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Agenda Item 8  

[Open Meeting] 

Consideration of Proposed Amendments to the Draft Wan Chai Outline Zoning Plan No. 

S/H5/27 

(TPB Paper No. 10415) 

[The meeting was conducted in Cantonese.] 

 

72. The Secretary reported that the proposed amendments were formulated upon 

review of the draft Wan Chai Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) in order to give effect to the 

Court’s orders in respect of two judicial reviews (JRs) lodged by the Real Estate Developers 

Association of Hong Kong (REDA) and by Leighton Property Company Limited and Lee 

Theatre Realty Limited (LTT), both were subsidiaries of Hysan Development Co. Ltd (Hysan).  

The following Members had declared interests on the item for owning properties in the Wan 

Chai area; and/or having affiliation/business dealings with Hysan: 

 

Mr Thomas O.S. Ho - having current business dealings with Hysan 

 

Mr Stephen L.H. Liu 

 

- had past business dealings with Hysan 

Mr David Y.T. Lui - co-owning with spouse a flat at Star Street 

 

Miss Winnie W.M. Ng  

 

- her company owning an office at Queen’s 

Road East, Wan Chai 

 

Mr Stephen H.B. Yau 

 

- his office is located at Southorn Centre, 

Wan Chai 

 

Mr Ricky W.Y. Yu 

Mr L.T. Kwok 

Professor Jonathan W.C. Wong

 

]

]

]

Lee Hysan Foundation had sponsored some 

of their projects before 

Ms Lilian S.K. Law - being an ex-Executive Director and 

committee member of The Boys’ & Girls’ 
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Clubs Association of Hong Kong and Lee 

Hysan Foundation had sponsored some of 

the activities of the association before; and 

her spouse serving an honorary post at 

Ruttonjee Hospital 

 

73. Members noted that Mr Stephen H.B. Yau had tendered apologies for not being 

able to attend the meeting.  Members also noted that Mr David Y.T. Lui had already left 

the meeting and Miss Winnie W.M. Ng had not yet arrived at the meeting.  As Messrs 

Thomas O.S. Ho and Stephen L.H. Liu had no involvement in Hysan’s sites and the interests 

of Mr Ricky W.Y. Yu, Mr L.T. Kwok, Professor Jonathan W.C. Wong and Ms Lilian S.K. 

Law were remote/indirect, Members agreed that they could stay in the meeting. 

 

74. Members agreed that he could stay in the meeting. 

 

Presentation and Question Sessions 

 

75. The following representatives of the Planning Department (PlanD) were invited to the 

meeting: 

  

Mr Louis K.H. Kau - District Planning Officer/Hong Kong 

(DPO/HK), PlanD 

 

Mr Anthony K.O. Luk - Senior Town Planner/Hong Kong (STP/HK), 

PlanD 

 

76. The Chairperson invited the representatives of PlanD to brief Members on the Paper. 

 

77. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Louis K.H. Kau, DPO/HK, PlanD 

briefed Members on the proposed amendments, including their background, the general 

implications of the Sustainable Building Design Guideline (SBDG) on building profile, the 

building height (BH) concept on the current OZP, the proposed BH restrictions (BHRs), 

review of air ventilation measures, visual and urban design considerations, government’s 

responses to REDA and LTT’s original representations and the proposed amendments to the 
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OZP as detailed in the TPB Paper No. 10415 (the Paper).  The review of BHRs had been 

conducted for all commercial, “Residential (Group A)”, Residential (Group B)”, “Residential 

(Group E)” and “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Mixed Use” (“OU(Mixed Use)”) zones.  

For “Government, Institution or Community” (“G/IC”), “Residential (Group C)” and other 

“OU” zones, they were not included in this round of review. 

 

[Mr Ivan C.S. Fu and Mr Alex T.H. Lai left the meeting during the presentation of DPO/HK, 

PlanD] 

 

78. The Chairperson said that the review of the draft Wan Chai OZP was to give effect to 

the orders of the Court subsequent to two JRs and related appeals allowed by the Court, which 

required the Board’s decisions on the representations submitted by REDA and LTT in respect 

of the draft OZP No. S/H5/26 be remitted to the Board for reconsideration.  According to the 

judgments, while the Court held that the Board had power to impose development restrictions 

including BHRs, non-building area (NBA), building gap (BG) and setback (SB) 

requirements on statutory plans, the general implications of the SBDG on the development 

intensity of the sites had not been duly taken into account by the Board in making the previous 

decisions on the said representations.  She continued to say that taking into account the 

relevant Court judgments and upon review of the subject OZP based on the same approach 

adopted for other OZPs also subject to the court decisions, PlanD had proposed amendments to 

the development restrictions on the OZP.  The Board was invited to consider whether those 

proposed amendments were suitable for publication under the Town Planning Ordinance 

(TPO).  Subject to the agreement of the Board, the amended OZP incorporating the proposed 

amendments would be published for public inspection and the stakeholders and the general 

public could make representations and comments in accordance with the relevant provisions of 

the TPO at a later stage.  She then invited questions and comments from Members. 

 

[Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon left the meeting at this point.] 

 

Imposition of Development Restrictions 

 

79. A Member enquired about the legal basis for imposing development restrictions on 

the OZP.  In response, Mr Raymond K.W. Lee, Director of Planning (D of Plan), said that 

pursuant to section 3 and 4 of the TPO, the Board could undertake the systematic preparation of 
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draft plans for the lay-out of such areas of Hong Kong and make provision for different land 

uses as well as types of building suitable for erection therein.   In that regard, the Court had 

held in a number of JRs and related appeals that it was within the power of the Board to impose 

development restrictions including BHRs, NBA, BG and SB requirements on statutory plans. 

 

BHRs 

 

80. A Member asked whether there was any plan to review the BHRs of the government, 

institution and community (GIC) sites.  In response, Mr Louis K.H. Kau, DPO/HK, PlanD, 

said that GIC developments had specific functional and design requirements to suit their 

operational needs.  For example, there was standard design for school developments which 

was of eight storeys.  Since the GIC clusters in Wan Chai, particularly in the Morrison Hill 

area, had provided spatial and visual relief amidst the densely built environment, their current 

BHRs were proposed to be maintained mainly to reflect their existing BHs as recommended by 

the air ventilation assessments undertaken in 2010 and 2018.  As there had been no substantial 

change in the planning circumstances since the OZP review in 2010 and in accordance with the 

same approach adopted for the review of other OZPs subject to court decisions, a general 

review of the BHRs for the “G/IC” zone was considered not necessary at the current stage.  

Should there be any known or committed development or redevelopment proposals with policy 

support for individual GIC sites, the BHRs of the concerned sites could be revised accordingly. 

 

Development Intensity 

 

81. Some Members raised the following questions: 

 

(a) for those sites where the maximum plot ratio (PR) or gross floor area (GFA) 

was not stipulated on the OZP, what the basis of control on development 

intensity was; and 

 

(b) whether the proposed relaxation of BHRs would have any implication on 

development intensity and traffic impact. 

 

82. In response to Members’ questions, Mr Louis K.H. Kau and Mr Raymond K.W. Lee 

made the following main points: 



 
- 32 - 

 

(a) for those sites with no maximum PR/GFA stipulated on the OZP, their 

development intensity was subject to the control under the Buildings Ordinance; 

and 

 

(b) under the OZP review in 2010, a number of development restrictions including 

BHRs, NBA, BG and SB requirements had already been incorporated into the 

Wan Chai OZP.  The proposed amendments under consideration by the Board 

were premised upon a review of those development restrictions in response to 

the Court’s ruling that SBDG was a relevant consideration in formulating the 

restrictions, and on the basis of revised assumptions.  The proposed 

amendments did not involve any changes to the permissible development 

intensity, and hence the traffic implications should remain the same. 

 

Air Ventilation 

 

83. Some Members raised the following questions: 

 

(a) whether the air ventilation impact of the development restrictions on a 

3-dimensional basis had been assessed; 

 

(b) whether the proposed relaxation of BHRs had allowed flexibility for building 

design measures such as elevated podium and sky garden for improving air 

penetration and urban porosity; 

 

(c) noting that some NBA/BG requirements were proposed to be deleted, whether 

the adoption of SBDG measures in individual sites were sufficient to serve the 

air ventilation objectives in a wider context; and 

 

(d) why the NBAs and BGs between Fleming Road and Stewart Road were 

proposed to be deleted. 

 

84. In response to Members’ questions, Mr Louis K.H. Kau made the following main 

points with the aid of some PowerPoint Slides and the visualiser: 
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(a) the Wan Chai District was characterised by high development density with 

tall buildings and narrow streets.  In general, given the high BH to street 

width (H/W) ratio of up to about 1 to 4, it was difficult for the wind from the 

roof top level to reach the street level and BH would not be the key 

consideration for the pedestrian wind environment of the area.  While a 

general increase in BH for the commercial, mixed uses and residential sites 

on the OZP would further elevate the already high urban canopy, the 

adoption of SBDG’s design measures in future would enhance building 

permeability, particularly around the low zone.  Together with the existing 

and future wind penetration along major air paths following the road network 

and open areas, impact of the wind shadow on the pedestrian wind 

environment would be alleviated; 

 

(b) based on the revised assumptions set out in Annex E of the Paper, the BHRs on 

the OZP had been reviewed to ensure that they were generally sufficient to 

accommodate the development intensity permitted under the OZP while 

allowing certain flexibility for the incorporation of design elements including 

SBDG to improve the overall built environment; 

 

(c) during the OZP review in 2010, a stepped BH concept with height bands of 

20m increments had been introduced in the Wan Chai area to facilitate 

downwash effect.  Given the high development density of the area with high 

concentration of tall buildings and narrow streets, further increase in the 

variation of BHRs and/or widening of streets to facilitate air penetration might 

be impractical; 

 

(d) should there be any development/redevelopment proposal adopting good 

building design measures resulted in an exceedance of BHR, minor relaxation 

of the BHR might be considered by the Board upon application under section 16 

of the TPO.  Each case would be considered based on its individual merits; 

 

(e) while the general wind environment of the city would be improved in the long 

run when the number of redeveloped buildings following SBDG increased 
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gradually, the beneficial effect of SBDG measures could be localised.  As such, 

the imposition of NBA/BG requirements at strategic locations was still 

necessary to maintain major air paths or create inter-connected air paths of 

district importance.  For those NBAs and BGs which would not serve as 

district air paths in the area, they were proposed to be deleted; and 

 

(f) in the extant draft OZP, NBAs were designated along the eastern and western 

boundaries of the Ex-Wan Chai Police Station site, Ex-Wan Chai Police 

Married Quarter site, and BGs were imposed on the eastern and western 

boundaries of the Lockhart Road Municipal Services Building site and the 

eastern boundary of the Hennessy Road Government Primary School site so as 

to break up the line of building blocks along those streets upon redevelopment 

to facilitate some penetration of sea breeze and localised air movement.  

However, the wind entrance to these air paths had been partially blocked by the 

existing high-rise developments to the north, and might not be able to serve as 

district air paths in the area.  Upon reviewing the OZP and the air ventilation 

measures, it was recognised that there were alternative building design 

measures including SBDG that could serve similar air ventilation purpose for 

the locality.  Given that all the concerned sites were under government control, 

consideration could be given to incorporating building design measures under 

SBDG in the future land sale documents and/or development/redevelopment 

proposals to facilitate wind penetration in the north-south direction. 

 

Review of Other OZPs 

 

85. Some Members asked whether other OZPs with BHRs and NBA/BG/SB 

requirements imposed would also be subject to review.  In response, Mr Louis K.H. Kau said 

that PlanD would progressively review other OZPs with BHRs and NBA/BG/SB requirements 

imposed.  While priority would be accorded to those OZPs which were subject to court 

decisions, other OZPs with BHRs and NBA/BG/SB requirements imposed would also be 

reviewed when opportunity arose subject to availability of resources.  Mr Raymond K.W. Lee, 

D of Plan, supplemented that in the interim, should there be any development or redevelopment 

proposals which had exceeded the BHRs on the OZPs after incorporating SBDG’s design 

measures, there were provisions for application for minor relaxation of the BHRs under section 
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16 and amendments to the OZPs under section 12A of the TPO.  Those applications would be 

considered by the Board based on individual merits. 

 

Visual Impact 

 

86. A Member asked whether the ridgeline behind Wan Chai would be preserved and 

whether the proposed relaxation of BHRs would protrude into the ridgeline. 

 

87. In response to the Member’s questions, Mr Louis K.H. Kau made the following 

main points with the aid of PowerPoint slides: 

 

(a) according to the Urban Design Guidelines promulgated in 2003, the main goal 

of BH profile was to protect and enhance the relationship of the city and its 

natural landscape context, particularly to its ridgelines/peaks.  In order to 

preserve views to ridgelines/peaks and mountain backdrop with recognised 

importance around Victoria Harbour, for any new development/redevelopment 

proposals, a 20% building free zone below the ridgelines would need to be 

maintained when viewing from a number of key and popular vantage points;  

 

(b) as shown in the photomontages (Plans 9A and 9C) prepared based on the key 

vantage points from Tsim Sha Tsui (Hong Kong Cultural Complex) and Kai 

Tak Cruise Terminal Park, the proposed BHRs would not affect the views to the 

ridgelines to be preserved nor protrude into the 20% building free zone; and 

 

(c) as for the views from other vantage points such as the West Kowloon Cultural 

District (photomontage in Plan 9B), the view of the ridgeline would also not 

be affected as the revised BHRs would still be lower than most of the 

existing buildings in the area. 

 

88. The Chairperson summed up the discussion and said that subject to the agreement 

of the Board, the OZP incorporating the proposed amendments would be published under 

section 7 of the TPO.  The stakeholders and the public could submit representations on the 

OZP to the Board during the statutory plan exhibition period.  Any representation received 

would be considered according to the provision of the TPO. 
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89. After deliberation, the Board agreed: 

 

(a) that the draft Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/27A at Annex B1 of TPB Paper No. 

10415 (to be renumbered as S/H5/28 upon exhibition) and its Notes at 

Annex B2 of TPB Paper No. 10415, drawn up based on the proposed 

amendments to the draft Wan Chai OZP, were suitable for exhibition under 

section 7 of the TPO; and 

 

(b) to adopt the revised Explanatory Statement (ES) at Annex B3 of TPB Paper 

No. 10415 for the draft Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/27A as an expression of 

the planning intentions and objectives of the Board for the various land use 

zonings of the OZP and the revised ES would be published together with 

the draft OZP. 

 

[The meeting was adjourned for lunch break at 1:00 p.m.] 
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