
would be limited. After all, the owner of the Carrick Sité should
undertake to AMO that the Carrick Site would be surrendered to the

" Government as-built while the Southern Site would be granted

simultaneously to the owner for private residential development
should the land exchange proceed. Under such arrangement, the
historic - building would unlikely be affected -during the land

exchange stage; and

from land use and environmental considerations point of view, there
was no strong planning justification for residential development at

the Southern Site.
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9. The Chairman then invited the applicant’s representatives to elaborate on the

application. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Phill Black made the following

main points :

Background

(a)

(b)

the historic building had been under threat as a set of general building plans
(GBP) to redevelop Carrick into a residential building was first approved
by the Building Autrhority in 2010 and an application for demolition of

Carrick was also approved in 2011 under the Buildings Ordinance;

the landowner had taken steps in the past few years to facilitate
preservation of the historic building. In November 2011, the landowner
withheld the demolition and implementation of the approved GBP and
reviewed alternative development options. In 2013, the landowner
undertook technical assessments on the preferred land exchange site on
Coombe Road. In 2015, the landowner formally submitted an application
under s.12A of the Town Planning Ordinance for amendment of the “GB”
zone. of the Southern Site to residential zoning to facilitate the land

exchange;

in general, for heritage conservation on private land, reasonable economic
incentives were the critical success factor. Economic incentives could be
in the form of adding GFA to the existing heritage building, adding new

house structure on the heritage site or redirecting the development potential

. to anew site. For the Carrick Site, the first two economic incentives were

considered technically not feasible.. It was technically infeasible to
replace the lower ground floor (with substandard headroom) by an
additional floor. Besides, it was not desirable to add a new house at the
béck of the historic building as according to CHO and AMO, it would
undermine the heritage ambience and threaten the structural iﬁtegrity of the
historic building. It would also involve felling of mature trees and

woodland buffer and most importantly, it was not the will of the owner;
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Selection of Land Exchange Sites

(d)

(e)

®

during the selection of the land exchange sites, a ‘like-for-like’ basis was
adopted which meant that the land exchange sites should have site
parameters similar to the heritage site, in terms of zoning, site area, PR and
BH. Other considerations included site formation level, accessibility from

Coombe Road, marketable property, site setting and views. An initial

study of non-insitu sites was carried out in a district-wide manner and five

potential sites were identified. According to Government’s prevailing
heritage conservation practice, non-insitu exchange sites must be in
proximity to the heritage site and therefore the study area was reduced to

the vicinity of Coombe Road,;

the study revealed that the only potential sites lied in two “GB” areas, i.e.
the “GB” area fronting Coombe Road Carpark and the childrens’
playground (the Carpark Site) and the “GB” area between Coombe Road
and the Aberdeen Country Park. The Carpark Site actually formed a
prominent green enclosure for an area visited by a large variety of visual
sensitive receivers and there would be considerable visual impact resulting
in the loss of park ambience. Besides, the Carpark Site was isolated from
the éxisting development. The proposed residential devélopment would
directly expose to the noisy carpark and children’s playground. It would
also involve extensive felling of trees and the construction of access road
would lead to loss of public car parking spaces. Overall speaking, it was

an unattractive economic incentive for the landowner;

the landowner’s land exchange site proposals were in line with

Government’s heritage policy and practices;

The Rezoning Proposal

()

the newly proposed “R(C)6” zone would adopt a set of development

~ parameters similar to the approved GBP, i.e. a PR of 0.50 and a BH of 2

storeys;
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as compared to the original proposal, the zoning boundary of the Southern
Site had been substantially amended. While the entire site was shifted
westward, the southern boundary was shifted northward to setback from the
Aberdeen Reservoir Road. That was to align with the existing contours
and to allow access from the lowest elevation of Coombe Road that helped
lower the landscape deck and screen wall structures. The northern
boundary was setback for widening of Coombe Road in order to meet TD’s
requirement on public safety. The amended zoning boundary would
retain a 10 to 20m wide ‘GB’ buffer away from the Aberdeen Country Park.
It was noted that CTP/UD&L, PlanD appreciated the amended boundary
configuration;

the current proposal would have a main deck lower than that of the existing
heritage site, the new house would be only 5.6m above Coombe Road with

the driveway located at the lowest level of Coombe Road; and

the proposed new house would be 2 storeys instead of 4 storeys as those
normal house design found within “R(C)2” zone in the Peak Area. The
rooftop of the new house would be used as landscaped garden and for other
open-air uses. The total height of the new house would be 8.75m with
headrooms of 4.5m and 3.5m. The proposed site coverage and greening

ratio would be 35% and 33.53% respectively.

10. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Christopher Foot made the

__ following main points :
(a) the view from Mount Cameron Road, which represented the worst-case

scenario from public viewpoints, demonstrated that there would not be
significant visual impact. According to CTP/UD&L, PlanD, there would
be no significant visual impact oﬁ the visual amenity of the surroundings.
All other views had glimpse or partial views of the proposed new house as
the existing trees had largely screened the proposed scheme. The view

from the Carolina Gardens was largely screened by the access road and
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preserved vegetation.  The view from Aberdeen Reservoir Road
represented the short distance view which was screened by the landscape

buffer (with proposed new tree and shrub planting); and

as for the landscape mitigation measures, trees on western boundary were
proposed to be preserved. Besides, the new house would avoid affecting
the rare tree species and main concentrations of existing trees. Landscape
buffer would be formed by preserved trees and new tree plantings to screen
views from Aberdeen Reservoir Road. New plantings were proposed
alongside Coombe Road to soften the architectural form and screen views.
There would be extensive vertical greening on house, intensive rooftop
greening and a proposed landséape deck in front of the house.
Multi-layered planters and terraced landscape following the slope profile
were proposed to soften the edge of the structure and screen the retaining
walls. With the proposed landscape mitigation measures, a green
coverage of 33.53% would be achieved. According to CTP/UD&L,

PlanD, the landscape mitigation measures were considered acceptable.

[Mr Stephen H.B. Yau and Mr Martin W.C. Kwan left the meeting at this point.]

11.  Mr Phill Black made the following concluding remarks:

@

()

it was neither possible to add GFA to the existing historic building nor add
a new house within the heritage site. As CHO advised that non-insitu land
exchange sites should be in proximity to the heritage site, there were only
two potential sites but one of them, i.e. the Carpark Site, was found to be
not pfeferable. The only feasible option was the “GB” area between
Coombe Road and the Aberdeen Country Park;

the applicant would like to clarify that the proposed tree compensatory ratio
in terms of number and girth would be 1:1. Regarding PlanD’s suggested
rejection reason that the applicant failed ‘to demonstrate that the
environmental, drainage and sewerage in;pacts arising from the rezoning

proposal were acceptable, the applicant had committed to submit necessary
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assessments in the detailed building plan submission stage;

(c) as the land exchange site must be in proximity, it was unavoidable that the
new house would be built in the “GB” zone resulting in urban
encroachment. The house development would involve felling of existing
trees and affect the buffer role of the “GB”. Notwithstanding, the
rezoning proposal would preserve the historic building by resolving the
property right. It was considered that the loss of a small portion (i.e.
about 1,100m?) of the “GB” zone was an acceptable trade off; and

(d) trees were relatively easy to grow whilst a historic building built in 1887

could never be built again once demolished.

History of Carrick

12. The Chairman asked Ms Siu Lai Kuen, Susanna, the Executive Secretary
(Antiquities and Monuments), AMO, LCSD to explain the heritage importance of Carrick.
In response, Ms Siu said that the house situated at 23 Coombe currently was built in 1887 and
was one of the oldest surviving European houses on the Peak. When the house was built,
the Peak Tramway had not yet been built. The construction materials of the house were,
therefore, needed to be carried to the Peak by ‘coolies’. The hoﬁse was built by John Joseph
Francis (J.J. Francis), an Irish who came to Hong Kong in the 1860s and purchased the plot
of land on No. 23 Coombe Road in 1886. The house, which was a 2-storey private luxury
house, was designed in classical English style. J.J. Francis had lived at a number of places
in Hong Kong before moving to Carrick, the 6n1y residence of J.J. Francis still exists at
~ present. J.J. Francis was a very important figure in the history of Hong Kong. He was
admitted as a solicitor in 1869 and then as a barrister in 1877. He signed an affidavit in
support of the application of Ng Choy (otherwise known as Wu Ting-fang)’s admission to the
Hong Kong Bar. Ng Choy was the first Chinese admitted to praétice in Hong Kong and was
the first unofficial Chinese member of the then Legislative Council. J.J. Francis was also
prominent in civic affairs. He was one of the members of the committee which
recommended the constitution of a Chinese association for the protection of women and girls,
which laid down the foundation of the Po Leung Kuk Incorporation Ordinance to set up Po

Leung Kuk in 1878. J.J. Francis also served on the Finance Committee of the Alice
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Memorial Hospital which was founded by Dr Ho Kai, a prominent Chinese, in 1887. He
was appointed as standing counsel for the Hong Kong College of Medicine where Dr Sun
Yat-sen took up his medical studies. When the bubonie plague attacked Hong Kong in May
1894, the Sanitary Board formed a committee of three, with J.J. Francis as chairman, to cope
with the emergency. He was also the editor and proprietor of the English local newspaper
called The China Mail. He joined the Hong Kong Volunteer Corps which was founded in
1862. J.J. Francis had a remarkable career in Hong Kong, and had done something
important to the historic development of Hong Kong, particularly in the development of civic

affairs.

Government’s Heritage Conservation Policy

13. In response to the Chairman’s question, Mr Yam Ho San, José, the Commissioner
for Heritage, CHO, DEVB said that the prevailing heritage conservation policy was
promulgated by the Chief Executive in 2007. The Government recognised that on the premise
of respecting private property rights, there was a need to offer appropriate economic incentives
to encourage or in exchange for private owners to conserve historic buildings in their
ownership. In 2011, Carrick was confirmed by the Antiquities Advisory Board (AAB) as a
Grade 1 historic building. In formulating the appropriate economic incentives, factors to be
taken into consideration generally included the heritage value of the historic buiiding
concerned, the development potential and value of the site where the building was located,
the space provided by the site from the planning perspective, the land and financial
implications on the Government, the public views as well as the wish of the owner. The
policy sought to strike a balance between privéte property right and heritage conservation.
The current rezoning application was the first step to materialise the land exchange proposal
with a view to preserving Carrick. - If the Committee decided to agree to the application, the

applicant had to further liaise with the Lands Department (LandsD) on land matters.

14, A Member asked in view of the heritage value of the historic building, what kind
of follow-up actions would be taken by AMO after the land exchange. In response, Mr Yam
said that upon completion of the land exchange, Carrick would be under the ownership of the
Government. While the adaptive re-use of Carrick Wouid need to be further investigated, it
could be implemented vide DEVB’s ‘Revitalising Historic Buildings Through Partnership

Scheme’ (Revitalisation Scheme) under which selected government-owned historic buildings
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would be adaptively re-used in collaboration with non-profit-making organisations.

Adding a New Building adjacent to the Historic Building

15. The Chairmhan asked whether the addition of a new building adjacent to the
existing historic building would have any impacts on its heritage value. In response, Ms Siu
said that addition of a new building to the site was not preferred from heritage preservation
perspective as it would undermine the setting and environment of the historic building, and

hence, its heritage value.

16. A Member said that there were examples in Hong Kong where new building was
“added adjacent to a historic building and asked whether the space around Carrick was
important from architectural and heritagé preservation perspectives. In response, Mr Yam
said that adding a new structure right next to Carrick would affect the ambience of the
heritage site and hence, its heritage and historical value. Ms Siu supplemented that space
around the historic building was also an important element for heritage preservation so as to
allow the public to appreciate the fagades of the historic building from all sides. Any new
development within the heritage site was not preferred as the ambience of the entire heritage

site should be preserved.

17. The Chairman asked whgther Carrick, which had been gi\}en a Grade 1 historic
building status by AAB, would have the potential to be upgraded to monument status in
future and whether the addition of a new building adjacent to the historic building would
affect such a potential. In response, Mr Yam said that as per the prevailing policy, all Grade
1 historic buildings formed a pool of potential sites from which the Antiquities Authority (i.e.
the Secretary for Development) would choose for declaring as monuments under the relevant
legislation subject to the buildings themselves meeting the threshold for such declaration.
Ms Siu supplemented that the addition of a new building immediately adjacent to a historic
building would affect its potential to be upgraded to a declared monument. She further said
that once a building or a site was identified as a ‘site of cﬁltural heritage’, any construction
works partly or wholly within it would be required to comply vyith the statutory procedures

under the Environmental Impact Assessment Ordinance and obtain an environmental permit.

18. The Chairman asked about the PR restriction of the Carrick Site and how the
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current application was different from that for 27 Lugard Road. In response, Ms Ginger
K.Y. Kiang, DPO/HK, said that as stipulated in the Notes of the OZP, the Carrick Site was
“subject to a maximum PR of 0.5 but the existing PR of Carrick as claimed by the applicant
was 0.51. The existing historic building had already taken up about 50% of the entire site
area and if a new building was to be proposed within the site, it could only be built to the
south, i.e. the existing slope. As for the application of 27 Lugard Road, a new building was
proposed to be built on the area where the swimming pool was previously located. The
existing historic building together with the proposed extension added up to a total of PR of
0.5, which was in compliance with the OZP restriction. Mr Yam supplemented that 27
Lugard Road was a Grade 2 historic building which was different from Carrick in terms of

heritage value..

19. In response to the suggestion on adding a new building adjacent to the historic
building, Mr Black said that the historic building at the Carrick Site had a very unusual
design as there was no front door. People had to enter the building from the back of the
building. At present, there was only very narrow space between the existing boundary wall
and the historic building and there was actually little room for the public to appreciate the
fagades of the historic building from its sides except from its back (i.e. at the end of the
garage). Nevertheless, there were many mature trees at the back of the site which had
largely screened the view towards the historic building. If a new building was to be built
there, for slope safety reason, the existing retaining wall would have to extend substéntially to
the north. " In order to preserve the ambience of the heritage site, sufficient setback had to be
allowed between the extended portion of the retaining wall and the historic building, leaving
hardly any space for adding a new building within the site. Mr Foot supplemented that there
was dense vegefation, including a number of significant trees, at the back of the historic
building. The existing trees were important for screening the rétaining wall. . If a new
building was proposed at-the back of the historic building, those trees had to be felled,

resulting in the exposure of the retaining wall and exaggeration of the visual impact.

[Mr Sunny L.K. Ho left the meeting and Mr Simon S.W. Wang left the meeting temporarily
at this point.]
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Adaptive Re-use of the Historic Building

20. The Vice-chairman raised concern on the traffic impact generated by the
visitors if the adaptive re-use of the historic building was a non-domestic use (i.e. similar to
the case of 27 Lugard Road which was proposed for adaptive re-use as a hotel). In response,
Mr Yam said that the Revitalisation Scheme could be one of the means to facilitate the
adaptive re-use of Carrick.  Under the . Revitalisation Scheme, non-profit-making
organisations would be invited to submit applications for adaptively using Carrick to provide
Services in the form of social enterprise. An advisory committee comprising non-official
members in various fields including historical research, architecture, suirveying, social
enterprise and finance would assess the applications. Traffic impact to the nearby areas
would be one of the factors considered in the assessment. Mr Cheung Sai Kwong, Tony,
Senior Engineer/Wan Chai, TD, supplemented that once the adaptive re-use of the historic
building was determined, TD would liaise with the project proponent to ascertain the traffic
implication and the project proponent might be required to conduct a traffic impact

assessment at that stage.
Other Issues

21. The Vice-chairman asked about the possible impacts of the proposed
development at the Southern Site on the geotechnical aspect of the area and the adjacent
country park. In response, Ms Kiang said that as proposed by the applicant, a 2-storey
house with a BH of about 260mPD or about 8.6m would be built on a newly formed platform
supported by stilt structure. The Geotechnical Engineering Office, Civil Engineering and
Development Department had no adverse comment on the Geotechnical Report submitted by

the applicant for the rezoning proposal.

22. Regarding the possible impacts of the proposed development on the adjacent
country park, Mr Cheung Ka Shing, Country Parks Officer/Special Duty, AFCD, said that the
proposed development would involve extensive tree felling at the Southern Site as well as the
loss of trees at a section of Coombe Road due to the road widening works required by TD.
The loss of trees would compromise the function of the “GB” as a buffer between the
adjacent country park and urban development and in turn, might affect the function of the
country park.
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23. A Member noted that AFCD had reservation on the application and asked
whether AFCD would change their views after hearing thé applicant’s presentation. In
response, Mr Cheung said that AFCD had concermn on the proposal as it would involve
extensive tree felling and encroachment of new development onto the green belt that would
undermine the integrity of the “GB” zone as a whole. It might also result in the invasion of

pest and microorganisms that would destroy the natural habitat.

24. In response to AFCD’s view, Mr Black said that while AFCD was interested in
protecting trees, a balanced view should be taken as the application would only affect a small
portion of the “GB”, and the comments of AFCD were unfair as the applicant had already
demonstrated that the proposed development would not affect the function of the country
park. |

25. - In response to a Member’s question on the potential visual impact of the stilt
structure, Mr Foot said that new planting was proposed to screen the stilt structure and it was

anticipated that the stilt structure would have insignificant visual impact on the surroundings.

26. A Member asked whether the owner would demolish the historic building if the
Committee decided not to agree to the rezoning proposal. In response, Mr Dennis Chien
said that it was always the owner’s intention to develop the Carrick Site. Over the past‘ four
years, the owner had proactively liaised with DEVB and government departfnents in order to
come up with the current preservation scheme. The Carrick Site was the subject of two
planning applications (including the current application) and a total of 11 consultants was
engaged by the applicant. As compared to the original scheme, the current scheme had been
enhanced by modifying the site boundary and reducing the BH from 4 storeys to 2 storeys.
If the rezoning proposal was not agreed by the Committee, the owner would not consider

other options to preserve the historic building.

27. A Member asked (i) whether the historic building had already fully utilised the
permissible PR, (ii) whether the land value of the Southern Site and the Carrick Site had been
assessed by the government’s valuation surveyor or the applicant’s surveyor, and (iii) in case
the value of the Southern Site was higher than that of the Carrick Site, whether the owner was

required to pay a premium to the Government upon granting of the lease of the Southern Site.
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In response, Ms Kiang said that according to the Notes of the OZP, the site was subject to a
maximum PR of 0.5. The existing PR of the historic building was 0.51 as claimed by the
applicant. Since the permissible PR had been fully utilised by the existing historic building,
development of an additional new house on site would require rezoning of the site to
éubstantially increase the maximum PR instead of minor relaxation of the OZP restrictions.
Mr Yam supplemented that the owner had been encouraged to search for alternative sites in |
proximity to the Carrick Site as far as possible according to the prevailing heritage
conservation policy and practice. LandsD had made an initial evaluation on the land value
of the Southern Site and the Carrick Site and they weré comparable. However, as the land
value of the two sites would not be identical, a premium would be required for any diffe;ence

in the land value upon detailed evaluation.

28. As the applicant’s representatives had no further points to raise and there were no
further questions from the Members, the Chairman informed them that the hearing procedure
for the application had been completed and the Committee would deliberate on the
application in their absence and inform the applicant of the Committee’s decision in due
course. The Chairman thanked_ the representatives from the government bureau/departments
and the representatives of the applicant for attending the meeting. They left the meeting at

this point.
[The meeting was adjourned for a short break of 5 minutes.]

[Ms Julia M.K. Lau arrived to join the meeting and Mr Simon S.W. Wang returned to join the

meeting at this point.]
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Section 12A Application

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)]

Y/H14/5

Section 12A Application No. Y/H14/5 .

- Application for Amendment to the Approved The Peak Area Outline

Zoning Plan No. S/H14/11

Option 1
Site 1 (23 Coombe Road) :

To rezone the application site from “Residential (Group C)2’v’~
(“R(C)2”) to “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Historic

Building Preservation and Residential Development”

Option 2
Site 1 (23 Coombe Road) :
To rezone the application site from “R(C)2” to “OU” annotated

“Historic. Building Preservation”

Sife 2 (Government land) :

To rezone the piece of Government land north of 23 Coombe Road
from “Green Belt” to “R(C)2” |
(MPC Paper No. Y/H14/5 A)

29. The Secretary reported that Mr K.K. Ling, the Chairman, had declared an interest

in the item as he lived in the government staff quarters in the Peakﬂarca and with no pecuniary

interest in property value. The Committee noted that the Chairman’s interest was remote

and agreed that he should continue to chair the meeting. Members noted that other members

who had declared direct interests in Item 3 did not attend Item 4.

30. The same representatives of government bureau/departments for Agenda Item 3

and the following representatives of the applicant were invited to the meeting at this point:
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Mr Leo Barretto 1 Applicant’s Representatives
Mr Ruy Barretto SC ]
Mr James Lim ]
Ms Grace Leung ]
Mr Amold Wog ]
Dr Roger Kendrick ]
Mr Heinz Rust ]
Mr Eric Chih ]
Mr Ian Brownlee ]

]

Ms Anna Wong

Presentation and Question Sessions

31. The Chairman extended a welcome and explained the procedure of the hearing.
He then invited Mr Derek P.K. Tse, STP/HK, to brief Members on the background of the
application. He said that as Members had already heard the background information about
the Carrick Site in the previous case (i.e. Item 3), Mr Tse’s presentation could be more
concise by focusing on the present applicant’s proposed options. Mr Ian Brownlee said that
his team had heard the briefing and question and answers of the previous case through the

broadcasting while they were in the waiting room.

32. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Tse presented the application and

covered the following aspects as detailed in the Paper :

The Proposal

(a) the applicant proposed two rezoning options in relation to two sites on the
approved The Peak Area OZP No. S/H14/11 (the OZP) to facilitate the
relocation of development rights of the Grade 1 historic building located at

23 Coombe Road (the Carrick Site) in order to enable its preservation;

(b) Option 1 was the applicant’s preferred option, under which the Carrick Site
was proposed to be rezoned from “Residential (Group 0)2” (“R(C)2”) to
“Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Historic Building Preservation
and Residential Development”, subject to a maximum Gross Floor Area
(GFA) of 549.98m” in addition to the existing GFA of Carrick and a
maximum building height (BH) of 4 storeys including carports;
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(¢) Option 2 was an alternative option, under which the Carrick Site was

proposed to be rezoned from "“R(C)Z” to “OU” annotated “Historic

Building Preservation” while a piece of government land of the same size

to the north, i.e. the Northern Site, was proposed to be rezoned from
“Green Belt” (“GB”) to “R(C)2”. Under both options, it was proposed

that any demolition or alteration of the existing historic building required

planning permission from the Town Planning Board (the Board);

Departmental Comments

(d) departmental comments were set out in paragraph 8 of the Paper which

were summarized as follows:

@

(i)

(iif)

both the Commissioner for Heritage’s Office of the Development
Bureau (CHO, DEVB) and the Antiquities and Monuments Office,
Leisure and Cultural Services Department (AMO, LCSD) had
reservation on the proposed rezoning of the Carrick Site from
“R(C)2” to “OU” annotated “Historic Building Preservation” as it
would restrict the possible adaptive reuse of the Grade 1 historic

building, or require further rezoning process;

the Director of Environmental Protection (DEP) could not support
the rezoning application until mitigation measures for the potential

environmental impacts had been agreed;

the Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape, Planning
Department (CTP/UD&L, PlanD) had reservation on the application
from the landscape planning perspective as the magnitude of the
impact on existing trees could not be fully ascertained without any
tree survey and tree preservation information for both options and
the proposed residential development would undermine the functidn
of the “GB” zone as a green buffer and its continuity would also be

compromised. = The Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation
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Department (AFCD) and the Architectural Services Department
(ArchSD) also had  reservation on the  proposed
rezoning/development at the Northern Site from free preservation

and visual points of view;

(iv) the Geotechnical Engineering Office of Civil Engineering and
Development Department considered that the submission of a

Geotechnical Planning Review Report was required; and

(v)  other relevant departments had no objection to or no adverse

comment on the application;

Public Comments

(©

®

(® |

duﬂng the first three weeks of the statutory publication period, a total of 38

public comments were received. Their stances were summarized below:

Option Support Object
Option 1 21 0
Option 2 1 0
Option 1 and 2 7 3
Others 6

(Support Option 1 but Object Option 2)

Total 38

the main grounds of supporting Option 1 included that it was a win-win

_solution to preserve Carrick while allowing residential development within

the site; it would not encroach into the Aberdeen Country Park and not
affect the bgreen belt; it would minimize environmental, ecological, traffic,
landscape and visual impacts as compared with application No. Y/H/14/4;
and it would not set an undesirable precedent on land exchange between the

historic building and the “GB” zone;

the main grounds of objecting to Option 2 included that it was inconsistent

with the planning intention of the “GB” zone; there was no public gain
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from the development of the “GB”; and it would lead to the degradation of

the environment due to tree felling and vegetation clearance;

PlanD_’s Views

(h) PlanD did not support the application based on the assessments made in

paragraph 10 of the Paper, which were summarised as follows :

@)

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

there was a general presumption against development in a “GB”
zone. Any new development in a “GB” zone should be justified

with very strong planning ground;

in terms of land use, the proposed rezoning to facilitate a residential
development of low-rise, low-density was not incompatible with the
surrounding low to medium-rise development clusters and the green

environment;

although CHO and AMO in-principle supported any preservation
proposal that could materialize the in-situ preservation of the Grade

1 historic building, there was insufficient information on Option 1 to

demonstrate that there would be no adverse impact on the structural

stability of the historic building upon dévelopment of the proposed
residential development as permitted under the proposed new “OU”
zone. Also, there was insufficient information on the building
design of the proposed development to demonstrate that it would not
undérmine the setting and environment of the historic building as

well as its heritage value. As for Option 2, it would restrict the

" possible adaptive reuse of the historic building or require further

rezoning in the future;

CTP/UD&L, PlanD, AFCD and ArchSD had reservation on Option
2 as it would involve extensive tree felling but there was no tree
survey or tree preservation information to ascertain the magnitude of

impact on the existing trees; and
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(v)  although preservation of the Grade 1 historic building, Carrick, was
supported from planning and heritage conservation perspective, the
applicant had not submitted any environmental impact assessment or
other technical assessments on sewerage, drainage and geotechnical
aspects to demonstrate that either Option 1 or 2 or both were feasible
and would not generate adverse impacts on the historic building as

well as its existing surroundings.

33. The Chairman then invited the applicant’s representatives to elaborate on the

application. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Ian Brownlee made the

following main points :

Introduction

@

the applicant, i.e. the Aberdeen Country Park Concern Group (the Concern
Group), consisted of the concerned members of the public and the
application was made in public interest in response to the application made
by Juli May Limited (the land owner of the Carrick Site). There was
insufficient information in the owner’s application No. Y/H14/4 to enable
the Board to make a rational and fully informed decision and therefore, the
Concern Group decided to submit the application. The owner of the
historic buildihg and CHO had declined to meet with the Concern Group.
Moreover, without the owner’s permission, the Concern Group could not

carry out tree survey at the Carrick Site;

Deficiencies of the Owner’s Proposal

(b)

no submission was made by the owner to indicate why the alternative of
additional development on the existing site could not be achieved. The
proposal of building at the rear of Carrick was stated infeasible and was
neither broperly investigated nor presented to the public or the Board.
There was no assessment of existing trees or vegetation on the Carrick Site
and no submission of alternative concept plans for the Carrick Site. It

seemed that CHO and AMO had accepted the owner’s demand for a new
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site without adequate consideration of the options for in-situ preservation
and development within the site. Due to the owner’s refusal to consider
such an option, there was insufficient planning justification for building a
new house in the “GB” zone. The Grade 1 historic building did not have
the “exceptional” merits to be qualified for a replacement site in exchange
for its preservation. The land exchaﬁge site was not a like-for-like but a
much better option to the owner. The authorities failed to balance
heritage preservation with other relevant factors such as nature
conservation, public concern, fair use of public resources.  The owner’s
application did not propose a planning solution (i.e. a zoning) for
conserving Carrick and fundamentally failed to justify the rezoning of a

“GB” site for heritage conservation grounds;

the Concern Group hereby presented the better alternatives for the Board’s

consideration;

making reference to the Jessville case, new buildings adjacent to the
Jessville were approved by the Board and detailed technical studies of
structural stability and site investigation were not required at the planning
application submission stage. The scheme was then modified at the land
premium stage. The modified scheme involved removal of a single tower
and change of the heritage building from a clubhouse to four apartments.
Controls to maintain the heritage building were stipulated in the 'lease
which included the requirement for public Qiewing of the exterior of the
building and the display of informatior ‘regarding the heritage significance.

Major site formation works were involved for building the new towers and

car parking levels;

the General Building Plan (GBP) for redeveloping 23 Coombe Road was
approved in 2011 and a Dangerous Hillside Order was issued on 10
February 2012. If the development was implemented in accordance with
the approved GBP, it .would affect nearly all trées on-the Carrick Site

including those on the rear portion of the site;
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(f) by comparing the application to application No. Y/H14/4, Option 1 was

preferred for the following reasons:

)

(i)

(iii)

application No. Y/H14/4 involved rezoning a “GB” site opposite to
the Carrick Site to “R(C)6” to allow the transfer of development

rights while no rezoning proposal was proposed to preserve Carrick;

under application No. Y/H14/5, two options were proposed.
Option 2 proposed to rezone the Carrick Site from “R(C)2” to “OU”
annotated “Historic Building Preservation” while rezoning a
replacement site, i.e. the Northern Site, from “GB” to “R(C)2” with
maximum PR of 0.5 to allow the transfer of development rights.
The Northern Site would involve a new building with a maximum

BH of 4 storeys including carport; and

Option 1 proposed to rezone the Carrick Site from “R(C)2” to “OU”
annotated “Historic Building Preservation and Residential
Development” subject to a maximum GFA of 549.98m” in addition
to the existing GFA of Carrick and a maximum BH of 4 storeys
including carbort. Option 1 was preferred as it would facilitate a
new house to be built adjacent to the existing historic building

without the need of any replacement site.

34. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Ruy Barretto S.C. made the

following main points from heritage conservation perspective:

(@)

for Option 1, the conservation of the historic building and the preservation

of the trees of Coombe Road could be balanced by providing an incentive

to the owner of 23 Coombe Road to build an extra house within his

boundary. Departmental comments and the owner’s responses showed

that there were no valid justifications for the owner’s application under

application No. Y/H14/4 on planning grounds;
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©
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as for the Heritage Conservation Policy (the Policy) in Hong Kong, the
policy statement stated that it was to protect, conserve and revitalise as
appropﬁate historical and heritage sites and buildings through relevant and
sustainable approaches for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future
generations. In implementing the Policy, due regard should be given to
development needs in the public interest, respect for private property rights,
budgetary considerations, cross-sector collaboration and active engagemeﬁt

of stakeholders and the general public;

the owner’s application had no basis for policy support as it did not meet
the Policy’s requiremehts for land exchange. It neither facilitated
‘conservation’ of Carrick nor in itself was a ‘sustainable’ proposal. - It
would not provide ‘benefits or enjoyment’ for the public. On the contrary
to the ‘public interest’, it built a luxury house on the edge of Country Park
which was not a ‘development need’. Moreover, active engagement of
the stakeholders and the general public were not encouraged as the owner
declined to meet with the Concern Group. The “GB” site was not of
‘similar value or development potential’ to the Carrick Site and the
proposed development was not a ‘like for like’ proposal. The “GB” site
was not ‘suitable’ for residential development and the owner failed to
justify rezoning on planning grounds. The “GB” site was not an
‘appropriate economic incentives’ to ‘make up for the loss of development
rights’ as the owner was demanding a value far in excess of the value of
any loss of his development rights. The owner’s proposal did not have the
‘exceptional’ merits or any merits in general that warranted a land
exchange site. However, the Paper had not summarized for the Board the

requirements and failures of the applicant’s proposal;

in contrast, Option -1 did not have such non-compliance. It was the

preferred straightforward option and merited the policy support;

the Policy required land exchange to be in the public interest. On the
contrary, the owner’s proposal was not in the public interest. The Policy

required ‘like for like’ exchange or ‘similar value, or development
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potential’, however, the land exbhange did not deliver ‘appropriate
economic incentive through land exchange’ to ‘make up -for the loss of
development rights’. It actually delivered the owner a massive advantage.
The Policy did not permit créating such massive increase in development
potential value by rezoning “GB” to the detriment of the public who lost
“GB” and conservation as well as recreation value. The Policy was not to
facilitate exclusive deals without transparency or open bidding and
obtained merely by paying for a privately negotiated land premium. The
Policy was not intended to facilitate a private land grab of public “GB” by a
breach of the Policy. The owner’s application could not show

‘exceptional merits’ and could not warrant exceptional treatment to rezone

the “GB”;

() the Concern Group supported a balanced planning, conservation and
development in Coombe Road. The application proposed Options 1 and 2
which provided a suitable balance in the public interest. Option 1
provided a reasonable solution whereby the heritage house was saved from
demolition, no “GB” was affected and the owner could build an extra new
house within his boundary. Option 2 proposed a site that could
accommodate a suitable house with no significant loss of biodiversity and
with no damage to the historic building. Appropriate avoidance by good

design and competent project management was feasible; and

(g) to conclude, departmental comments and the owner’s responses
demonstrated that there were no valid justifications for the owner’s
application on planning grounds. =~ The owner’s application was not

. eligible for consideration under the Policy and the land exchange principles.
After balancing the facts, the presumption against development in “GB”
had not been displaced and the owner’s application had no merits to justify

an exceptional/special treatment.

35. Mr Ruy Barretto tabled at the meeting a 6-page comparison table of the planning
gains and losses between Option 1, Option 2 and the owner’s application for Members’

information.
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36. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Dr Roger Kendrick made the

following main points from trees/landscape/ecology perspective:

®

(b)

©

(d

whilst both the Government and the public had identified major impacts

which would be caused by the owner’s application, the Concern Group’s

- application No. Y/H14/5 was considered acceptable as it did not have such

major impacts and all the concerns of the departments and the public had
been addressed;

relevant departments and the public had raised concerns on the rezoning of
the “GB” site for residential use. The planning intent of Option 1 was to
entirely avoid the “GB” zone whilst Option 2 proposed to rezone an area of
“GB” that was not a buffer to land of higher conservation value, i.e. the
Country Park. The land exchange site (the Southern Site) proposed in the
owner’s application totally violated the planning intent of the “GB” zone as
a significant landscape component ecologically and a buffer for part of the

Aberdeen Country Park;

_Option 1 was the ecologically least significant option as it could maintain

the potential connectivity of different ecological systems through the

existing canopy or long term mitigation. Option 2 was less preferred as it .
would involve rezoning of an area of the “GB” and affect the ecological
integrity. The Southern Site proposed in the owner’s application was a

crest site which was attractive to wildlife. It had the highest known

- biodiversity, highest intrinsic conservation value, highest ecological

integrity and connectivity as well as buffer value. Overall, it was the least

acceptable option as compared to other alternative sites;

at present, the Southern Site proposed by the owner was rich in landscape
resources. The owner’s proposal involved stilt structures and huge decks
to support the house and swimming pool, the structures overhanging on the
steep natural slope would be an eyesore to the Country Park users. The
proposal would also involve removal of a large number of mature trees.

Besides, the soil anchors, mini piling and mass concrete would affect
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surrounding trees. The compensatory trees on planters would be unable to
grow‘heélthily. Vegetation further down the landscape deck would be

desiccated;

the plant survey and ecological evaluation of the owner’s proposal was an
one-off survey which was insufficient to capture baseline plant information.
The Southern Site was evaluatéd as of “medium” ecological importance
which missed out the key criteria in assessment (Ratcliffe Criteria) and the
proposed mitigation. to protect Artocarpus was unrealistic. Regarding the
owner’s Black Kite Roost Report, it had omitted many key ecological
points, including landscape and other species (e.g Lesser Frigatebird). It
had also overlooked the ecological function and it was wrong to consider
the Black Kites in isolation as ecology was all inclusive and species did not

operate in isolation; and

to conclude, Option 1 was the least ecologically damaging plan under

®
consideration.
37. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Heinz Rust made the following

main points from engineering feasibility perspective:

(a)

(b)

although a Dangerous Hillside Order was issued in 2012, no remedial
works had been undertaken by the owners for the past three years. The
owner claimed that it was ‘infeasible’ to develop in-situ without providing
any reasons. Since a set of GBPs was approved for redevelopment of the
Carrick Site, it implied that the rear portion of the site was suitable for
development. As such, there should be no engineering reasons why
building a new house at that part of the site was infeasible if the new house

was only a small simple building with no technical challenges;

regarding the Dangerous Hillside Order on Lot No. RBL 731 issued by the
BA on 10 February 2012, it was related to the eastern boundary of the
Carrick Site. Preventive/remedial works should be carried out within 7

months but no action had been taken by the owner so far. In order to
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implement the development in accordance with the approved GBP, the
owner must undertake some slope works which would affect the trees.
The District Lands Office also required slope works to be undertaken

before the site was handed over to the Government;

comparing Option 1 to the approved GBP, the footprint of the approved
GBP was almost identical to that of Option 1. which meant that
precautionary measures could be undertaken to protect Carrick during

construction;

the Carrick Site had two levels, the existing historic building was situated
on the higher level while the proposed new house would mainly sat on the

lower level. It would involve minimal cutting of the slope;

there were many local examples which demonstrated that Hong Kong had
the technical skills to build houses adjacent to heritage buildings. For
example, the construction of Heritage 1881 in connection with the

preservation of the ex-Marine Police Headquarters; and

to conclude, the owner’s application would likely to be considerably more .
onerous and destructive to the environment than Option 1 as it involved
building on steep slope and stilt structures to support the projecting deck
whilst Opﬁbn 1 would largely build on flat land.

38. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Leo Barretto, made the following

main points from architectural design perspective:

@

(b)

the applicant’s Master Layout Plan (MLP) demonstrated that proposed new

house would be compatible with the historic building;

by superimposing the MLP on the approved GBP, the prdposed new house
largely fell on the footprint of the house on the approved GBP of the land

owner;
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based on the indicative layout plan and architectural section plan for Option
1, the proposed new house at the rear portion of the Carrick Site would

have a main roof level similar to that of the existing historic building;

in response to AMO’s concern on the proximity of the new house to the
historic building, the location of the new house could be shifted to move

further away from Carrick and its form could also be modified;

based on a perspective, the new house could be designed to respect the
existing historic building in terms of built form, scale, color, style and
character. Referring to a perspective which demonstrated the scenario of
building a house of similar height (i.e. 3 storeys) next to the existing

historic building, with alternative design in built form, the new house could

~ be 4 storeys and there could be greater separation from the historic

building;

a photomontage representing view from Coombe Road demonstrated that
only parts of the new house and Carrick could be seen through the
landscaping on the fringe of the Carrick Site. The new house would be
compatible in terms of built form and scale with the existing landscape
setting. It would also be compatible with the existing developments in the

neighbourhood along Coombe Road; and

there were many examples of heritage buildings with new architecture

approaches around the world.

39. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Miss Grace Leung made the following

main points from public concern perspective:

(@)

there were over 1,600 public comments objecting to the owner’s
application. The commenters were against building on “GB” land, had
query on the heritage value of the Carrick Site and raised concern over the

proposed land swap which was not on a ‘like-for-like’ basis;
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the owner had stated that there would be negligible visual impact from the

proposed new house but, in reality, it would completely destroy the current
landscape canopy and the house on stilts would be visible not only from
Coombe Road, but also from the hiking path within the Aberdeen Country
Park. Furthermore, the destruction of inherent vegetation and disturbance

to wildlife on site would be irreparable;

as for the application submitted by the Concern Group, only 3 and 9
objections were received for Options 1 and 2 respectively. The main
grounds of objection included that there would be building on “GB” and
there would be no public gain from giving up a portion of the “GB”.

" Other comments supported Option 1 for the reasons that it allowed for

heritage preservation without encroaching on the “GB” and the
neighbouring Aberdeen Country Park; it could minimise environmental,
ecological, traffic, landscape and visual impact; there was no unfair land
exchange; the use of land was compatible with the nearby houses; and it

would not set an undesirable precedent on land exchange;

the owner’s application Stated that the headroom for the ground floor was
substandard for modern living. However, according to the previous tenant
which was a family of four, they lived in Carrick for five years from 1978
to 1982 and enjoyed it enormously. They lived mostly on the first floor

and used the lower floor as a television room. There were two other |
tenants after 1982. Referring to an interior photo of Carrick, the living
room was not that substandard as claiméd by the owner. It seemed that
the owner simply preferred a better site on the “GB” across Coombe Road;

and

to conclude, it was for Members to choose between Option 1 which
demonstrated a successful integration of the heritage and new development
and the owner’s application which would build a monster home destroying

the local ecology and landscape.
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Mr Brownlee made the following concluding remarks:

(a)

(b)

©

(d)

()

CHO and AMO supported in-principle the preservation proposals.
However, the conclusion in the Paper did not stress that policy support was
given to Options 1 and 2 which was a different treatment as compared to

the owner’s application;

by comparing the planning considerations and assessments as set out in the
paper, for the owner’s application, PlanD considered that there was no
strong planning justification for residential development in the “GB” zone
but there needed to strike a balance of various considerations. However,
as for the Concern Group’s application, PlanD did not support the

application only because of no technical assessments;

to achieve the statutory protection of Carrick, Option 1 proposed to
stipulate in the Notes of the OZP that demolition, addition, alteration and/or
modification of Carrick required approval from the Board. Additional

GFA for one additional house was also proposed as an economic incentive;

regarding the future uses of Carrick, as Carrick was designed and used as a
residential house for over 100 years, residential use should be the
appropriate future use. Option 1 proposed future use as residential
without the house being returned to the Government, it was similar to the
case of Jessville. Lease modification would require the preservation of
Carrick which was also similar to Jessville. The Concern Group, District
Council and the public considered that a non-residential use of the Carrick
Site would be inappropriate for the locality and CHO and AMO were

wrong to ask for unnecessarily wide flexibility. The proposed amendment

- of the Notes would ensure heritage preservation as application to the Board

would be required for demolition, alteration or modification to Carrick

similar to King Yin Lei and the former Peak Café on the same OZP;

the owner’s reasons for objecting to Concern Group’s application indicated

his lack of understanding of the proposal. The owner claimed that:



(i)

(iif)

@iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)
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Carrick was not suitable for use as a modern luxurious private house
at today’s standard due to its low headroom on the ground floor,
small windowé, heavy structural and old-fashioned inflexible plan
layout. However, it was a heritage building and that was the design.
It had been used as a residence for over 100 years and had been
recently occupied,;

there would be no physical connection betweenvthe historic building
and the new house as proposed in the Concern Group’s application.
It was incorrect as the new house was not an ‘annex’ to the historic

building and the two houses would house two families;

keeping Carrick for private housing meant heritage site could not be
appreciated by the public. However, retention of the historic
building was significant in itself and being seen from outside was

adequate for public;

it would likely place severe conditions on the future owner in the
protection of the existing historic building. However, the existing

owner could refurbish it before selling it;

future owner need to carry out daily upkeep and maintenance of a
vacated historic building with no proper functional use. It was

incorrect as the house could be occupied as a residence;

the contribution of time, effort and financing by a single family
would be a big burden, rendering such in-situ development model
(i.e. two families in two houses) not viable. However, the
purchaser of Carrick would be constrained under the lease and

would be aware of the limitations;

in-situ development model would not be proceeded even if rezoning
approved. However, the owner could re-assess economic incentive

of two houses on site when rezoning confirmed and either proceed
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or sell property with new zoning in place;

(f) PlanD’s reasons for not supporting Option 1 were insufficient to reject the

proposal. PlanD claimed that:

(M)

(i)

(iif)

@iv)

the applicant failed to demonstrate that the development within the
same site would not affect the structural stability of the Grade 1
historic building. However, it was not a real issue as it could be
included as a requirement for future contractor and there was no
similar information (detailed structural investigation, site
investigation survey) required for planning consideration of King

Yin Lei or J essville;

the applicant failed to demonstrate that the proposed development in
the same site would not undermine the setting and environment of
the historic building, and in turn its heritage value. However, the
proposal was compatible in design and development terms with the
historic building. Information submitted showed that Carrick
remained untouched and its separate entrance, adjacent trees and
orientation would be retained. Images and photomontages
illustrated that the context would not be undermined and could even
be enhanced. The setting and heritage value was guaranteed by the

proposed zoning restrictions;

the applicant failed to demonstrate that the proposed development
would not have significant adverse technical impacts. However,
Option 1 involved only a small scale additional building for one
household and no additional impact had been identified. As it was
similar in scale and location to the approved GBP, it therefore must

be technically acceptable;

the applicant had not demonstrated technical feasibility and therefore
it was premature to consider rezoning to “OU” annotated “Historic

Building Preservation and Residential Development” zone. In fact,
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the owner had also failed to prove that it was technically infeasible
to incorporate additional development on the Carrick Site so it was
premature to consider rezoning any alternative site. The approved
GBP with similar building footprint of Option 1 demonstrated that
Option 1 was feasible. In deciding the application, planning
principles and heritage policy were more important than technical

issues;

(v)  PlanD ignored the fact that Option 1 provided a zoning that enabled

in-situ preservation of Carrick and had policy support; and

(g) to conclude, all three sites had policy support. The Southern Site had
major objections in relation to the impact on “GB” and departments did not
support it, thus it should not be approved. Option 2 proposed by the
Concern Group was better than the owner’s option, but was objected to as it
was in the “GB” and was not preferred by the Concern Group.
Notwithstanding, it could be an option for consideration. Option 1
involved an increase in development intensity of a development site and the
owner’s development rights were respected. In order to get such
‘incentive’ for higher PR, control on demolition was suggested to be
stipulated in the Notes of the OZP. Option 1 did not require a decision
regarding desecration of “GB” and the technical reservations of
government departments had been adequately addressed in the PowerPoint
presentation. The Committee was therefore invited to adopt Option 1 and

rezone the Carrick Site accordingly.

Demolition of Carrick

41. A Member asked whether the owner of Carrick could demolish the historic
building at any time by implementing the approved GBP. In response, Ms Ginger K.Y.
Kiang said that the owner had already obtained a demolition permit of Carrick and a set of
approved GBP to redevelop Carrick into a residential buillding. If the Board did not agree to
the proposed rezoning, the owner had the right to proceed with the demolition of Carrick for

redevelopment according to the Building Ordinance (BO).
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42. The same Member asked the applicant’s representatives how the Committee
could preserve Carrick given that the owner had the right to demolish Carrick, even if the
Committee agreed to either Option 1 or Option 2 of the application and whether the applicant
had discussed with the owner. In response, Mr Ian Brownlee said that firstly, the owner had
to rectify the slope upon receipt of the Dangerous Hillside Order, the approved GBP and the
demolition permit might not be still valid. Secondly, there could be an opportunity that the
owner might not be able to demolish the historic building if a clause was added to the Notes
of the OZP which stipulated that any demolition or alteration of the existing historic building
required planning permission from the Board. Mr Brownlee urged Members to gazette the

suggested clause as soon as possible in order to stop the owner from demolishing Carrick.

43. The same Member asked DPO/HK to clarify whether the views expressed by the
applicant’s representative were correct. In response, Ms Kiang said that even if the
Committee agreed to impose a clause in the Notes of the OZP restricting the demolition of
Carrick, since the GBP for redeveloping Carrick had already been approved, the GPB could
be implemented even if not conforming to the subsequent amendments to the Notes of the
OZP unless there were major changes resulting in re-submission of GBP. Mr Eric Chih said
that despite the approval of GBP and the iésuance of demolition permit, the owner still had to
apply for consent to commence works from the Buildings Department (BD) for the propbsed

redevelopment. If the Carrick Site had been rezoned to “OU” annotated “Historic Building
| Preservation and Residential Development”, BD could refuse the owner’s appiication for
consent to commence works as the redevelopment did not comply with the restrictions on the
OZP. Inresponse, Ms Kiang drew Members’ attention to paragraph 4.2 of the Paper which
stated that a set of GBP was approved in 7.10.2010 and an application for demolition
(demolition permit) was approved in 2011 according to thé BO. Mr Chih maintained his
view that BD would have the right to refuse the application for consent to commence works,
if the owner made such application after the OZP was amended to incorporate the clause on

restricting demolition.

44. The Vice-chairman asked whether the consent for commence works was a
relevant consideration for the application as the issuance of the consent was only a procedural
matter given that the owner had already obtained the demolition permit which was crucial.
In response, Ms Kiang said that PlanD would usually provide comments to BD on whether a
proposed building development had complied with the OZP restrictions at the GBP
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submission stage and she was not aware of the practice of BD to consult PlanD on the
applicétions for consent to commence works. ~ Mr Eric Chih reiterated his views that the
two steps, i.e. the approved demolition plan and the consent to commence works by BD, were
required to be taken by the owner of Carrick before the historic building could be

demolished.

45. The Chairman remarked that it was not necessary to go into the detailed
procedural matters under BD’s authority as building matters and land use planning matters
were under two different regimes. It would be more appropriate for the Committee to focus

on the land use considerations and planning merits of the options.

46. In response to a Member’s question, Ms Siu Lai Kuen, Susanna said that Carrick
was confirmed as a Grade 1 historic building on 23.11.2011 after the approval of the GBP.

Adding a New Building adjacent to Historic Building

47. The Chairman asked whether the addition of a new building next to the historic
building (i.e. Option 1) as proposed by the applicant was acceptable from heritage poiht of
view. In response, Mr Yam Ho San, José said that as Carrick was a Grade 1 historic
building, any new structures in close proximity should be avoided such that all fagades of the
historic building could be appreciated by the public. The applicant’s prop(.)saliof erecting a
new building, which would ‘be very close to the existing historic building, would block the
view towards one of the fagades of the historic building and hence affect the heritage value of

the building.

48. The Vice-chairman asked why there was a difference in government’s stance
regarding the preservation of Carrick as éompared to other cases involving historic buildings
in which new bﬁildings were allowed adjacent to historic buildings. In response, Mr Yam
said that, in principle, CHO would raise concern ‘on any proposed new structures in close -
proximity to Grade 1 historic buildings. Alternative feasible options should be explored
with a view to not affecting the observability of the fagades of the historic buildings. Ms
Siu supplemented that the integrity of the historic building, i.e. including the space around the
building, should be preserved. Since the proposed new building would block the view of

one of the fagades of the historic building and the applicant had no detailed proposal for
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preserving the historic building, the preservation of the historic building’s facades was

uncertain.

49. The Chairman asked whether there was any difference in circumstances between
Carrick and Jessville. In response, Mr Yam said that they had different historic values as
Carrick was a Grade 1 historic building while Jessville was a Grade 3 historic building. By
definition, Grade .1 historic buildings were ‘buildings of outstanding merits which every
effort should be made to preservev the buildings if possible’ whereas Grade 3 historic
buildings were ‘buildings of some merits, preservation in some form would be desirable and
alternative means could be considered if preservation was not practicable’. Besides, the
condition of fhe historic building, the site location, spatial form, development parameters, etc.

should all be taken into consideration.

50. A Member asked whether PlanD would relax the develdpment intensity or rezone
a site even if it was not requested or agreed by the owner. In response, Ms Kiang said that
different zonings had different planning intentions and development restrictions as clearly
indicated in the Notes of the OZP. Rezoning application would generally be required for
any changes from non-development to development zones. In general, PlanD could propose
amendment to an OZP based on a land use review study which revealed the need for rezoning

a specific site, or to take forward the Board’s approval of a s.12A rezoning application.

51. In response to the Chairman’s invitation, Members had no question régardin_g

Option 2 of the application.

52. Mr Brownlee said that there were many sites in Hong Kong which demonétrated
that it was feasible to erect new buildings alongside the existing heritage buildings, for
instance, the Tai O Police Station, Central Police Station and the Wanchai Post Office, and
they all incorporated some sort of new elements. He asked Members to consider whether
hiding one fagade of the historic building was adequate to jusﬁfy the rezoning of a “GB” site
to the south of the Carrick Site. He urged the Committee to adopt a balanced view and

consider alternative options for heritage preservation.

53. As the applicant’s representatives had no further points to raise and there were no

further questions from the Members, "che Chairman informed them that the hearing procedure
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for the application had been completed and the Committee would deliberate on the
application in their absence and inform the applicant of the Committee’s decision in due
course. The Chairman thanked the representatives from the government bureau/departments
and the representatives of the applicant for attending the meeting. They left the meeting at

this point.
" [The meeting was adjourned for a short break of 5 minutes. ]
[Ms Julia M.K. Lau left the meeting at this point.]

Deliberation Session

54. Members generally agreed that the heritage value of Carrick was high and it was

- appropriate to preserve the historic building from a land use planning point of view.

55. The Chairman suggested and Members agreed to deliberate both applications No.
Y/H14/4 and No. Y/H14/5 together by assessing the pros and cons of the three options; i.e. (i)
the Southern Site (i.e. Application No. Y/H14/4), (ii) in-situ addition (i.e. Opﬁon 1 of
Application No. Y/H14/5) and (iii) the Northern Site (i.e. Option 2 of Application No.
Y/H14/5) in tum.

Option (i)

56. A Member was concerned that if the Committee did not agree to option (i), the
owner of Carrick could demolish Carrick as he had already obtained the demolition permit.
The Chairman said that while the wish of the owner might be one of the considerations, the
Committee should consider the merits of each option from land use planning point of view

and should not be dictated by the wish of the owner.

57. Regarding the validity of the owner’s approved GBP and demolition permit, a
Member said that generally, the owner would apply for renewal of the épproved GBP in order
to maintain its validity until the commencement of works. In this connection, the owner’s
GBP and demolition permit would very likely to remain valid, even after Carrick was

confirmed as a Grade 1 historic buiiding after approval of the GBP.
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58. The Vice-chairman said that while the adaptive re-use of the historic building had
yet to be determined, the preservation of the building for alternative use could be a planning
merit. He was concerned that if the Committee did not agree to the rezoning, the owner
‘would simply demolish Carrick for return of his investment. As DEVB had already lent
policy support for the rezoning proposal, fhe Committee would have to decide whether the
loss of “GB” for preserving the historic building was acceptable». He considered that option
(1) was the preferred option given the Southern Site was in between the Wan Chai Gap Park

and an existing development, Caroline Garden, and served by an exisﬁng access road.

59. A Member said that after weighting the preservation of the historic building
against the loss of “GB”, option (i) was considered acceptable. It was the best way to”
preserve Carrick in the long run as it would be handed over to the Government after the land
exchange proposal was accepted. It would be more effective to preserve Carrick if it was
handed over to the Government and might help its upgrading to monument in future.

Option (i) had struck the right balance between the public interest and the owner’s interest.

60. Another Member considered that option (i) was the most preferred option in the
interest of the public as Carrick would be handed over to the Government to become a public
asset. As for the proposed development at the Southern Site, effort had been made to

minimise its adverse impacts on the surroundings.

61. As Members generally agreed that Carrick should be preserved, the Chaifman
asked Members to consider the impacts of the proposed development at the Southern Site.
Members considered that the visual impact induced-by the proposed development would not
be significant. Although the proposed development would involve tree felling, effort had
been made by the applicant to minimise the impacts on the “GB”. Mr W. L. Tang, the
Assistant Commissioner for Transport (Urban), TD, supplemented that TD would further
liaise with the applicant to refine the road widening proposal of a 5.5m carriageway with
1.5m footpath at the section of Coombe Road outside the Southern Site in order to minimise
the number of trees being affected. Appropriate traffic management measures might be
adopted by the applicant, for example, to put up some road signs to remind the motorists that

their sightlines might be blocked by the trees wherever appropriate.
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Option (ii)

62. The Chairman said that taking Ho Tung Garden .as an example, it was not the

Government’s existing practice to purchase a private property for its preservation.

63. The Vice-chairman considered that Carrick was different in development scale as
compared to another case, King Yin Lei. While Carrick was a small family house, the
historic building at King Yin Lei was too large to be used for a single family again. Option
(i) with the erection of a new building next to the historic building might be able to

accommodate two families within the site.

64. The.Chairman drew Members’ attention to the comments made by CHO and
AMO that addition of a new building in-situ was not preferred from heritage preservation
point of view as one of the fagades of the historic building would be blocked by the proposed
new building. They also advised that this option might have a negative impact on its

potential to be upgraded to declared monument.

. 65. A Member considered that if there were only two choices: one was the loss of the
entire historic building and the other was the blocking of only one fagade of the historic
building, AMO might choose the latter. The Chairman said that AMO had already indicated
their preference for preserving the entire ambience for the historic building including the

space around the building from heritage preservation point of view.

66. The Vice-chairman said that it was the owner’s intention to redevelop Carrick
and if the Committee did not agree to the rezoning proposal, the owner would demolish
Carrick. -Obviously, it was not the owner’s intention to add a new building next to the
historic building. Considering that the owner had been liaising with DEVB for the past four
years before coming up with the current rezoning proposal, the prospect of implementation
should be taken into consideration when the Committee decided on the two s.12A

applications.

67. A Member considered that with option (ii), Carrick would still be owned
privately and its preservation in the long run might not be secured. In this regard, option (ii)

was considered not as good as option (1).
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68. Members generally considered that option (ii) would affect the public viewing of '
the facade as well as the ambience of the historic building and there was no guarantee that the

historic building could be preserved. Hence, it was considered not acceptable.
Option (iii)

69. The Vice-chairman said that the proposed development at the Northern Site
would generate significant visual impact. A Member concurred and said that the Northern
Site was not acceptable as it was located in a prominent location which would induce

significant visual impacts on the surroundings.

70. Members generally considered that option (iii) was not acceptable as the

technical feasibility of the Northern Site had yet to be demonstrated.

71. The Committee generally agreed that the proposed development at the Southern
Site was acceptable from land use point of view as the applicant. had taken measures to
minimise its impacts and option (i) was the most preferred option in striking a balance among
various considerations including land use, visual, landscape, heritage conservation, public

interest and respect for private development right.

72. Regarding the PR restriction for the Southern Site on the OZP, the Committee
agreed that the maximum PR should be 0.5 instead of 0.51 as proposed by the applicant to
tally with the PR restriction of the “R(C)2” zone along Coombe Road.

73. Regarding the zoning of the Carrick Site, the Committee agreed that no
amendment was required at this stage in order to allow flexibility for the concerned
departments to work out the possible uses of the historic building and the appropriate

development restrictions on the OZP.

74. After deliberation, the Committee decided to partially agree to Application No.

Y/H14/4 that the “R(C)6” zone be restricted to a maximum PR of 0.5 to achieve consistency
with the “R(C)2” sites in the surrounding of the application site and a maximum BH of 2

storeys including carports and 260mPD taking into account the overall visual quality of the
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area. Flexibility for applying for minor relaxation of PR was allowed for the applicant

should there be changing circumstances on the demonstration of the existing development

intensity of the Carrick Site. The relevant proposed amendments to the Approved The Peak

Area OZP No. S/H14/11 would be submitted to the Committee for agreement prior to

gazetting under section 5 of the Ordinance.

75. After deliberation, the Committee decided not to support both Options 1 and 2

under Application No. Y/H14/5 for the reasons as follows:

Option 1

“(@

(b)

©

d-

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development within
the same site would not affect the structural stability of the Grade 1

historic building therein;

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development within
the same site would not block one of the fagades of the historic building as
well as undermine the setting and environment of the historic building,

and in turn, its heritage value;

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development would

not have significant adverse technical impacts; and

as the applicant has failed to demonstrate the technical feasibility and
impacts of the proposed Option 1, it is pre-fnature to consider the
proposed “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Historic Building

Preservation and Residential Development” for the Carrick Site.”

Option 2

“@

(®)

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the impacts on the existing trees on

the Northern Site would not be unacceptable;

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development on the

Northern Site would not have significant adverse technical impacts; and
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(c) as the applicant vhas failed to demonstrate the technical feasibility and
mmpacts of the proposed Option 2, it is pre-mature to consider the proposed
rezoning of the Northern site from “Green Belt” to “Residential (Group
C)2” (“R(C)2”) nor the Carrick Site from “R(C)Z” to “OU” annotated

“Historic Building Preservation™.

[Miss Jessica K.T. Lee, Senior Town Planner/Hong Kong (STP/HK), was invited to the

meeting at this point.}
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Summary of Representations and Comments and the Planning Department’s Responses
in_respect of the Draft The Peak Area Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H14/12

Representation
No. Representer Subject of Representation Response to Representations
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)
1 Juli May A. Support Amendment Item A
Limited

Supportive grounds of the representation are
summarised as follows :
(a) The designated “Residential (Group C)6”

(“R(C)6”) zone of the Amendment Item A (the
representation site) aims to facilitate the
permanent preservation of the Grade 1 historic
building, namely Carrick, at 23 Coombe Road
(the Carrick Site) for public appreciation through
land exchange to allow its landowner to
surrender the site and develop the representation
site into a single house development with the
same plot ratio (PR).

(b) It is a win-win solution for preserving the
heritage  for  public  benefits  without
compromising private property rights.

(c) The proposed “R(C)6” zoning is a planning tool
to implement the land exchange scheme and is
hence supported.

Noted.




Representation
No. Representer Subject of Representation Response to Representations
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)
8to 10 Designing B. Oppose Amendment Item A
& 12 to 18 |Hong Kong
Limited (R8) |Opposing grounds of the representations are
summarised as follow :
Alliance for a
Beautiful B-1 Not in line with the Planning Intention of
Hong Kong “Green Belt” (“GB”) zone
(R9)
(a) Development in the “GB” zone should only be | (i) The representation site was proposed by R1 under the rezoning
Aberdeen considered in  exceptional circumstances. application No. Y/H14/4, under which other possible
Country Park However, there are potential alternative sites government land further north and south of the Carrick Site for
Concern available in the area for the proposed residential residential development was explored. Another rezoning
Group (R10) development. Not all the possible alternatives for application No. Y/H14/5 was also submitted by the Aberdeen

7 individuals
(Name of
representers
shown at
Attachment
A)

the current rezoning have been fully explored by
the Government and the Town Planning Board
(the Board). The justifications for preferring the
representation site should be clearly explained.

Country Park Concern Group (ACPCG) (also known as R10),
under which two alternative options were proposed. Both
applications were considered by Metro Planning Committee
(MPC) at the same meeting held on 6.11.2015, during which the
two applications were fully deliberated together by assessing the
pros and cons of all the three options. MPC generally agreed
that:

(1) it is appropriate to preserve Carrick, which is a Grade 1
historic building, from the land use planning point of view;

(2) the owner’s proposal to develop a house at the representation
site was acceptable from land use point of view as
appropriate mitigation measures to minimise its impacts
would been taken; and

(3) the owner’s proposal was the preferred option in striking a
balance among various considerations, including land use,
visual, landscape, heritage conservation, public interest and




Representation

No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

Representer

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

(b)

(©)

The zoning amendment is not in line with the
government policy in respect of rezoning “GB”
zone for development, in which the
representation site is not de-vegetated, deserted
and formed.

Furthermore, the function of the original “GB”
zone as a buffer zone for ACP will be affected by
rezoning part of it for residential development.
This will undermine the integrity and
connectivity of the forest habitat in the Peak and
Aberdeen areas and reduce the habitat quality of
the adjacent woodland, leading to an irreversible
ecological impact of the area.

respect for private development rights.

(i) The representation site is not part of the “GB” review undertaken

by PlanD. All the relevant factors such as the technical
feasibility, potential environmental impacts and implications on
the integrity and functions of the wider “GB” zone etc, had
already been duly considered by MPC.

(iii) With the subject amendment, there are still a strip of “GB” zone

and Aberdeen Reservoir Road serving as a buffer with a width of
about 10 to 20m from ACP. As for the tree felling, mitigation
measures are also proposed under the rezoning application to
address the landscape impacts including transplanting 20 trees
and retaining three existing trees; the tree loss to be compensated
at a compensatory planting ratio of 1:1; the eight Artocarpus
hypargyreus surrounding the representation site would not be
affected; vertical greening and some tree planting along the site
boundary would be provided to screen the proposed development
and minimize its visual impact to the surroundings.

B-2 Not in Compliance with Government’s Heritage

(a)

(b)

Conservation Policy

The proposed residential development at the
representation site will destroy the frontal views
and the heritage and tree setting of the Carrick
Site; and obstruct the view of Carrick towards
ACP.

The land value of the representation site far
exceeds that of the Carrick Site. The land
exchange proposal is not a ‘like-for-like’

Consolidated responses to Ground B-2 (a) to (d) are as follows:

Heritage Conservation Policy and Practice

(1)

According to the Government’s heritage conservation policy
promulgated since 2007, the Government seeks “to protect,
conserve and revitalise as appropriate historical and heritage
sites and buildings through relevant and sustainable approaches
for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.
In implementing this policy, due regard should be given to




Representation

No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

Representer

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

(©)

exchange.

The subject site is a well-vegetated natural slope
situated at the periphery of ACP and is of
moderate to high ecological value, which should
not be used as an alternative development site in
exchange for the preservation of Carrick.
Heritage  preservation and  environmental
conservation should not be a trade-off and the
Government should come up with a win-win
solution.

(d) No demonstration of the ‘exceptional merits’ of

Carrick to justify the land exchange.

(i)

(111)

development needs in the public interest, respect for private
property rights, budgetary considerations, cross-sector
collaboration and active engagement of stakeholders and the
general public”.  In preserving privately-owned historic
buildings, the Government recognises that on the premise of
respecting private property rights, there is a need to offer
appropriate economic incentives to compensate private owners
for their loss of development rights, with a view to encouraging
or in exchange for private owners to conserve historic buildings
in their ownership. A proper balance between preservation of
historic buildings and respect for private property rights is to be
struck. Given individual circumstances, the requisite
economic incentives to achieve the policy objective would be
considered on a case-by-case basis.

In formulating the appropriate economic incentives, factors to
be taken into account generally include the heritage value of the
historic building concerned, the development potential and
value of the site where the building is located, the space
provided by the site from the planning perspective, the wish of
the owner, the land and financial implications on the
Government, as well as the anticipated public reaction. As far
as the offer of land exchange is concerned, under the prevailing
policy, it is applicable to both monuments and Grade 1 historic
buildings.

The Government has established an internal mechanism to
monitor any demolition of/alterations to  declared
monuments/proposed monuments or graded buildings/buildings
proposed to be graded. Under the mechanism, the Buildings
Department, Lands Department and Planning Department will
alert the Commissioner for Heritage’s Office (CHO) of the




Representation

No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

Representer

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

Development Bureau and the Antiquities and Monuments
Office (AMO) of the Leisure and Cultural Services Department
regarding any identified possible threat which may affect
privately-owned sites of archaeological interests, monuments
and historic buildings that have been brought to the
departments’ attention through applications and enquiries
received and in the normal course of duty such as regular
inspections.

Application of Heritage Conservation Policy and Practice in the Case
of Carrick

(iv)

(v)

In accordance with the Buildings Ordinance, the Building
Authority approved a set of general building plans (GBPs) to
redevelop Carrick into a residential building in 2010 and an
application for demolition (demolition permit) of Carrick in
2011. This triggered the internal mechanism detailed in
paragraph (ii1) above. CHO and AMO started discussion with
the owner on the possible preservation-cum-development
options for Carrick and possible economic incentives in
exchange for the owner’s agreement to preserve it according to
the heritage conservation policy.

Factors underlined in paragraph (ii) above have been taken into
account in formulating the appropriate economic incentives.
For example, Carrick’s heritage value has been reflected by its
Grade 1 status. In line with the prevailing policy to
compensate private owner’s loss in development rights (in
preserving Carrick), the option of transferring the permitted PR
to another lot owned by the owner was explored (i.e. one of the
factors underlined above, namely “development potential and
value of the site”, was considered). It was found infeasible as
the owner has no other landholding in the area with potential




Representation

No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

Representer

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

unutilised gross floor area (GFA) to absorb the permitted GFA
from the Carrick Site. Having considered the space provided
by the Carrick Site (another factor underlined above), the
option of adding a new house adjacent to Carrick was
considered but found undesirable as, amongst others, the new
house would undermine the heritage ambiance (including
blocking one of the fagades of Carrick, the main entrance).
More importantly, it was not the will of the owner (another
factor underlined above). After the consideration of various
options, which were all found infeasible, the owner eventually
informed CHO and AMO that the only viable preservation
option which the owner might consider would be land
exchange. The owner had considered a couple of replacement
sites following the Government’s principle that the replacement
site for non-in-situ land exchange should be in proximity to the
heritage site such that they will be of similar land value or
development potential. Subsequently, the owner proposed to
pursue a non-in-situ land exchange by surrendering the Carrick
Site to the Government for conservation in exchange for the
representation  site. The above demonstrates how the
provision of economic incentives in the form of non-in-situ
land exchange is justified in the case of Carrick, based on
case-specific situations.

Heritage Value of Carrick
(vi) Carrick is a Grade 1 historic building, which by definition is a

building of outstanding merit where every effort should be
made to preserve if possible. Under the prevailing historic
building grading mechanism, the heritage value of a building is
assessed based on six criteria, namely the historical interest,
architectural merit, group value, social value and local interest,
authenticity and rarity. The evaluation system and the




Representation

No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

Representer

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

(e) The previous land exchange arrangement for
King Yin Lei should not be adopted as a
precedent as to justify the approval of the
rezoning as Carrick has less historical value as

selection principles for historic buildings are derived from the
systems and principles adopted in overseas countries as well as
the established international documents on heritage
conservation, including Burra Charter (The Australia ICOMOS
Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural
Significance). The actual situation of Hong Kong is also a
crucial factor that has been taken into consideration.
However, the frontal and external views from Carrick, such as
its view towards ACP, are beyond the grading exercise of
Carrick.  Under the prevailing grading mechanism, the
proposed residential development at the representation site will
not affect the outstanding merit of Carrick in terms of its
heritage value. Furthermore, mitigation measures to minimise
the landscape impact have been proposed and no significant
adverse impact of the rezoning on the visual amenity of the
surroundings is anticipated.

Development Parameters and Land Premium

(vii)

(viii)

In accordance with the prevailing practice, the original
development parameters of the site with historic building (i.e.
site area of 1,100m2, PR of 0.5 and BH of 2 storeys for the
subject case) should be applied to the new site after land
exchange, as a reasonable economic incentive. In addition,
full market value premium to be assessed by LandsD will be
payable by the private owner for any difference in land value
between the original site and the new site. These principles
would be applied in the subject case.

The rezoning of the representation site would not set an
undesirable precedent case for rezoning of “GB” to other
zoning as such rezoning must be justified with very strong
planning ground. The Board would consider each application
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compared with King Yin Lei. Besides, the land
exchange site for the King Yin Lei case was a
man-made slope which would not have
significant adverse impacts on the amenity,
natural green environment and visual quality of
that area. The public gain would be further
reduced if the adaptive reuse values of the Carrick
site are difficult to realize. (R8)

based on its own merits.

B-3 Inadequate Considerations for Rezoning

(a)

(b)

(©)

Residential development at the representation
site will have adverse impacts on various
technical aspects. Such rezoning has failed to
strike a balance among land wuse, visual,
landscape, heritage preservation, environmental
and ecological conservation, recreational value,
public interest and private property right.

The construction of the proposed residential
development at the representation site will
involve large-scale slope stability and structural
works, which will have adverse ecological,
environmental, traffic, road safety and noise
impacts on the area as well as nearby residents
and pedestrians. (R10)

Comprehensive  planning  and  building
regulations should be set out for the future
developer of the representation site to carry out
professional analysis on the affected ecology and
to implement relevant mitigation measures.

Consolidated responses to Ground B-3 (a) to (g) are as follows:

(1)

(i)

Amendment Item A is to take forward the MPC’s decision made
on 6.11.2015 to rezone the representation site from “GB” into
“R(C)6” after thorough deliberation of the two s.12A
applications, including all the three options submitted to
preserve Carrick while providing space for construction of a
new house with the same GFA of Carrick. MPC generally
agreed that the heritage value of Carrick was high and it was
appropriate to preserve the historic building from a land use
planning point of view. MPC also agreed that the owner’s
option to develop a house at the representation site was
acceptable from land use point of view as appropriate
mitigation measures to minimise its impacts would be taken
and was the preferable option in striking a balance among
various considerations, including land use, visual, landscape,
heritage conservation, public interest and respect for private
development rights.

In order to support the section 12A application No. Y/H14/4,
relevant technical assessment reports were submitted to address
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(d)

(e)

(®

(2

(R16)

There is no overriding development need for the
rezoning. The  proposed  residential
development at the representation site cannot
provide enjoyment and benefit for the public.
Rezoning the representation site for luxury
residential development instead of affordable
public housing is contrary to the public interest
which has no public planning gain.

An environmental impact assessment and other
technical assessments should be conducted to
assess the possible impacts on ACP and nearby
areas arising from the rezoning. (R12 & R16)

Both AFCD and PlanD have reservation on the
rezoning from green belt buffer function,
landscape and tree preservation point of view.
The landscape assessment provided is
insufficient in demonstrating the real impacts.

The proposed residential development is
technically infeasible and there would be adverse
impacts on the water catchment area of the
Aberdeen Reservoir and the roost of Black Kites
which is of regional importance. It would also
destroy the connection between Carrick and the
water resources of the Aberdeen Reservoir
system. (R8 & R13 to R14)

(iii)

(iv)

the possible impacts of the proposed residential development at
the representation site in respect of heritage, environment,
drainage, water supplies, geotechnical landscape and visual
aspects. Concerned government departments, including
AMO, the Transport Department (TD), the Drainage Services
Department (DSD), the Water Supplies Department (WSD), the
Environmental Protection Department (EPD) and the
Geotechnical Engineering Office (GEO), had no objection to/no
adverse comment on the rezoning taking into account the
findings of those assessment reports. CTP/UD&L, PlanD also
considered that the rezoning would have no significant adverse
impact on the visual amenity of the surroundings.

TD advised that as there will be a single house development
only within the representation site, traffic trips to be
generated/attracted will be minimal and a TIA is not required
for a single house development normally. While TD had no
objection to the rezoning provided that the owner would widen
the section of Coombe Road outside the representation site to
provide a 5.5m carriageway with a 1.5m footpath at the owner’s
own cost, TD also requested the owner to submit a TIA for the
construction traffic at a later stage but prior to commencement
of construction.

Whilst the representation site falls within the Upper Direct
Water Gathering Ground (WGG), WSD has no objection to the
proposed house development in that any discharge of effluent to
WGG should comply with relevant regulations and
Government requirements; and concerned technical issues will
be further considered by WSD in the drainage plan to be
submitted by the project proponent at the detailed design stage.
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v)

(vi)

(vii)

Whilst AFCD and CTP/UD&L, PlanD have some reservation
on the rezoning from landscape and tree preservation point of
view, the owner had proposed mitigation measures to minimise
such impacts, including transplanting 20 trees and retaining
three existing trees; the tree loss to be compensated at a
compensatory planting ratio of 1:1; the eight Artocarpus
hypargyreus surrounding the representation site would not be
affected; vertical greening and some tree planting along the site
boundary would be provided to screen the proposed
development and minimize its visual impact to the
surroundings.

While the proposed residential development at the
representation site has been subject to the restrictions under the
OZP, i.e. maximum PR of 0.5 and maximum building height of
2 storeys including carports and not exceeding 260mPD, the
requirements on landscape and tree preservation proposals,
surrendering of Carrick to Government as-built and widening of
a section of Coombe Road abutting the representation site at the
owner’s own cost, are being considered by the relevant
government departments under the land exchange process.
Moreover, the proposed residential development has to comply
with the Buildings Ordinance and other relevant legislation and
government requirements during detailed design and
construction stages.

AFCD advises that the Black Kites are common raptors in
Hong Kong and are known to use the ACP and the area of
Magazine Gap in particular. There is no information to
demonstrate that the representation site is of particular
importance to the Black Kites. As the representation site only
constitutes a fraction of the extensive woodland habitat in the
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(h) Some representers are worried about the loss of
public amenity as the representation site is a
main gateway to ACP.

(1) The proposed development at the representation
site should be considered by the Country and

Marine Parks Board (CMPB). (R12)

(viii)

(ix)

area, the loss of the representation site to development is
unlikely to significantly affect the Black Kites.

The country park visitors in general would enter ACP mostly
via Aberdeen Reservoir Road, which is located outside the
representation site. It is unlikely that there would be loss of
amenity in the country park area due to the proposed residential
development.

The representation site does not fall within the country park
area and direct impact of the proposed development on ACP is
not envisaged at this stage, hence consultation with CMPB is
not considered necessary.

B-4 Selective Consideration of Comments

The comments of the relevant government
departments, the District Council and the public had
been disregarded or not fully considered. (R8 & R18)

In processing the zoning amendment, PlanD has followed the
established procedures to solicit comments from the general public, as

well as Wan Chai District Council.

All the relevant public

comments and the departmental comments were submitted to MPC
for consideration.

B-5 [Inadequate Planning Control to Preserve
Carrick

(a) Procedurally, there should be a contemporaneous
rezoning of the Carrick Site for historic building
preservation before the land exchange.
However, the current OZP has not provided any
measure to protect Carrick. (R10)

(b) The future use of Carrick has not yet been

(1)

The future use of Carrick has not yet been determined by CHO
and AMO. Flexibility should be allowed so that the direction
of the revitalization scheme would be worked out by CHO and
AMO upon surrendering of the Carrick Site to the Government.
Hence, MPC agreed that the rezoning of the representation site
should proceed first before the rezoning of the Carrick Site for
preserving the historic building. In order to preserve Carrick,
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(©)

confirmed and the environmental and traffic
implications of such use have not been assessed.
It is uncertain whether the future use would have
adverse technical impacts and would be
acceptable to the community. Commercial use
of the Carrick will put the residential character of
the area at risk. (R8)

Amendment Item A is a favourable treatment to
the owner bowing to blackmail in demolishing
Carrick. As such, there is suggestion to reduce
the threat of demolition of Carrick by rezoning
the Carrick site for preservation.

(ii)

(iii)

the owner signed an undertaking to AMO on 11.10.2016 that
the Carrick Site will be surrendered to the Government together
with Carrick in a condition satisfactory to AMO upon
completion of the land exchange process.

As the owner has already obtained a set of approved GBPs and
a demolition permit, they would have the right to proceed with
the demolition of Carrick for redevelopment at any time with
the Building Authority’s consent to commerce works. Such
development proposal with building plan approval will not be
affected by the subsequent changes to the land use zoning or
development restrictions on the OZP, except amendments to the
approved GPBs which are not minor in nature, such as
involving a change of use or an increase in development
intensity.

It was clearly stated in paragraphs 56 and 71 of the minutes of
the MPC meeting held on 6.11.2015 (Annex V) that while the
wish of the owner might be one of the considerations, MPC
should consider the merits of each option from land use
planning point of view and should not be dictated by the wish
of the owner. Hence, the assertion that Amendment Item A is
a favourable treatment to the owner bowing to blackmail in
demolishing Carrick is not founded.

(d)

The Board erred in law by approving the
rezoning application and the town planning
regime offered no protection for the historic
building, but destroyed the vegetation on the

(iv)

The rezoning application No. Y/H14/4 was considered by MPC
under the relevant provision of the Ordinance and the
corresponding amendments to the OZP are also being processed
according to the provision of the Ordinance. The other
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representation site. (R10)

application No. Y/H14/5 with two counter-proposals was also
considered by MPC together with this application at the same
meeting. After considering both applications and all the three
options, MPC generally agreed that the heritage value of
Carrick was high and it was appropriate to preserve the historic
building from a land use planning point of view. The rezoning
proposal was the preferred option for achieving the preservation
of Carrick.

B-6 Undesirable Precedent

The proposed amendment will set an undesirable
precedent for other residential development proposals
in the area/other development proposals of
privately-owned Grade 1 historic buildings, which
will lead to further encroachment onto “GB” zones
and Country Parks, leading to a general degradation of
the natural environment. (R8, R13 & R18)

The rezoning of the representation site would not set an undesirable
precedent case for rezoning of “GB” to other zoning as such rezoning
must be justified with very strong planning ground. The Board
would consider each application based on its own merits.

B-7 Lack of Transparency in Land Exchange
Negotiation Process and Public Engagement

(a) The rezoning for the land exchange is only
beneficial to the owner.  The negotiation
process of the premium of the representation site
between the Government and the owner will be
conducted privately. There is no open bidding or
tendering for such a prime site. (R9)

(b) There is no active engagement of stakeholders
and the general public in the land exchange
process. (R9)

Carrick was confirmed as a Grade 1 historic building by the
Antiquities Advisory Board (AAB) in 2011 after public consultation.
Grade 1 building is, by definition a building of outstanding merit
where every effort should be made to preserve if possible. MPC
agreed that the proposed house development at the representation site
was acceptable from land use point of view after consideration of the
two aforesaid rezoning applications. The land exchange shall be
processed through the well-established mechanism and practice of the
Government which, however, is beyond the purview of the Board.
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No. Representer Subject of Representation Response to Representations
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)
S5to7 World Wide |C. Oppose Amendment Item A
Fund for
Nature Hong |Opposing grounds of the representations are
Kong (RS) summarised as follow :
Hong Kong C-1 Notin line with the Planning Intention of “GB”
Bird Watching zone
Society (R6)
(a) There are potential alternative sites available in | (i) Responses to Ground B-1(a) above are relevant.

Kadoorie the area for the proposed residential
Farm and development. Not all the possible alternatives for
Botanic the current rezoning have been fully explored by
Garden (R7) the Government and the Board. The justifications

(b)

(©)

for preferring the representation site should be
clearly explained. (R6)

The zoning amendment is not in line with the
Government’s policy in respect of rezoning “GB”
zone for development, in which the
representation site is not de-vegetated, deserted
and formed. (R6)

The representation site was originally an integral
part of the remaining “GB” zone and rezoning it
to “R(C)6” is not in line with the Town Planning
Board Guidelines No. 10 for Application for
Development within “GB” Zone under Section
16 of the Town Planning Ordinance (TPB-PG
No. 10) in that there is a general presumption
against development in the “GB” zone and
residential development thereat will involve
extensive  clearance of existing natural

(i1)) Responses to Ground B-1(b) above are relevant.

(111)) While the TPB PG-No. 10 sets out the main planning criteria for
consideration of application for development within “GB” zone
under section 16 of the Ordinance, it is not applicable to the
amendments to the OZP. Responses to Ground B-1(b) and (c)
above are relevant.
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vegetation.’
(d) Furthermore, the function of the original “GB”
zone as a buffer zone for ACP will be affected by
rezoning part of it for residential development.
This will undermine the integrity and
connectivity of the forest habitat in the Peak and
Aberdeen areas and reduce the habitat quality of
the adjacent woodland, leading to an irreversible
ecological impact of the area.

(iv) Responses to Grounds B-1(c) and B-3 (a) to (g) above are

relevant.

C-2 Not in Compliance with Government’s Heritage
Conservation Policy

(a) The land value of the representation site far
exceeds that of the Carrick site. The land
exchange proposal 1s not a ‘like-for-like’
exchange. (R6)

(b) The subject site is a well-vegetated natural slope
situated at the periphery of ACP and is of
moderate to high ecological value, which should
not be used as an alternative development site in
exchange for the preservation of the Carrick.
Heritage  preservation and  environmental
conservation should not be a trade-off and the
Government should come up with a win-win
solution. (R6)

Responses to Ground B-2 above are relevant.
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C-3 Inadequate Considerations for Rezoning

(a) Residential development at the representation
site will have adverse impacts on various
technical aspects. Such rezoning has failed to
strike a balance among land use, visual,
landscape, heritage preservation, environmental
and ecological conservation, recreational value,
public interest and private property right. The
proposed residential development is technically
infeasible and there would be adverse impacts on
the roost of the Black Kite which is of regional
importance.

(b) The construction of the proposed residential
development at the representation site will
involve large-scale slope stability and structural
works, which will have adverse ecological,
environmental, traffic, road safety and noise
impacts on the area as well as nearby residents
and pedestrians. (R6)

Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.

C-4 Undesirable Precedent

The proposed amendment will set an undesirable
precedent for other residential development proposals
in the area / other development proposals of
privately-owned Grade 1 historic buildings, which
will lead to further encroachment onto “GB” zones
and Country Parks, leading to a general degradation of
the natural environment.

Responses to Ground B-6 above are relevant.
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No. Representer Subject of Representation Response to Representations
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)
2to4& 11 |CHANKa D. Oppose Amendment Item A
Lok
(Past Opposing grounds of the representations are
Legislative summarised as follow :
Councillor
(2012 - D-1 Not in line with the Planning Intention of
2016)) (R2) “Green Belt” (“GB”) zone
WONG Wang | The function of the original “GB” zone as a buffer | Responses to Grounds B-1(c) and B-3 (a) to (g) above are relevant.
Tai zone for ACP will be affected by rezoning part of it
(Wan Chai for residential development. This will undermine the
District integrity and connectivity of the forest habitat in the
Councillor) Peak and Aberdeen areas and reduce the habitat
(R3) quality of the adjacent woodland, leading to an
irreversible ecological impact of the area. (R2)

Joseph CHAN
(Central & D-2 Not in Compliance with Government’s Heritage
Western Conservation Policy
District
Councillor) (a) The subject site is a well-vegetated natural slope | (i) Responses to Ground B-2(a) to (d) above are relevant.
(R4) situated at the periphery of ACP and is of

moderate to high ecological value, which should
Hon. Tanya not be used as an alternative development site in
CHAN exchange for the preservation of the Carrick.
(Legislative Heritage  preservation and  environmental
Councillor) conservation should not be a trade-off and the
(R11) Government should come up with a win-win

solution.
(b) The previous land exchange arrangement for
King Yin Lei should not be adopted as a
precedent as to justify the approval of the

(i1) Responses to Ground B-2(e) above are relevant.
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rezoning as Carrick has less historical value as
compared with King Yin Lei. Besides, the land
exchange site for the King Yin Lei case was a
man-made slope which would not have
significant adverse impacts on the amenity,
natural green environment and visual quality of

that area. (R2 & R3).

D-3 Inadequate Considerations for Rezoning

(2)

(b)

(©)

Residential development at the representation
site will have adverse impacts on various
technical aspects. Such rezoning has failed to
strike a balance among land wuse, visual,
landscape, heritage preservation, environmental
and ecological conservation, recreational value,
public interest and private property right. The
proposed residential development is technically
infeasible and there would be adverse impacts on
the roost of the Black Kite which is of regional
importance.

The construction of the proposed residential
development at the representation site will
involve large-scale slope stability and structural
works, which will have adverse ecological,
environmental, traffic, road safety and noise
impacts on the area as well as nearby residents
and pedestrians. (R3)

There is no overriding development need for the
rezoning. The  proposed  residential

Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.
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development at the representation site cannot
provide enjoyment and benefit for the public.
Rezoning the representation site for luxury
residential development instead of affordable
public housing is contrary to the public interest
which has no public planning gain.

Both AFCD and PlanD have reservation on the
rezoning from green belt buffer function,
landscape and tree preservation point of view.
The landscape assessment provided is
insufficient in demonstrating the real impacts.

(d)

D-4 Selective Consideration of Comments

The comments of the relevant government
departments, the District Council and the public had
been disregarded or not fully considered. (R2 & R3)

Responses to Ground B-4(a) above are relevant.

D-5 Undesirable Precedent

The proposed amendment will set an undesirable
precedent for other residential development proposals
in the area/other development proposals of
privately-owned Grade 1 historic buildings, which
will lead to further encroachment onto “GB” zones
and Country Parks, leading to a general degradation of
the natural environment.

Responses to Ground B-6(a) above are relevant.
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D-6 Lack of Transparency in Land Exchange
Negotiation Process and Public Engagement

The rezoning for the land exchange is only beneficial
to the owner. The negotiation process of the
premium of the representation site between the
Government and the owner will be conducted
privately. There is no open bidding or tendering for
such a prime site. (R3)

Responses to Ground B-7 (a) and (b) above are relevant.

19 to 1479 &
1481 to 1497,
1499 to 1634

Central &
Western
Concern
Group (R19)

1,613
Individuals
with
representation
made in
Standard
Format A
(Name of
representers
shown at
Attachment
A)

E. Oppose Amendment Item A

Standard Format A covers nine grounds of
representation, among which individual representers
had selected their concerned grounds with additional
views, if any, in the respective representations. The
nine grounds of representation are listed as follows
and the additional views, if not covered by the nine
grounds, are summarised afterwards:

(a) Proposed Green Belt site is acting as a true buffer
protecting ACP against urban encroachment.

Responses to Grounds B-1(c) above are relevant.

in breach of
Belt land

(b) The proposed
government  policy

conversion.

rezoning is
on Green

Responses to Grounds B-1(a) and (b) above are relevant.

(c) The proposed rezoning is in breach of heritage
conservation policy as it destroys heritage setting

of the representation site.

Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d) above are relevant.

(d) Preservation and conservation should not be a

Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d) above are relevant.




Representation

No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

Representer

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

trade-off, we should look for win-win situation.

(e)

Relevant government bodies involved in the
current statutory assessment framework are lack
of understanding on the cultural significance of
Carrack’s heritage setting in Aberdeen Country
Park and Peak District.

Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d) above are relevant.

(®

Stop favourable treatment to developers and stop
bowing to blackmail.

Responses to Ground B-5(c) above are relevant.

(g) The entire negotiation process between | Responses to Ground B-7(a) above are relevant.
government and owner lacked public
transparency.

(h) The proposed rezoning removes vegetation but | Responses to Grounds B-5(a) and (b) above are relevant.

does not include protection for the heritage
building and so it’s a lose-lose for HK public.

(1)

The proposed rezoning completely disregards
earlier objections from other government
departments and the public.

Responses to Ground B-4 above are relevant.

Other views:

Environmental concerns

(i)

The Porcupine families are seen on Coombe
Road which would likely be affected. (R33)

(1) The proposed residential development would

destroy our natural environment including
country park, green belt, wildlife, etc. and affect

Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.
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No. Representer Subject of Representation Response to Representations
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)

the liveability (R41, 42, 52-56, 61, 72, 122, 141,
164, 248, 250, 275, 304, 327, 407, 413, 441, 455,
456, 457, 459, 629, 717, 806, 905, 906, 910, 911,
1095, 1096, 1099, 1102, 1112, 1119, 1121, 1205,
1267, 1307, 1310, 1315, 1314, 1316, 1318,
1320-1322, 1325-1327, 1329, 1383, 1386-1388)

Site suitability

(1) The representation site is close to green belt and | Responses to Ground B-1(a) above are relevant.
there are no other alternative sites available for
selection by the developer. (R60)

(ii) The proposed residential development on the
representation site is not justified. (R75)

(ii1)) The wuse of brownfield sites for proposed
residential development should be considered
first. (R501)

(iv) Use the car park site nearby/elsewhere for the
proposed residential development. (R1101 &
1118)

Land exchange matters
(1) The land exchange is not on a ‘like-for-like’ | Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d) above are relevant.
basis. (R75)

Technical concerns

(i) The proposed residential development would | Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (f) are above relevant.
affect the local environment, traffic and ecology.
(R108)
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(TPB/R/S/H14/12-)
(i1) Further traffic problem is envisaged. (R300)
(i11) Construction works will affect 24 Coombe road
and local roads. (R810)
(iv) Construction works will lead to local traffic and
environmental problems affecting people living
there. (R891& 630)
(v) Soil erosion may be caused. (R1308)
1635 to 1640 | Six F. _Oppose Amendment Item A
individuals
with Standard Format B covers two grounds of
representation |representation. Some representers also provided
made in additional views. The two grounds of representation
Standard are listed as follows and the additional views are
Format B summarised afterwards:
(Name of
representers | (a) The rezoning by TPB has a far-reaching effect, in | (1) Responses to Grounds B-1(b) and (6) above are relevant.
shown at addition to violations of the principle of natural
Attachment ecological conservation, but also set a dangerous
A) precedent.

(b) If'the developers start constructions on the
premises will certainly affect the environmental
conservation of the whole region and is bound to
significantly reduce green spaces. During
construction will surely cause Coombe Road
nearby serious traffic congestion and noise

nuisance and other issues.

(i1)) Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.
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Other views:

(a) It is unfair and that collusion might exists as the
land exchange will benefit the developer to
obtain the representation site with panoramic

views in exchange with the Carrick which is of
no view and no heritage value. (R1638)

(b) Rezoning the green belt should benefit the
community at large and not just one developer.

(R1639)

Responses to Grounds B-1(a), B-2(a) to (d) and B-5(c) above are
relevant.

Responses to Ground B-1(a) and B-5(c) above are relevant.
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C)

Commenter

Gist of Comment

Response to Comments

1

Juli May Limited

Support Amendment Item A

Supportive Ground:

(2)

(b)

(©)

(d)

The rezoning could facilitate the implementation of the land
exchange for the permanent preservation of Carrick for public
appreciation and use. It is the result of 3 years discussion and
assessment between the parties involved based on the
established ‘like-for-like’ principle. Non-in-situ land exchange is
an appropriate planning mechanism and is a key to heritage
conservation intent while respecting private property rights.

The Board’s Guidelines No.10 for application of development in
“GB” zone has been complied with as far as practical. The
Board has weighed up the proposal under its guidelines and
considered the proposal acceptable to warrant the rezoning. The
proposal is the best balanced solution between preservation and
environmental conservation satisfying conflicting views from
different stakeholders.

All possible alternative sites in the area and conservation options
(including those proposed by R10) have been explored and were
considered not technically feasible or acceptable to the
landowner and similar applications submitted were rejected by
the Board. There are no available brownfield sites in proximity
to Carrick to become a replacement site.

The proposed single house development has been carefully
designed with stricter development parameters than the Carrick
site including lower building height, well vegetated ground and
roof profile and hence would not destroy the heritage setting of

Noted.
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Commenter
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(e)

®

(2

(h)

Carrick with minimised impact on the environment.

The subsequent land exchange application including premium
assessment shall be processed by the Government in accordance
with the prevailing land exchange policy. As the difference in
land value has yet to be assessed by LandsD, it is too premature
to criticise the resite is not being ‘like-for-like’. Carrick will be
handed over to the government upon completion of land
exchange in its as-is condition.

The rezoning proposal has gone through all statutory procedures
including public consultation. All departmental and public
comments were discussed and considered by the Board in
approving the s.12A rezoning application, alongside the
presentation made by concern groups on alternative site
possibilities.

The proposal would not undermine the integrity and
connectivity of the habitat in the Peak and Aberdeen areas and
reduce the habitat quality of the adjacent woodland. Apart from
a small seedling of Arbocarpus hypargyreus identified on site
and 8 nos. of tree specimens of same species identified just
outside the site, no other rare species were identified on site. The
8 tree specimens will be preserved as part of the house project
while the seedling will be transplanted to a new location in the
adjacent woodland. A review of the Black Kite population
reveals that there will be no impacts on the Magazine Gap Road
Black Kite roost.

The proposed scheme does not compromise the function of the
“GB” zone in this area as a barrier between the existing
development and ACP in that the site is relatively small in scale
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C)

Commenter

Gist of Comment

Response to Comments

(i)

@)

(k)

(M

and sits within the ‘visual shadow’ of the Carolina Gardens
which has made a significant incursion into the “GB” zone
separating the subject site from the main part of the “GB” area.

In terms of the buffer to ACP, a band of existing trees will be
preserved alongside Aberdeen Reservoir Road screening the
house proposal.

The impact on habitat in the area is insignificant. The tree
compensation would be a one-for-one basis forming part of the
landscape buffer.

The visual impact assessment conducted reveals that most part
of the proposed scheme would not be visible.

All related ecological, environmental and landscape studies were
submitted to the Board for consideration and no further adverse
departmental comments were received. TIA was not conducted
as the scale of the proposed residential development is very
small with only 2 parking spaces provided.

(m) No comment on the public concern on the negotiation process

(n)

(0)

between the Government and the landowner and no open
bidding and tendering for the subject site as it concerns
Government policy and procedures.

The proposed “R(C)6” site aims to facilitate the preservation of
Carrick. Reverting the “R(C)6” site back to “GB” would result
in opportunity loss to preserve Carrick.

There are precedents on non-in-situ land exchange for
preservation of heritage buildings.
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C)

Commenter

Gist of Comment

Response to Comments

2

Joseph Chan
(Central &
Western District
Council Member)

(2)

(b)

Concern over turning the green belt area to residential use as
Hong Kong Island already has limited green space and the
Government should not easily further deprive the public of green
belt area.

It is the Government’s responsibility to find a solution which
protects the property right of the owner while preserves both the
environment and the historic building.

(i) Responses to Ground B-1(a) and
B-1 (b) above are relevant.

(i1)) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
above are relevant.

Ruy Barretto

(2)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

There are no material improvements in the house development
proposal which will not be feasible without major damage to the
environment, especially the vegetation and landscape.

The proposal continues to be bad planning and a bad precedent
with no planning gain.

It will cause damage to both the heritage and natural values as
the historic setting with the old house will be severely damaged
with no mitigation.

The proposed house development in front of the Carrick site and
cutting the vegetation is not compatible with the historic setting
which includes the ACP water works system.

R10 is supported as the additional information provided has
shown that the alternative development options in this
representation is technically feasible and will avoid the damage
caused by the proposed development scheme under the rezoning
proposal. It also reveals how the proposed development scheme
will damage the cultural, heritage, ecological, landscape and
recreational values of the area and provides a solution which

(1) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
and B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.

(i1) Separate assessment on R10’s
proposal is provided at Annex IX.
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C)

Commenter

Gist of Comment

Response to Comments

causes no such comparable losses.

Leo A. Barretto

(2)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

The Board and the Government should not ignore some 1,600
objections lodged against the rezoning proposal.

The developer believes that they could influence the
Government officials and the Board alike so that they did not
need to take account of public opinion nor make any significant
modification of the proposed scheme to seriously address the
public concern.

The developer’s response to questions posed by Government
departments are flawed especially in relation to the damage done
to the fauna and flora of ACP. It would be difficult to construct
house development on slopes and impossible to preserve and
protect our vegetation during construction.

The response by R10 is comparatively more complete and has
taken seriously all the comments and concern raised by the
Board and addressed them technically and creatively, albeit not
in detail than the developer, that is for the next stage.

R10 has presented the importance of the ‘setting’ in the context
respecting protocols relating to the historic building, structures

(1)

(ii)

(111)

(iv)

)

Responses to Ground B-4 above are
relevant.

MPC agreed that the rezoning of the
representation site from “Green Belt”
(“GB”) to “Residential (Group C)6” is
the preferred option for the
preservation of Carrick, which is a
Grade 1 historic building, from the
land use planning point of view, as it
has struck a balance among various
relevant considerations, including land
use, visual, landscape, heritage
conservation, public interest and
respect for private development rights.

Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g)
above are relevant.

Separate  assessment on  R10’s
proposal is provided at Annex IX.

Separate  assessment on  R10’s
proposal is provided at Annex IX.
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Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C)

Commenter

Gist of Comment

Response to Comments

and places. The 2 alternative development options have been
substantially revised to address the Board’s comments which
merit very serious consideration by the Board.

Fredo Cheung

(2)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

Rezoning the “GB” site will effectively destroy a piece historic
fabric of the historic cultural landscape of the Aberdeen Valley
and the Peak district and cause destruction of the value and
function of the green belt site which serves as a protective buffer
from urban encroachment into the ACP.

R1 failed to understand the cultural significance of Carrick and
its heritage setting/context while those made by R10 have been
effectively demonstrated that the proposed house development
would destroy the contextual relationship between Carrick and
its heritage context.

The rezoning proposal violates the internationally accepted
principles of heritage conservation such as the Burra Charter
2013, which was cited by AMO and the Antiquities Advisory
Board as one of the basis for their heritage assessment criteria.

Both heritage and natural resources are of equal importance for
future generations and should be given equal emphasis instead
of prioritising one over the other, or to preserve one at the
expense of other resources.

It would be opportune for the Government to use the concerned
green belt area along with ACP as Hong Kong’s first cultural
landscape to promote our tourism.

(1)

(i)

(111)

(iv)

Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
above are relevant.

Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
above are relevant.

Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
above are relevant.

MPC agreed that the rezoning of the
representation site from “Green Belt”
(“GB”) to “Residential (Group C)6” is
the preferred option for the
preservation of Carrick, which is a
Grade 1 historic building, from the
land use planning point of view, as it
has struck a balance among various
relevant considerations, including land
use, visual, landscape, heritage
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Comment No.

(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C) Commenter Gist of Comment Response to Comments
conservation, public interest and
respect for private development rights.

6 Gordon Ma (a) The proposed house development would change the | (i) Responsesto Grounds B-3(a)to (f) are
environmental outlook of a country park beloved and enjoyed by relevant.
thousands of Hong Kong people.
(b) Construction of the proposed house development would affect | (ii) Responses to Ground B-3(g) are
the nearby nesting site of Black Kites unique to Hong Kong. relevant.
7 Vincent W.S. Lo | (a) Object to R1 as it is a breach of the fundamental objective of | (i) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
preserving historic buildings under the heritage conservation are relevant.
policy.
(b) There is no simultaneous rezoning of the Carrick site as | (ii) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
“Historic Building Conservation’ while obtaining the concerned and B-5(a) are relevant.
green belt site in exchange for development. Such exchange
should only happen if Carrick is a Declared Monument.
(¢) Support the proposal in R10 as it offers a win-win solution to | (iii) Separate  assessment on R10’s
preserving the historic building without infringing the green belt proposal is provided at Annex IX.
land next to ACP. The proposal follows the stated preferred
model of heritage conservation advocated by the Government.
8 Leong Mo-ling (a) Object to R1 as it breaches the fundamental objective to | (i) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
preserve historic buildings. The preservation value of Carrick is are relevant.
highly debatable.
(b) Support the proposal in R10 as it is a good solution to preserve a | (ii) Separate  assessment on R10’s

historic building without infringing on the green belt.

proposal is provided at Annex IX.
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Comment No.

(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C) Commenter Gist of Comment Response to Comments
9to 14 Name of (a) Object to R1 as the proposed green belt site is acting as a true | (i) Responses to Ground B-1(c) are
commenters buffer protecting ACP against urban encroachment. relevant.
shown on
Attachment B (b) The house development proposal is in breach of Government | (ii) Responses to Grounds B-1(a), B-2(a)
policy on green belt land conversion and heritage conservation to (d) and B-3(a) to (f) are relevant.
as it destroys the heritage setting of Carrick and gives green belt
land to a private developer when this land is a public resource
buffering a country park. It is a situation which detrimental to
the environment of the country park.
(c) Green belt is a land in its own right and there is a presumption of | (iii) Responses to Ground B-1(b) are
its preservation. relevant.
(d) Agree to R10 as it can achieve a win-win situation which | (iv) Separate assessment on R10’s
preserves both the heritage site and ecologically valuable site. proposal is provided at Annex IX.
(e) Private property owners should not gain extra land at the | (v) Responses to Ground B-2(a) to (d) are
expense of the public. relevant.
15 to 28 Name of (a) Object to R1 and support 10. (i) Noted.
commenters
shown on (b) Urge the Board to reconsider for the good of Hong Kong and its | (il) MPC agreed that the rezoning of the
Attachment B residents. representation site from “Green Belt”

(“GB”) to “Residential (Group C)6” is
the preferred option for the
preservation of Carrick, which is a
Grade 1 historic building, from the
land use planning point of view, as it
has struck a balance among various
relevant considerations, including land
use, visual, landscape, heritage
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Comment No.

(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C) Commenter Gist of Comment Response to Comments
conservation, public interest and
respect for private development rights.

29,30,33,36 | E&AFAE (a) Object to R1 as the proposed green belt site is acting as a true | (i) Responses to Grounds B-1(a) and (c)
Alliance for a buffer protecting ACP against urban encroachment. and B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.
Beautiful Hong
Kong, (b) The house development proposal is in breach of Government
Melanie Moore, policy on green belt land conversion and heritage conservation
Nicholas as it destroys the heritage setting of Carrick and gives green belt
Mawdsley, land to a private developer when this land is a public resource
Esther Chin buffering a country park. It is a situation which is detrimental to
the environment of the country park.
(c) Agree to R10 and the proposed green belt zoning should be | (ii) Separate assessment on R10’s
retained. The previous land exchange arrangement for King proposal is provided at Annex IX.
Yin Lei was fundamentally flawed and should not be adopted as
a precedent to justify the approval of the rezoning proposal.
(d) The proposed house development in green belt would encroach | (iii) Responses to Grounds B-1(c) and
to the edge of historic Bowen Road hiking trail as well as ACP B-3(a) to (g) above are relevant.
and would become an eyesore visible to all users.
31 Ng Chun Wing (a) Objectto R1 (1) Noted.
(b) Support R2 to R1640 on the following grounds:
(1) The rezoning proposal is not in line with the Government | (ii) Responses to Ground B-1(b) above

policy on development within green belt land.

(2)

The concerned green belt site under Amendment Item A is
vegetated and not discarded or formed. It should be

(iii)

are relevant.

Responses to Ground B-1(a) above are
relevant.
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Comment No.

(TPB/R/S/H14/12.C) Commenter Gist of Comment Response to Comments
considered for development only under very special
circumstances.
(3) The proposed house development would affect the heritage | (iv) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
setting and obstruct the view of Carrick towards ACP. above are relevant.
(4) The stakeholders and the public are not able to participate | (v) Responses to Ground B-7 above are
in the land exchange process. relevant.
(5) The proposal would set an undesirable precedent for | (vi) Responses to Ground B-6 above are
owners of other Grade 1 historic buildings in the area. This relevant.
would lead to further encroachment onto green belt and
country park causing damage to natural environment.
32 World Wide Fund | (a) Object to R1. (i) Noted.
For Nature Hong
Kong (b) The concerned green belt site should be preserved. It clearly | (i1)) Responses to Grounds B-1(a) to (c)
defines the limits of areas between the ACP and the “R(C)2” above are relevant.
zone to its west and north.
(c) The concerned green belt site is not worthy to be sacrificed for
development in exchange for protecting Carrick while there
were other proposed options available.
(d) The proposed house development will undermine the integrity | (iii)) Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g)
and connectivity of the forest habitat in the Peak and Aberdeen above are relevant.
areas.
(e) The house proposal would likely affect the rare tree species

Artocarpus hypargyreus and Black-eared Kite in the area.




- 35

Comment No.

(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C) Commenter Gist of Comment Response to Comments
(f) The rezoning proposal would set an undesirable precedent for | (iv) Responses to Grounds B-6 above are
other residential development proposals in the areas leading to relevant.
further encroachment onto green belt, undermining its buffer
function, causing general degradation of natural environment
and reduction in the landscape value of the areas.
34 Steven Pyle (a) Oppose the proposed land swap. (1) Noted.
(b) The proposed house development in green belt would be | (ii) Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g)
detrimental to the visual amenity of the adjacent country park. above are relevant.
35 Paul Tsang (a) Object to R1. (1) Noted.
(b) Green belt should never be used. (i1)) Responses to Grounds B-1(b) above
are relevant.
37 Cornelia Fung JP | (a) Oppose Amendment Item A and the proposed land exchange. (1) Noted.
(b) The Carrick has no historical or architectural merit. The land | (i1)) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
exchange of this house with the concerned green belt site would above are relevant.
be only for the benefit of the developer. Other views have
outlined convincing arguments as to why there should not be any
exchange.
38 Catherine Rust Oppose the land exchange as it would not only damage the ecological | Responses to Grounds B-3(a) to (g) and

value of the green belt, kill trees, destroy habitats, but would also be
an eyesore at the country park and set up a dangerous precedent for
future land exchange.

D-6 above are relevant.
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Comment No.

(TPB/R/S/H14/12-C) Commenter Gist of Comment Response to Comments
39 Miss Price (a) Oppose the rezoning request. (1) Noted.

(b) Green belt should be protected and not built on. This will harm | (ii)) Responses to Ground B-1(b) above
the peace and quiet environment of the country park, which is in are relevant.
the public interest to put before the developer’s profit and greed.

(c) If the developer did not wish to keep Carrick, they should sell it | (iii) Responses to Grounds B-2(a) to (d)
to others who will preserve and appreciate it. They have ample above are relevant.
opportunity for profits elsewhere.

40 Mary Mulvihill (a) Object to R1. (1) Noted.

(b) There is much public concern about the proposed rezoning | (ii) Response (ii)) to C15-28 above is
proposal with no support for it. relevant.

(¢) The Board usually ignores public opinion to support the policy
line of the current Chief Executive.

(d) The proposal has no merit in providing land for housing to
benefit the community so that the Board members should only
judge the proposal on its merits.

(e) The proposal is not in line with the planning intention of green | (iii)) Responses to Ground B-1(b) above
belt. The proposed house development would have a negative are relevant.
impact on a very popular recreation area.

(f) Approval of the proposal would set an undesirable precedent | (iv) Responses to Ground B-6 above are

leading to challenges to many other applications for residential
development within green belt which are routinely rejected by
the Board.

relevant.
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Annex IX of
TPB Paper No. 10243

Assessment of Proposals Submitted by Representer No. TPB/R/S/H14/12-R10

R10, namely Aberdeen Country Park Concern Group (ACPCG), submitted a representation
against Amendment Item A. They consider the representation site is not suitable for residential
development, and thus, propose two alternative rezoning proposals (Options 1 and 2) so that the
representation site could be reverted from “Residential (Group C)6” (“R(C)6”) back to “Green Belt”
(“GB”) without affecting the preservation of Carrick at 23 Coombe Road (the Carrick Site).
Respective indicative schemes of the two options are provided in their submission (Annex VIII).
The two options are to demonstrate that the representation site is not necessary for the land exchange
of the Carrick Site (Plan 1). While their grounds of representation have been summarized in the
main paper and the summary of representations/comments and responses is at Annex VII, the
following paragraphs focus on the two options.

Backaground of Representation R10

2. R10 is also the applicant of the s.12A application No. Y/H14/5. The application was
submitted, with two counter-proposals, in response to another s.12A application No. Y/H14/4
submitted by the owner of Carrick (also known as R1). The two proposals were:

(@  Option 1 —to rezone the Carrick Site from “R(C)2” to “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”)
annotated “Historic Building Preservation and Residential Development” to facilitate
in-situ preservation of Carrick while allowing the owner to erect next to it an
additional house, subject to the same gross floor area (GFA) of Carrick and a
maximum building height (BH) of four storeys including carports, within the same
site; and

(b)  Option 2 — to rezone the Carrick Site from “R(C)2” to “OU” annotated “Historic
Building Preservation” for heritage conservation only and rezone the Northern Site
(i.e. a piece of government land of the same size to the north of Carrick) from “GB” to
“R(C)2”, subject to a maximum plot ratio (PR) of 0.5 and a maximum BH of four
storeys including carports, as a substitute site for Carrick.

3. At its meeting held on 6.11.2015, after the deliberation of the two applications together by
assessing the pros and cons of all the three available options (two from R10 and one from the owner),
the Metro Planning Committee (MPC) of the Town Planning Board (the Board) generally agreed
that:

@ it is appropriate to preserve Carrick, which is a Grade 1 historic building, from the
land use planning point of view;

(b) the owner’s proposal to develop a house at the representation site is acceptable from
land use point of view as appropriate mitigation measures to minimise its impacts
would be taken;

(© the owner’s proposal is the preferred option in striking a balance among various
considerations, including land use, visual, landscape, heritage conservation, public



(d)

interest and respect for private development rights; and

the representation site be rezoned to “R(C)6”, with a maximum PR of 0.5 and a
maximum BH of 2 storeys including carports and 260mPD.

On the other hand, the application No. Y/H14/5 was rejected mainly on the technical grounds as

follows:

(@)

(b)

Option 1

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development within the
same site would not affect the structural stability of the Grade 1 historic
building therein;

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development within the
same site would not block one of the fagades of the historic building as well as
undermine the setting and environment of the historic building, and in turn, its
heritage value;

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development would not have
significant adverse technical impacts; and

as the applicant has failed to demonstrate the technical feasibility and impacts of
the proposed Option 1, it is pre-mature to consider the proposed “OU”
annotated “Historic Building Preservation and Residential Development” for the
Carrick Site.

Option 2

(i)

(i)

(i)

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the impacts on the existing trees on the
Northern Site would not be unacceptable;

the applicant fails to demonstrate that the proposed development on the
Northern Site would not have significant adverse technical impacts; and

as the applicant has failed to demonstrate the technical feasibility and impacts of
the proposed Option 2, it is pre-mature to consider the proposed rezoning of the
Northern Site from “GB” to “R(C)2” nor the Carrick Site from “R(C)2” to
“OU” annotated “Historic Building Preservation”.

Further Information and Revisions to the Two Alternative Options

4, Based on those alternative options previously submitted under s.12A application No. Y/H14/5,
two revised alternative options are submitted under the representation R10 with justifications and
addition technical information on tree survey and ecology, geotechnical and structural engineering,
architectural drawings and images, and a heritage assessment. A comparison of the proposed
development at the representation site and that of the alternative options is also provided.



5.

Details of Option 1 and its justifications/technical findings are summarized as follows:

5.1

5.2

Proposal (Drawings 1X-1 to 1 X-10)

(i)
(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

to retain the “GB” zone of the representation site;

to rezone the Carrick Site from “R(C)2” to “OU” annotated “Historic Building
Preservation and Residential Development”, under which any demolition of, or
addition, alteration and/or modification to an existing building (except
restoration works coordinated or implemented by Government and those minor
alteration and/or modification works which are ancillary and directly related to
the always permitted uses) requires planning permission from the Board under
s.16 of the Ordinance;

a maximum GFA of 549.98m? in addition to the existing GFA of Carrick to
compensate the loss of GFA and maximum BH of four storeys including
carports;

a setback requirement of 10m from Carrick above 252mPD under the Notes of
the OZP to avoid blockage of the northern facade; and

according to the indicative scheme, the proposed development next to Carrick is
a new 4-storey house.

Justifications and technical findings

Structural stability of Carrick not to be affected by building at its back

(i)

(i)

If proper construction equipment and method be adopted, non-desirable ground
vibration would not be induced. Besides, the subsoil condition of the Carrick
Site is favourable with no adverse geology is envisaged. As the subject
redevelopment would be under the control of the Buildings Ordinance (BO),
concerned developer is required to submit building plans and relevant
documents for approval of the Buildings Department (BD). All construction
works shall be in accordance with relevant building regulations and subject to
monitoring by BD.

Further, as there is an outstanding dangerous hillside order abutting the Carrick
Site to be carried out by the land owner, construction activities which involve
excavation or drilling adjacent to the Carrick Site cannot be avoided.

New building design to address concern on blockage of northern fagade

(iii)

Carrick is on an elevated platform at 254.2mPD. The proposed new 4-storey
building located at a level of 248mPD with a set back of at least 10m from
Carrick at level above 252mPD would avoid blockage of the northern fagade.
Such control is proposed to be included in the Notes of the proposed “OU”
annotated “Historic Building Preservation and Residential Development” zone.



New building design not to undermine the setting and environment of Carrick

(iv)  The important original setting of Carrick, being located very close to the
southern lot boundary, is its overlooking the landscape of the Aberdeen
Country Park (ACP) and that its southern veranda is a key feature of the
historic building. As at the back of the Carrick Site had accommodated some
structures before as shown in the original 1901 lot plan, adding a new building
to the northern portion of the site would not undermine the setting and
environment of the historic building, but help preserve its important setting in
relation to ACP.

Not many trees affected

(v)  The submitted tree survey reveals that the number of living trees that would be
affected by the new building will be less than 17 and none of them is legally
protected.

No potential environmental impact during construction and operation

(vi)  During the construction phase, all construction activities will be subject to
control under relevant ordinances and regulations, such as Noise Control
Ordinance, Air Pollution Control (Construction Development) Regulations and
Waste Disposal Ordinance, etc. As the new building is of small scale on
stable flat land, insurmountable difficulties are expected.

(vii)  During the operation phase, as both the historic building and new building are
for residential use, no environmental impact during this phase is expected.
This is very different to the situation on the steep slope of the representation
site.

No adverse drainage impact

(viii)  Given the small footprint of the new building, the rainwater can be collected
from the roof of the building and drained through pipes which connect to the
nearest stormwater pipe. No significant drainage impact is hence expected
from the single house development.

No adverse sewerage impact

(ix)  The new building will only accommodate one household, the amount of
sewage generated is expected to be insignificant and connection would be
made to the nearest public sewer.

Construction traffic not an issue

(x) The developer needs to liaise with the Transport Department to address traffic
issue. Transportation of construction machinery and materials to the site during
peak hours should be avoided. Given the small scale of the new building, no
insurmountable difficulty is expected and no disruption to road traffic along
Coombe Road. This contrasts with the construction on the representation site



which will generate considerable havoc and safety issues on one of the
narrowest section of Coombe Road.

Other planning justifications for Option 1

(xi)

Other planning justifications include that no land exchange is required,
economic incentive is provided to the owner for preservation of Carrick, the
“GB” buffer of ACP will be maintained without affecting the trees and
vegetation on the government land, the impact on the neighbourhood is the
least, and the heritage value of Carrick is significantly inferior to King Yin Lei
and Ho Tung Gardens.

6. Details of Option 2 and its justifications/technical findings are summarized as follows:

6.1

6.2

Proposal (Drawings 1X-11 to 1X-17)

(i)
(i)

(i)

(iv)

to retain the “GB” zone of the representation site;

to rezone the Carrick Site to “OU” annotated “Historic Building Preservation”,
under which any demolition of, or addition, alteration and/or modification to an
existing building (except restoration works coordinated or implemented by
Government and those minor alteration and/or modification works which are
ancillary and directly related to the always permitted uses) requires planning
permission from the Board under s.16 of the Town Planning Ordinance;

to rezone the Northern Site from “GB” to “R(C)2” subject to a maximum PR of
0.5 and a maximum BH of four storeys including carports. This site is
considered to be a suitable alternative for the proposed land exchange for the
representation site; and

according to the indicative scheme, the proposed development involves a three
storey house located close to the cul-de-sac of the public open-air carpark at
Coombe Road to avoid most of the trees. Compared with the original option
under application No. Y/H14/5, the boundary of the Northern Site has been
amended to cater for geotechnical and tree preservation concerns (Plan H-7).

Justifications and technical findings

Adjustment of site boundary to address geotechnical and tree preservation concerns

(i)

The boundary of the Northern Site has been amended to cater for geotechnical
and tree preservation concerns. The tree survey has revealed that most of the
trees are located further away from the cul-de-sac of the public open air
carpark at Coombe Road. The proposed conceptual development scheme of a
3-storey house is positioned relatively close to the cul-de-sac to avoid most of
the trees on site. The submitted photomontage has indicated that the proposed
new development would not have adverse visual impact on the surrounding
area.



Trees to be affected

(i) It is estimated in the submitted tree survey that only 19 trees, none endangered
species, would be affected by the proposed development. This involves 12
trees, which would be lost through the proposed development, another 4
trimmed and 3 small trees transplanted.

Geotechnical consideration

(ili)  The submitted geotechnical feasibility report has provided a listing of
procedures of the submission and monitoring system under BO and
commencement of construction works of the proposed building will need to be
approved by BD. The Northern Site is considered technically feasibility for
the proposed house development from geotechnical viewpoints.

(iv)  As the Northern Site is located at the toe of a valley, it is noted that a Natural
Terrain Hazard Study should be carried out for the site. This could be
undertaken by the developer at a later stage should the site be selected.

No potential environmental impact during construction and operation

(V) For the construction phase, no insurmountable difficulty is expected similar to
the situation in paragraphs (b)(vi) and (vii) of Option 1 above. As for the
operation phase, the new building is for residential use and so there will be no
environmental impact.

Other technical issues not a concern

(vi)  Other technical issues, including drainage impact, sewerage impact and
construction traffic impact, relevant considerations for the Carrick Site as
mentioned in Option 1 above are also applicable to the Northern Site. There
will not be any insurmountable impacts for building the proposed house on
northern site. Unlike the representation site, there will be no disruption to
traffic and residents and park users along Coombe Road.

Other planning justifications for Option 2

(xii)  Other planning justifications include that the Northern Site is a suitable
like-for-like site for the Carrick Site if the land exchange is justified, the
Carrick Site will not be affected which is separated by a vegetated slope, the
Northern Site is an acceptable compromise option as compared with the
representation site.

Comments from the Relevant Government Bureaux/Departments

The following relevant government departments have been consulted and their comments on
the two revised alternative options and the further information, including the revised and
additional technical assessments, are summarized as follows:



Land Administration

7.1

Comments of the District Lands Officer/Hong Kong East, Lands Department
(DLO/HKE, LandsD):

Option 1

(a)

(b)

The proposal affects RBL 731 (i.e. the Carrick Site) which is held under a
government lease containing the following conditions :

(i) site area of 1,099.96m?;

(if) one private dwelling house of not more than 2 storeys with garages and all
proper out-building thereto;

(ii1) private residential purposes and no flatted development is allowed,

(iv) design, deposition and height clause;

(v) non-offensive trade clause; and

(vi) right-of-way over government land coloured green on the lease plan;

it is revealed from the land search of RBL 731 that the lot is subject to a
Dangerous Hillside Order No. DH0016/HK/12C under the BO dated 10.2.2012
and registered in the Land Registry vide Memorial No. 12022901650065;

(c) the proposal is at variance with the lease conditions of R.B.L. 731 (the Carrick Site)

(d)

in respect of storey restriction and number of houses and vehicular access etc. If
the Board agrees with R10’s rezoning proposal under Option 1, the proposed
amendment to OZP has successfully gone through the usual town planning
procedure and the lot owner of R.B.L. 731 proceeds with the proposal as outlined
by the applicant (who is not the lot owner), the owner of the lot shall apply to
LandsD for lease modification;

upon receipt of such application, LandsD will process the lease modification
according to the standing policy. Such application, if approved, will be subject to
such terms and conditions, including payment of appropriate fees and premium, as
imposed by LandsD;

Option 2
(e) the Northern Site is an unleased/unallocated government land. However, it is

(f)

(9)

revealed from the land status plan that a refuse collection point (‘RCP’) is
erected within the site;

if the Board agrees with R10’s rezoning proposal under Option 2, the proposed
amendment to OZP has successfully gone through the usual town planning
procedure and the lot owner of R.B.L. 731 proceeds with the proposal as outlined
by the applicant (who is not the lot owner), the owner of the lot shall apply to
LandsD for land exchange;

upon receipt of such application, LandsD will process the land exchange according
to the standing policy and resolve the clearance of RCP as identified paragraph (e)
above. Such application, if approved, will be subject to such terms and conditions,
including payment of appropriate fees and premium, as imposed by LandsD;



(h)

@)

under the proposed land exchange, the land (R.B.L. 731) to be surrendered to the
Government should be free of any encumbrances including but not limited to
compliance with the Order;

relevant government department should be identified to take up a government land
allocation covering the existing building on R.B.L. 731 which is to be surrendered
to the Government contemporaneously upon the grant of a new lot under the
proposed land exchange; and

the applicant should observe those requirements laid down in Lands
Administration Office Practice Note Issue No. 7/2007 for the existing trees
affected by the proposed development.

Heritage Preservation Aspect

7.2

Comments of the Commissioner for Heritage’s Office of the Development Bureau
(CHO, DEVB) and the Antiquities and Monuments Office of the Leisure and Cultural
Services Department (AMO, LCSD):

Option 1

(@)

(b)

The owner has considered the option of adding “a new house adjacent to
the historic building within the current site”, which in essence is the same
as Option 1. This option is considered undesirable as the new house
proposed to be built within the Carrick Site would undermine the heritage
ambiance (including blocking one of the facades of Carrick) and threaten
the structural integrity of the historic building. In particular, this option
would block the northern facade, where the main entrance to the historic
building is located. This may render difficulties in carrying out proper
maintenance works for the northern fagade in future. More importantly,
this option is not acceptable to the owner.

Regarding the issue on the structural stability, it is envisaged that
extensive excavation close to Carrick would be carried out for the ground
floor of the new house, i.e. the excavation for the ground floor would be
less than 10m from Carrick as per Figure 8 of Annex VIII submitted by
ACPCG which may bring adverse structural impact to Carrick.
Nevertheless, without any detailed foundation design of the new building,
we are unable to offer substantive comment from heritage conservation
perspective.

Option 2

(©)

An alternative site to the north of the Carrick Site (between the Carrick
Site and the Northern Site) has been considered by the owner. It is
considered that this site would seriously affect the visual amenity and
existing woodland and there are difficulties to connect to the sewer at
Coombe Road due to level difference. The required access would also
reduce the public car park area. Most importantly, this site is not
acceptable to the owner.



Traffic Aspect

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

(a)
(b)

(©)

(d)

©

no in-principle objection to the two alternative options;

no adverse comment on both Options 1 and 2 from traffic engineering point of
view. As there will be a single house development only within the site of
either Option 1 or Option 2, traffic trips to be generated/attracted will be
minimal and a TIA is not required for a single house development normally;

however, if the proposal is to be agreed, the project proponent should submit at
later land grant and/or building plan submission stage a Construction TIA on the
envisaged traffic impacts to be generated during the construction stage either in
Option 1 or Option 2, together with other known projects in the nearby area,
prior to the commencement of construction to his satisfaction; and

in view of the proposed preservation cum residential development at the Carrick
Site under Option 1, the section of Coombe Road along the frontage of the
Carrick Site is required to be widened to a 5.5m carriageway for two-way traffic
with 1.5m footpath by the developer.

the future operator of the heritage building in the Carrick Site will be required to
provide a TIA for the proposed usage of the heritage building prior to operation
stage.

Environmental Aspect

7.4 Comments of the Director of Environmental Protection (DEP):

(a)

(b)

it is noted that the proposed development in either Option 1 or Option 2 is small
in scale. In addition, the capacity of existing sewerage network at Coombe
Road is sufficient. In view of the above, it is anticipated that there is no
adverse environmental impact from the proposed development. Hence, there is
no adverse comment on the two options; and

in addition, regardless of any construction proposal of the two options, to
minimize the potential environmental nuisances caused, the project proponent is
advised to implement relevant pollution control measures during the works and
comply with the relevant pollution control ordinances including Noise Control
Ordinance, Air Pollution Control Ordinance, Water Pollution Control Ordinance
and Waste Disposal Ordinance, etc.

Urban Design and Landscape Aspects

7.5 Comments of the Chief Architect/Central Management Division 2, Architectural
Services Department (CA/CMD2, ArchSD):

(@)

the section and visual images of both Options 1 and 2 are acceptable in-principle.
However, more detailed layout and visual assessments will be required if further



7.6
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planning application is required in the future; and

(b) the proposed new house on the Northern Site will have lesser impact on the
existing greenery but the site is less open. Anyway, Option 1 or Option 2 can
only be realized if Carrick owner’s agreement is obtained.

Comments of the Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape, Planning
Department (CTP/UD&L, PlanD):

Carrick, which is a Grade 1 historic building, would be preserved in both rezoning
options. With reference to section 6.2(6) of the Urban Design Guidelines to the
Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines (HKPSG), the overall intention of
both options to preserve the subject historic building is generally supported from
urban design perspective. Under both schemes, the new building, which would not
exceed BH of 4 storeys, is not considered incompatible in terms of scale and height
with the existing developments in the locality. Significant adverse impact on the
surrounding areas is not anticipated.

Landscape and Tree Preservation Aspects

7.7

7.8

Comments of the Director of Agriculture, Fisheries & Conservation (DAFC):

from the nature conservation point of view, the in-situ addition of new building under
Option 1 would be more desirable as it would result in the least impact on the
surrounding natural environment.

Comments of CTP/UD&L, PlanD:

(@) the submitted Tree Survey Report (the Report) (Appendix D of Annex VII1) is
prepared from an ecological perspective. However, tree submission such as
size, health condition, amenity value and form are not available;

(b) individual tree photos are not included with the Report and the accuracy of the
information inside the Report cannot be verified;

(c) trees adjacent to the representation site are included in the Report and impact
assessed. However, the existing trees surrounding the Carrick Site and the
Northern Site are not included and their impact not assessed; and

(d) in connection to the above, more justifications should be provided to support the
statement that ‘in the long term, all 143 trees (within the representation site) will
almost certainly be lost” as some of those trees are also located outside the
representation site according to the aopplication No. Y/H14/4. Further, the
impact on the existing trees surrounding the Carrick Site and the Northern Site
should also be assessed for comparison.

Geotechnical Aspect

7.9

Comments of the Head, Geotechnical Engineering Office, Civil Engineering and
Development Department (H(GEO), CEDD)):
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(@) the contents of the submitted Preliminary Geotechnical Feasibility Report
(‘PGFR’) (Appendix B of Annex VIII) are noted with some deficiencies
identified. The proponent should include all essential contents as required under
a Geotechnical Planning Review Report in the future submission;

(b) the proponent should also include a brief description of all geotechnical features,
including natural terrain, affecting or be affected by the proposed development,
and undertake to assess the stability of these features and, if found necessary,
propose and carry out stabilisation and/or mitigation works;

(c) with reference to Figure 6 of PGFR, the Northern Site (Option 2) is located in a
valley and is overlooked by steep natural terrain (except its southeastern side)
and meets the Alert Criteria requiring a natural terrain hazard study (NTHS).
The extent of NTHS as given in Figure 6 is suggested to be revised to meet
GEO’s requirements.  For future development in the Northern Site, a NTHS is
required to assess the scale of the hazards and to provide suitable hazard
mitigation measures, if found necessary, as part of the development. It is
further noted that a natural drainage course with a number of tributaries is
running directly through the Northern Site. Advice from the Drainage Services
Department (DSD) and other relevant departments should be sought on this
aspect; and

(d) in view of the deficiencies in R10’s geotechnical submission as identified above,
GEO considers that further information is required to demonstrate the
geotechnical feasibility of both Option 1 and Option 2.

Drainage Aspect

7.10

Comments of the Chief Engineer/Hong Kong & Island (CE/HK&I), DSD:

no in-principle objection to both rezoning options from drainage services perspective
subject to the submission of detailed Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA) by the
developer/lot owner to demonstrate that the drains connecting the proposed building to
the public stormwater drain has sufficient capacity to discharge the stormwater from the
site and no adverse impact on the downstream public stormwater drain due to the
proposed usage, to the satisfaction of DSD. Should upgrading of the downstream
public drains be required, the developer/lot owner is required to design and construct the
works to the satisfaction of the DSD at the developer/owner’s cost.

8. Planning Considerations and Assessments

8.1

8.2

R10 submits a representation against the relevant Amendment Item A supported by
two revised alternative options for preservation of Carrick with additional technical
information to demonstrate that the representation site is not suitable for residential
development and the representation site can be reverted back to “GB” without
affecting the heritage preservation as there are alternative options.

The revised Option 1 involves a new 4-storey house to be erected next to Carrick



8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6
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within the Carrick Site with GFA of 549.98m? (same as that of Carrick). As
compared with the original Option 1 under application No. Y/H14/5, the number of
storeys has been increased by one storey and an additional 10m set back from Carrick
above 252mPD is proposed to avoid blockage of the northern facade. The revised
Option 2 involves a new 3-storey house development at the Northern Site. In
comparison to the original option, its site boundary has been slightly amended to cater
for geotechnical and tree preservation concerns (Plan H-7).

The proposed residential developments under the revised options are kept as low-rise
and low-density which are similar to that in the original options, they are not
incompatible with the surrounding low to medium rise development clusters and the
green environment.

R10’s representation submission has addressed some technical concerns that were
raised on the original options under the application No. Y/H14/5. In this regard, TD,
EPD, AFCD and LandsD have not raised any objection to/no adverse comments on
R10’s proposals. However, the proposals are still not satisfactory in respect of the
following technical aspects:

@ CHO and AMO consider that Option 1 is undesirable as the new house
proposed to be built within the Carrick Site would undermine the heritage
ambiance (including blocking one of the facades of Carrick) and threaten the
structural integrity of the historic building. Without any detailed foundation
design of the new building, they are unable to offer substantive comment from
heritage conservation perspective;

(b)  GEO considers that there is insufficient information in R10’s geotechnical
submission to demonstrate the geotechnical feasibility of both Option 1 and
Option 2; and

(©) CTP/UD&L, PlanD advises that the Tree Survey Report was not satisfactory in
that the information of the existing trees adjacent to Carrick and the Northern
Site is not sufficient and their accuracy cannot be verified. Further, the
impact on the existing trees surrounding the Carrick Site and the Northern Site
should also be assessed for comparison.

As the technical feasibility of the two options has yet to be demonstrated satisfactorily,
it is premature to consider the rezoning of the Carrick Site and/or the Northern Site
proposed by R10. The implementation of the alternative options may also be
affected by other issues, such as the relocation of RCP under Option 2.

R10 attempts to demonstrate that the representation site is not suitable for residential
development. However, there is insufficient information in the submission to
substantiate such claim nor to demonstrate any change in planning circumstances that
would affect the suitability of the representation site for residential development.
Instead, the suitability of the representation site for residential development had
already been duly considered and agreed by MPC, having regard to all relevant factors
including technical feasibility, environmental impacts and potential implications on
the integrity and functions of the wider “GB” zone, etc.
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8.7 R10 also attempts to demonstrate that their two alternative options are more
preferable as compared with the proposal at the representation site and hence, the
representation site is not necessary for the proposed land exchange and its zoning
could be reverted back to “GB”. However, the rezoning of the representation site
from “GB” to “R(C)6” is the preferred option for the proposed land exchange of
Carrick as it has struck a balance among various relevant considerations, including
land use, visual, landscape, heritage conservation, public interest and respect for
private development rights. There is no change in heritage preservation and planning
circumstance that would justify reverting the zoning of the representation site to
“GB”.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
JANUARY 2017
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