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城市規劃委員會文件第 1 0 1 4 1 號  

考慮日期： 2 0 1 6 年 7 月 2 2 日      

考慮有關《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / 1 》的申述及意見  

組別  申述內容／申述地點  
申述人  

(總數：1 806) 

提意見人  

(總數：36) 

A 反對《白沙澳分區計劃

大 綱 草 圖 編 號

S/NE-PSO/1》，理由主

要是「鄉村式發展」地

帶的土地不足  

總數﹕  514(R1 至 R349 及

R351 至 R515) 

 

R1：  西貢北約鄉事委員會  

R2：  白沙澳村代表  

R3：  新華書店湘江集團有

限公司  

R4：  白沙澳下洋翁盛亨堂

司理  

R5：  白沙澳下洋翁盛亨堂

成員  

 

個別人士：  

R6 至 R349 及 R351 至

R515  

總數﹕36(C1 至 C36) 

 

34 份意見書 (C1 至 C4

及 C7 至 C36)反對 A 組

提出把更 多土地 劃作

「鄉村式發展」地帶的

建議  

 

C1：  長春社(R519) 

C2：  創建香港(R521) 

C3：  嘉道理農場暨植物

園公司(R518) 

C7 至 C36：個別人士  

 

C5(個別人士 )反對 R1

至 R5 及 R192 有關在白

沙澳劃設 「鄉村 式發

展」地帶的建議  

 

C6(個別人士 )反對這份

分區計劃大綱草圖劃設

的「鄉村式發展」地帶  

 

B 支持這份分區計劃大綱

草圖的整體規劃意向，

但對擬議的「鄉村式發

展」地帶的不良影響表

示關注；或主要基於環

境及文物保育理由對這

份草圖提出意見／反對  

總數﹕  1 292(R516 至

R1807) 

 

環保／關注組織：  

R516：綠色力量  

R517：世界自然基金會香

港分會  

R518：嘉道理農場暨植物

園公司  

總數﹕  31(C5 及 C7 至

C36) 

 

C5 支持申述書 R518 至

R521、R523 及 R526  

 

C7 至 C36 主要基於環

境及文物保育理由支持

申述書 R517 至 R1807   
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組別  申述內容／申述地點  
申述人  

(總數：1 806) 

提意見人  

(總數：36) 

R519：長春社  

R520：香港觀鳥會  

R521：創建香港  

R522：環保觸覺  

R523：海下之友  

R524：公共專業聯盟   

R525：生態教育及資源中心 

R526：香港浸會大學視覺

藝術學院「啟德」研究與

發展中心  

R527：綠領行動  

R532：西貢之友  

 

個別人士：  

R528 至 R531 及 R533 至

R1807  

 

註：  上表所列由環保／關注組織、村民及相關團體提交的申述書和對申述的意

見書，以及一些內容大致劃一的信／電郵範本夾附於附件 I 至 I I 。載列

所 有 申 述 人 及 提 意 見 人 名 稱 及 他 們 的 申 述 書 和 意 見 書 的 光 碟 夾 附 於 附 件

I V ( 只 提 供 予 城 規 會 委 員 ) 。 城 規 會 秘 書 處 亦 備 有 一 套 申 述 書 和 意 見 書 的

印本，以供委員查閱。  

1 .  引言  

1 . 1  二零一五 年十二月四日，城市規劃委員會 ( 下稱「城規會」 )

根據《城市規劃條例》 ( 下稱「條例」 ) 第 5 條展示《白沙澳

分 區 計 劃 大 綱 草圖 編 號 S / N E - P S O / 1 》 ( 下 稱 「 草圖 」 ) ( 圖

H - 1 ) ， 以 供 公 眾 查 閱 。 在 為 期 兩 個 月 的 展 示 期 內 ， 共 收 到

1  8 0 6 份申述書 1。二零一六年四月五日，城規會公布申述書

的內容，為期三個星期，讓公眾提出意見。其間，共收到 3 6

份對申述的意見書。  

                                                 
1
  在 為 期 兩 個 月 的 展 示 期 內 ， 共 收 到 1  8 0 7 份 申 述 書 。 不 過 ， 一 名 個 別 人 士 ( 即

R 3 5 0 ) 於 二 零 一 六 年 六 月 十 七 日 致 函 城 規 會 ， 表 示 從 沒 有 就 草 圖 作 出 申 述 ( 附 件

V ) 。 因此， 有效申 述書 的數目 應是 1  8 0 6 份 而不是 1  8 0 7 份 。  
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1 . 2  二零一六年六月三日，城規會決定把申述分為兩組考慮：  

 A 組  

( a )  一併聆 聽第一組 由西貢北約鄉事 委員會、村民及 個別

人士提交的 5 1 4 份申述書 ( R 1 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至

R 5 1 5 ) 的申述，內容主要是「鄉村式發展」地帶的土地

不足；以及  

 B 組  

( b )  一併聆 聽第二組 由環保／關注組 織及個別人士提 交的

1  2 9 2 份申述書 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 1 8 0 7 )的申述及 3 6 份意見

書 ( C 1 至 C 3 6 )的意見，內容主要是對環境及文物保育

表示關注。  

1 . 3  本文件旨在提供資料，以便城規會考慮 所有申述和 對申述的

意見。城規會已根據條例第 6 B ( 3 ) 條，邀請申述人及提意見

人出席會議。  

2 .  申述  

2 . 1  有關申述大致可分為以下兩組：  

 A 組  

( a )  A 組的申述 ( R 1 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 )主要反對

「鄉村式發展」地帶的土地不足、把屋地納入「鄉村式

發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶和「綠化地帶」的範圍，以及在屋地進

行 重建須申請規 劃許可。他們建 議把白沙澳的「 鄉村

式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶擴展至毗連的「綠化地帶」，以及把

白沙澳下洋多個 地方由「綠化地 帶」改劃為「鄉 村式

發展」地帶。  

 B 組  

( b )  B 組包括其餘的 1  2 9 2 份申述書 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 1 8 0 7 )。

雖然 R 5 1 6 支持草圖的整體意向，但 B 組申述書的內

容主要是基於環 境及文物保育理 由反對劃設的「 鄉村

式發展」地帶和 「農業」地帶， 並對涉嫌濫用小 型屋

宇政策的情況表 示關注。他們建 議把「鄉村式發 展」

地帶及「農業」 地帶改劃為「綠 化地帶」、「綠 化地
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帶 ( 1 ) 」或「自然保育區」，以及把所有環境易受影響

的地方劃為「綠化地帶 ( 1 )」及「自然保育區」。  

2 . 2  申述及規劃署回應的摘要夾附於附件 I I I ，而申述建議所指的

地點則在圖 H - 2 a、 H - 2 b、 H - 6 a、 H - 6 d 及 H - 6 g 顯示。  

申述的理據及建議  

A 組  

2 . 3  A 組申述書的主要理據和建議撮述如下：  

白 沙 澳 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 的 土 地 不 足 ( R 1 、 R 2 及 R 4 至

R 6 )  

( a )  白沙澳擬議 的「 鄉村式發展」地 帶不能滿足日後 發展

小型屋宇的需求 。 把擬議「鄉村 式發展」地帶 的 西南

部界線後移 1 0 米以提供與現有鄉村相距 2 0 米的緩衝

區 2
 (圖 H - 6 a 及 H - 7 b )，會因保育而進一步犧牲村民

發展小型屋宇的權利。  

沒有為白沙澳下洋劃設「鄉村式發展」地帶 ( R 4 及 R 5 )  

( b )  現時並沒有在白 沙澳下洋的「鄉 村範圍」內劃設 「鄉

村式發展」地帶 。「鄉村範圍」 內的土地已劃為 「綠

化地帶」 或「自 然保育區」等保 育地帶，漠視 原 居村

民發展小型屋宇的需要。  

反 對 把 屋 地 劃 為 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 ( 1 ) 」 地 帶 及 「 綠 化 地 帶 」

( R 1、 R 3 、 R 7 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 )  

( c )  「鄉村範圍」內有多塊屋地已劃為「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」

地帶及「綠化地 帶」，重建現有 屋宇便須取得規 劃許

可，土地擁有人重建其物業的權利會被剝奪。  

                                                 
2
  二 零 一 五 年 十 一 月 十 三 日 ， 城 規 會 同 意 把 白 沙 澳 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 西 南 隅 的 界

線 進一步 後移 1 0 米後， 白沙澳 分區計 劃大綱 草圖適 宜展示 予公眾 查閱。  
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建議  

劃設「鄉村式發展」地帶  

 改劃鄰近現時 劃 為「綠化地帶」 的 土地以 擴大「 鄉村

式發展 ( 1 )」地帶至約 9  6 4 0 平方米 ( R 2 )  

( d )  改劃鄰近現時 劃 為「綠化地帶」 的 土地，把 「鄉 村式

發展 ( 1 )」地帶擴大至約 9  6 4 0 平方米，訂定相同的發

展限制，即若擬 發展 任何屋宇╱ 任何現有建築物 進行

拆卸或加建、改 動及修改或取代 現有建築物，都 必須

取得城規會的規劃許可 (繪圖 H - 1 的項目 1 及圖 H - 2 a

和 H - 6 a 的 A - P 1 )。  

 在 白 沙 澳 下 洋 劃 設 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 ( 把 「 綠 化 地

帶」改劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶 )，包括約 4  3 3 0 平方

米土地及 4 0 7 平方米屋地 (第 2 9 0 約地段第 8 2 5 A 號

及第 8 2 5 B 號 ) ( R 2 至 R 5、 R 7 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至

R 5 1 5 )  

( e )  R 2 、 R 4 及 R 5 建議把白沙澳下洋約 4  3 3 0 平方米的

土地由「綠化地帶」改劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶 ( 繪圖

H - 1 的 項目 2 、繪圖 H - 2 的項目 1 及圖 H - 2 a 和

H - 6 d 的 A - P 3 )。 R 7 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 建議

在 白沙澳下洋劃 設「鄉村式發展 」地帶以供發 展 小型

屋宇，因為他們 在北潭凹的 跨村 小型屋宇申請 有 機會

會被當地村民反對 (圖 H - 2 a 的 A - P 2 )。  

( f )  R 3 建議把白沙澳下洋及白沙澳的屋地分別由「綠化地

帶」及「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶改劃為「鄉村式發展」

地帶，而 R 2、 R 4 及 R 5 則建議把白沙澳下洋的屋地

(即第 2 9 0 約地段第 8 2 5 A 號及第 8 2 5 B 號 ) (約 4 0 7

平方米 ) 由「綠化地帶」改劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶，

以尊重土地擁有 人的權益 ，他們 並認為重建屋宇 應無

須取得規劃許可 (繪圖 H - 1 的項目 3、繪圖 H - 2 的項

目 2 及圖 H - 2 a、 H - 6 a 和 H - 6 d 的 A - P 4 和 A - P 5 )。  
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B 組  

2 . 4  R 5 1 6 支持草圖的整體意向，但對「鄉村式發展」地帶對環境

造成的不良影響表示關注。其餘的申述書主要基於環境和文物

保 育 的 理 由 反 對 劃 設 的 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 和 「 農 業 」 地

帶。他們提出的主要理據和建議概述如下：  

小 型 屋 宇 需 求 預 測 數 字 並 無 根 據 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 3 、

R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 7 、 R 5 3 9 至 R 1 6 0 1 、 R 1 6 0 5 至 R 1 6 8 8 、

R 1 7 0 6 至 R 1 7 3 8 、 R 1 7 9 9 、 R 1 8 0 1 、 R 1 8 0 2 、 R 1 8 0 4 及

R 1 8 0 6 )  

( a )  白沙澳現時 並沒 有原居民居住， 因此對 原居民的 小型

屋宇需求 表示懷 疑 。 擬議的「鄉 村式發展」地帶 內有

一半土地由單一 發展商擁有， 這 些土地已 分拆並 轉讓

給個別人士。懷 疑有 人出售「丁 權 」和濫用小型 屋宇

政策。由於當局已在北潭凹預留土地，讓原居民 ( 包括

白沙澳的原居民 ) 可以根據現有行政安排跨村申請發展

小型屋宇， 因此 當局已在西貢預 留足夠的土地， 應付

同一「鄉」內的 小型屋宇申請 。 因此無須擴大白 沙澳

「鄉村式發展」地帶。  

小型屋宇發展對環境造成負面影響 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 1、 R 5 2 3 至

R 5 3 1 、 R 5 3 3 、 R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 6 至 R 5 3 8 、 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 、

R 5 4 7 至 R 1 4 8 8、 R 1 4 9 1 至 R 1 6 0 4 、 R 1 6 1 6 至 R 1 7 0 5 、

R 1 7 3 9 至 R 1 8 0 0、 R 1 8 0 3 及 R 1 8 0 7 )  

( b )  該區擁有豐富的 生態和環境資源 ，有重要的自然 保育

價值。白沙澳錄得超過 1  0 0 0 種動植物。白沙澳山谷

有大約 7 2 個本地備受關注的物種，包括 1 7 種哺乳動

物、 3 5 種雀鳥、 7 種爬蟲類和兩棲動物，以及 1 3 種蜻

蜓和蝴蝶。此外 ， 白沙澳曾錄得 香港雀鳥品種總 數的

三分 之一。白沙 澳 是 蝴蝶出沒熱 點 ，蝴蝶 種類繁 多 ，

當中大部分屬「 稀有」和「非 常 稀有」的品種。 該區

的生物多樣性和保育價值俱高，應得到充分保護。  

( c )  擬 議 的 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 位 於 洪 氾 平 原 ， 附 近 有

「 具重要生態價 值河溪 」。該處 若發展小型屋宇 ，可
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能 會引致污染和 水浸。白沙澳的 交通、泊車 設施 、緊

急車輛通道、排 水和排污基礎設 施 均不足以 應付 該處

日漸增加的人口 所需 。因此，在 該處發展小型屋 宇會

對 周 邊 地 區 的 環 境 、 生 態 、 景 觀 和 視 覺 造 成 不 良 影

響，尤其是附近 的 「具重要生態 價值河溪」 、淡 水濕

地和海下灣海岸 公園。此外， 為 「鄉村式發展」 地帶

興建基礎設施會 對周邊地區的生 態和鄉村的文化 遺產

造成負面影響。 為此， 當局應就 土地用途地帶建 議進

行正式的累積影 響評估和獨立的 環境影響評估， 並應

顧及區內的受保 護和瀕危物種， 以及對鄰近的郊 野公

園、海下灣海岸 公園和 「具特殊 科學價值地點 」 的影

響。  

對具歷史價值的客家村落保護不足 ( R 5 1 7 至 R 5 2 1、 R 5 2 3 、

R 5 2 6 、 R 5 2 8 、 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 7 、 R 5 3 9 、

R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5、 R 5 4 7 及 R 1 8 0 0 )  

( d )  白沙澳村是一條 保存完好的傳統 客家村落， 有已 評級

的歷史建築物， 建築及文物價值 俱高 ，因此 應保 護其

傳 統 客 家 鄉 村 格 局 及 四 周 景 致 。 雖 然 「 鄉 村 式 發 展

( 1 ) 」地帶有較嚴格的規劃管制，可保護客家鄉村及村

內個別屋宇，但 若擬議的 「鄉村 式發展」地帶 有 小型

屋宇 ，會破壞白 沙澳山谷的和諧 景致，因為小型 屋宇

與現存那些富鄉 土特色的客家鄉 村格格不入， 會 破壞

鄉村的整體美感 。「鄉村式發展 」地帶與「鄉村 式發

展 ( 1 )」地帶之間包括「密林」和草坪的緩衝區，不能

為現有村落提供 保護 ，因為該「 密林」實際上只 是 面

積細小的樹 群， 而該草坪 大部分 地方是 私人土地 ，不

能保證 可在該處 植樹 作緩衝之用 ，因此 不能保護 該客

家村落在視覺、景觀及歷史方面的整體價值 ( 圖 H - 6 a

及 H - 7 b )。  

關注出 現「先 破 壞，後 建設」 的 發展 ( R 5 2 0 、 R 5 2 5 、 R 5 2 9

及 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 )  

( e )  有關的「鄉村式 發展」地帶原 本 是一片天然濕地 ／淡

水沼澤，具豐富 的生態價值，之 後 改作 農地。有 申述

人 關注有人會藉 復耕為名，進行 「先破壞，後建 設」
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的發展， 破壞該 處的天然生境。 把有關 農地劃為 「鄉

村式發展」地帶會立下不良先例，助長同類活動。  

劃設「農業」地帶的理據欠奉  

( f )  擬 議的「農業」 地帶現時 並沒有 進行任何農業活 動 。

如向城 規會提出 在 該 地帶發展小 型屋宇的規劃申 請 ，

或會獲得批准。 這樣會令發展商 及 當地 村民產生 錯誤

期望， 以為「農 業」地帶 的土地 是預留作日後 擴 展鄉

村 之 用 ( R 5 1 8 、 R 5 2 7 、 R 5 3 0 、 R 5 3 6 、 R 5 4 8 至

R 1 4 0 9 、 R 1 4 7 8 至 R 1 4 9 1 、 R 1 4 5 9 至 R 1 5 7 3 、

R 1 6 0 1 至 R 1 6 0 4、 R 1 6 1 5 及 R 1 6 8 9 至 R 1 6 9 2 )。

R 5 1 8 、 R 5 1 9 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 8 至 R 5 3 1 、 R 5 3 6 及

R 5 3 8 建議刪除「農業」地帶或把之改劃為「綠化地帶

( 1 ) 」 或 「 自 然 保 育 區 」 ( 繪 圖 H - 4 及 圖 H - 2 b 和

H - 6 g 的 B - P 2 )。  

建議  

縮細／刪除「鄉村式發展」地帶  

( g )  建議 縮細「鄉村 式發展」地帶 的 範圍 或 把「鄉村 式發

展」地帶改劃為 「農業」地帶、 「綠化地帶」或 「綠

化地帶 ( 1 ) 」或「自然保育區」，以保護生態極易受影

響的生境，使之免受負面影響 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 5

至 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 3 6、 R 5 3 8、 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 、 R 5 4 7、

R 1 8 0 0 及 R 1 8 0 5 ) (繪圖 H - 3 和 H - 4 及圖 H - 2 b 和

H - 6 g 的 B - P 1 a ) 。 R 5 3 5 建議不處理任何有關白沙澳

下洋的小型屋宇 申請，因為該處 具歷史價值 和位 於集

水區内。 R 1 4 0 5 及 R 1 7 9 3 認為擬在白沙澳村北面劃

設的「鄉村式發展」地帶應移往現有村落南面 3 0 米範

圍內的地方 (圖 H - 2 b 及 H - 6 g 的 B - P 1 c )。  
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把 環 境 易 受 影 響 的 地 方 由 「 綠 化 地 帶 」 改 劃 為 「 綠 化 地 帶

( 1 )」／「自然保育區」 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 1 8 、 R 5 2 0 至 R 5 2 3 、

R 5 2 8 、 R 5 3 0 至 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 3 6、 R 5 3 8 及 R 5 4 0 至 R 5 4 7 )  

( h )  為全面保護 有關 地區天然景觀的 完整、豐富的生 物多

樣性及高生態價 值，建議把現時 在「綠化地帶」 内的

土地或所有林地、天然河溪 ( 包括「具重要生態價值河

溪」 )及／或其河岸區和河溪兩岸闊 2 0 米至 3 0 米的緩

衝區改劃為「綠化地帶 ( 1 ) 」／「自然  保育區」 ( 繪圖

H - 4 及圖 H - 2 b 的 B - P 3 )。   

修訂草圖的《註釋》  

管制所有地帶内的「農業用途」 、肥料的使用 、灌溉用水溝

以至濕農地用途  

( i )  把「農業 用途」 列為 所有地帶《 註釋》 表的第二 欄用

途，以嚴格管制「農業用途」 ( R 5 2 3 ) ，並須管制肥料

的使用以保護河溪 ( R 5 1 6 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 8 及 R 5 2 9 )。

由於 「具重要生 態價值河溪」的 支流 的若干河段 或 已

被 改道及／或改 築為灌溉 用水溝 或 改作 濕農地， 因此

申請規劃許可的 規定 應適用於這 些灌溉 用水溝和 濕農

地用途，以維持 「具重要生態價 值河溪」的排水 量、

連繫和水文狀況 ( R 5 1 6 )。  

刪除「農業」地帶及／或「綠化地帶」《註釋》第一欄或第

二 欄 中 的 「 屋 宇 」 或 「 小 型 屋 宇 」 用 途 ( R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 2 、

R 5 2 8 及 R 5 2 9 )  

( j )  沿生態易受 影響 的地方進行發展 ，會對這些地 方 構成

威脅 ，因此應刪 除「農業」地帶 及「綠化地帶」 《註

釋》 的屋宇及小 型屋宇用途，以 免 令村民 有錯誤 的期

望和破壞該區的生態。  
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限制「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶內的建築形貌和新發展 ( R 5 2 3 、

R 5 2 8 、 R 5 2 9、 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 4 0、 R 5 4 6 及 R 5 4 7 )  

( k )  為加強保護現有的村落，「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶內任

何 新建築物的高 度 ，均 不應超過 現有建築物目前 的平

均高度。 設計新 建築物的輪廓和 屋頂 斜 度時，亦 應留

意現有的環境佈局。不應准許在「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地

帶內 發展新界豁 免管制屋宇，並 應刪除《註釋 》 說明

頁 有關以新界豁 免管制屋宇取代 現有住用建築物 是經

常准許的這項條文。  

管制由政府落實或統籌的公共工程 ( R 5 1 6 )  

( l )  根據《註釋》說明頁第 8 ( c ) 、 8 ( d ) 和 9 ( a ) ( i ) 段，道

路、水道、排水 渠的保養或修葺 工程，以及由政 府統

籌或落實的土力 工程、地區小工 程、道路工程、 排污

及渠務工程、環 境改善工程和水 務工程 都是經常 准許

的。為保護環境 ( 尤其是「具重要生態價值的河溪」和

海 下 灣 海 岸 公 園 ) ， 如 在 河 道 、 河 岸 、 草 木 茂 盛 的 土

地、林地和「自 然保育區」進行 這些工程， 有關 的工

程應受嚴格管制。  

把該區指定為郊野公園 ( R 5 2 4 、 R 1 2 6 9 、 R 1 3 1 9 、 R 1 3 3 7 及

R 1 4 0 6 )  

( m )  應把整個郊野公 園「不包括的土 地」併入周邊的 西貢

西郊野公園 範圍 內 ，以保護該 處 和附近 郊野公園 的生

態價值。  

其他意見  

2 . 5  有 些 申 述 人 提 出 其 他 意 見 ／ 建 議 ， 包 括 檢 討 小 型 屋 宇 政 策

( R 6 、 R 5 2 2 、 R 1 0 4 9 、 R 1 0 7 4 、 R 1 1 0 8 、 R 1 1 2 2 、

R 1 1 3 4 、 R 1 1 4 6 、 R 1 2 3 1 、 R 1 2 4 7 、 R 1 2 6 7 、 R 1 2 7 0 、

R 1 2 7 3 、 R 1 2 7 6 、 R 1 2 9 9 、 R 1 5 3 8 、 R 1 6 6 8 、 R 1 6 7 0 、

R 1 7 2 9 、 R 1 7 3 0 、 R 1 7 3 2、 R 1 7 6 0 及 R 1 8 0 4 )；為該區擬備

發展藍圖 ( R 5 2 1 ) ；拒絕接納草圖，直至完成有關用途地帶規

劃建議對白沙澳河谷和海下灣海岸公園的全面環境影響評估
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為止 ( R 5 2 4 ) ；把白沙澳和白沙澳下洋的現有鄉村地區指定為

法定古蹟 ( R 5 2 4 ) ；公開所有相關的資料和文件，例如影響評

估報告和小型屋宇需求估算 ( R 5 2 2 ) 及評審新界豁免管制屋宇

申請的準則和建屋用公眾用地的供應量 ( R 6 ) ，以及收回土地

作農業用途 ( R 1 8 0 4 )。  

3 .  對申述的意見  

3 . 1  收到的全部 3 6 份意見書 ( C 1 至 C 3 6 )由環保／關注組織 (包括

長 春 社 ( R 5 1 9 ) 、創 建 香 港 ( R 5 2 1 ) 及 嘉 道 理農 場 暨植 物 園 公

司 ( R 5 1 8 ) ) 及個別人士提交。 C 6 反對草圖所劃設的「鄉村式

發展」地帶，而 C 5 則支持申述書 R 5 1 8 至 R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 3 及

R 5 3 6 ，但反對申述書 R 1 至 R 5 及 R 1 9 2 。餘下的 3 4 份意見

書 ( C 1 至 C 4 及 C 7 至 C 3 6 )主要以環境理由反對申述書 R 1

至 R 5 1 5 。  

3 . 2  意見書所提出 的理據 和建議與申述所提出的相同或 類似，包

括「鄉村式發展」地帶 對環境 會造成負面影響；北潭凹 已 預

留足夠的土地以供跨村發展小型屋宇 ；以及 有需要保存該區

的高生態及文化遺產價值。  

3 . 3  對申述的意見及規劃署的意見的摘要載於附件 I I I ，載有所有

申述書和意見書的光碟夾附於附件 I V，以供委員參閱。  

4 .  背景  

4 . 1  二零一二年十二月七日，城規會根據條例第 5 條，展示《白

沙澳發展審批地區草圖編號 D P A / N E - P S O / 1》，以供公眾查

閱。在該發展審批地區圖展示期內，收到合共 4 1 份申述書和

2 0 份意見書。二零一三年七月二十六日，城規會考慮有關申

述及意見後，決定接納 3 6 份申述書的部分內容，修訂該發展

審批地區圖的《註釋》，訂明在「鄉村式發展」地帶內發展

任何新界豁免管制屋宇 及任何現有建築物的拆卸或加建、改

動及╱或修改，或現有建築物的重建，都須取得城規會的規

劃 許 可 。 二 零 一 三 年 八 月 九 日 ， 城 規 會 根 據 條 例 第 6 C ( 2 )

條 ， 公 布 該 發 展 審 批 地 區 草 圖 的 修 訂 建 議 。 在 法 定 展 示 期

內 ， 共 收 到 四 份 有 效 的 進 一 步 申 述 書 。 二 零 一 三 年 十 月 四
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日，城規會根據條例第 6 F ( 1 ) 條考慮進一步申述及相關的申

述和意見後，決定不接納進一步申述 ，並會按建議修訂項目

修訂該發展審批地區草圖 。二零一 四年一月七日，行政長官

會同行政會議根據條例第 9 ( 1 ) ( a ) 條，核准白沙澳發展審批地

區草圖，該核准圖其後重新編號為 D P A / N E - P S O / 2 ，並於二

零一四年一月十七日根據條例第 9 ( 5 )條展示予公眾查閱。  

4 . 2  二零一 五年五月二十二日，發展局局長行使行政長官所授予

的權力，根據條例第 3 ( 1 ) ( a ) 條指示城規會擬備一份涵蓋白沙

澳地區的分區計劃大綱圖。二零一五年 七月二十四日，城規

會初步考慮《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / B》 3

並同意該份草圖適宜提交 大埔 區議會及 西貢北約鄉事委員會

以作諮詢。  

4 . 3  二零一五年 八月七日，規劃署把關於《白沙澳分區計劃大綱

草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / B 》的諮詢文件送交西貢北約鄉事委員

會傳閱 (圖 H - 7 a )，鄉事委員會其後拒絕出席諮詢會議。白沙

澳的村代表和西貢北約 鄉事委員會 分別於二零一五年九月一

日 和 九 月 七 日 去 信 大 埔 區 議 會 ， 表 達 他 們 強 烈 反 對 該 份 草

圖，理由主要是「鄉村式發展」地帶 不足以應付小型屋宇的

需求，以及對「鄉村式發展」地帶施加更多規劃管制 ( 即擬發

展任何屋宇，以及 任何現有建築物的拆卸或加建、改動及╱

或修改，或現有建築物的取代／重建，都須取得城規會的規

劃許可 ) 會限制小型屋宇發展。他們要求擴大「鄉村式發展」

地帶的範圍，以應付小型屋宇的需求。  

4 . 4  二零一五年九月九日，規劃署把分區計劃大綱草圖提交 大埔

區議會，上述白沙澳村代表和西貢北約 鄉事委員會 的兩封信

亦同時呈交會議席上。大埔 區議會 備悉此事和尊重西貢北約

鄉事委員會 的意見，因此以類似理由反對該份草圖。二零一

五年九月十日，西貢北約 鄉事委員會 提交一封信，表達類似

日期為二零一五年九月七日的信所述的意見。  

4 . 5 二零一五年十月十四日，規劃署與西貢北約鄉事委員會和白沙

澳村代表就該份分區計劃大綱 草圖舉行 諮詢會議。雖然西貢

                                                 
3
  城 規 會 於 二 零 一 五 年 七 月 二 十 四 日 考 慮 「 《 白 沙 澳 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 草 圖 編 號

S / N E - P S O / B 》 － 初 步 考 慮 新 圖 則 」 的 城 市 規 劃 委 員 會 文 件 第 9 9 6 5 號 可 在 城 規 會

網 站找到 。  
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北約鄉事委員會和白沙澳村代表都認同基於生態價值，有需

要保護白沙澳「具重要生態價值河溪」，並須保育極富鄉土

特色的客家鄉村氛圍和位於兩條認可鄉村 ( 即白沙澳及白沙澳

下洋 ) 村落內保存完好的歷史建築物，但卻強烈認為不應完全

漠 視 當 地 村 民 所 需 ， 應 劃 出 區 內 合 適 的 土 地 供 發 展 小 型 屋

宇。擬議「農業」地帶有大部分地方和毗連的 「綠化地帶」

(圖 H - 7 a )遠離現有村落和「具重要生態價值河溪」，兩者之

間有密林分隔可作緩衝，故可考慮把這個地方劃為 「鄉村式

發展」地帶 ，以應付小型屋宇發展所需。由於此處與現有村

落和「具重要生態價值河溪」相隔很遠，因此 ，發展小型屋

宇應無須取得城規會的規劃許可。  

4 . 6  此外，當局收到合共九份關於 《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編

號 S / N E - P S O / B 》的意見書，分別來自五個環保／關注組織

( 即世界自然基金會香港分會、香港觀鳥會、海下之友、創建

香 港 和 嘉 道 理 農 場 暨 植 物 園 公 司 ) 和 四 名 公 眾 人 士 。 一 般 而

言，他們原則上支持城規會認同該區和相關 「自然保育區」

的 生 態 及 文 物 價 值 、 把 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 局 限 在 現 有 村

落，以及在「鄉村式發展」地帶施加規劃管制。不過，他們

亦建議把環境易受影響的地方改劃為「綠化地帶 ( 1 ) 」或「自

然保育區」，把現有村落和 「具重要生態價值的河溪」的緩

衝區之間劃為「綠化地帶」 的林地改劃為「農業」地帶，以

及修訂圖則 的《註釋》和《說明書》 以施加較嚴格的規劃管

制 ， 包 括 取 消 有 關 在 現 有 村 落 興 建 高 樓 的 條 文 、 刪 除 「 農

業」地帶和 「綠化地帶」《註釋》 中的「屋宇」用途，以及

禁止在該區使用除害劑和肥料。  

4 . 7  二零一五年十一月十三日，城規會進一步考慮經修訂的 《 白

沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / C 》 4，以及收到的大

埔區議會和西貢北約鄉事委員會的意見和包括環保／關注組

織在內的公眾意見。城規會同意， 把白沙澳 「鄉村式發展」

地帶西南隅的界線後移 1 0 米以令該地帶與現有鄉村之間有較

闊的緩衝區 (圖 H - 7 b )後，該份經修訂的分區計劃大綱草圖適

宜展示予公眾查閱 。城規會亦同意告知規劃署，請該署與區

內村民聯絡，商討可否在 「鄉村式發展」地帶 的西南隅和劃

                                                 
4
  城 規 會 於 二 零 一 五 年 十 一 月 十 三 日 考 慮 「 《 白 沙 澳 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 草 圖 編 號

S / N E - P S O / C 》 － 進 一 步 考 慮 新 圖 則 」 的 城 市 規 劃 委 員 會 文 件 第 1 0 0 1 9 號 可 在 城

規 會網站 找到。  
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為「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶的現有鄉村之間的緩衝區植樹，以

及日後可否在 「鄉村式 發展」地帶 內有條理地安排 發展小型

屋宇，使土地運用更具效益。二零一五年十二月四日， 城規

會 根 據 條 例 第 5 條 展 示 《 白 沙 澳 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 草 圖 編 號

S / N E - P S O / 1 》，以供公眾查閱。  

5 .  地區諮詢  

5 . 1  二零一六年一月六日， 規劃署 就已刊憲的《白沙澳 分區計劃

大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / 1 》諮詢西貢北約鄉事委員會。西

貢北約鄉事委員會建議擴大白沙澳的「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶

至先前發展審批地區圖所劃的「鄉村式發展」地帶範圍，並

把沿「具重要生態價值河溪」 2 0 米闊的「綠化地帶」緩衝區

改 劃 作 「 農 業 」 地 帶 ， 以 及 為 白 沙 澳 下 洋 劃 設 「 鄉 村 式 發

展」地帶。西貢北約鄉事委員會亦認為，難以完全跟從城規

會提出有關 在「鄉村式發展」地帶 的西南隅 與現有鄉村之間

植樹這項意見 ，因為有關土地屬私人擁有。二零一六年一月

十三日，大埔區議會表示尊重西貢北約鄉事委員會的意見。  

5 . 2  其後，西貢北約鄉事委員會 ( R 1 ) 、白沙澳村代表 ( R 2 ) 、白沙

澳下洋翁盛亨堂司理 ( R 4 ) 和翁盛亨堂成員 ( R 5 ) 提交反對這份

草圖的申述書。  

6 .  規劃考慮因素及評估 (圖 H - 1、 H - 3 至 H - 5 c )  

申述地點及周邊地區  

6 . 1  申述地點涵蓋分區計劃大綱圖整個範圍 (圖 H - 1 )。  

6 . 2  規劃區 ( 下稱「該區」 ) 佔地合共約 3 3 . 2 7 公頃，位於西貢半

島北部，被西貢西郊野公園環抱，北面較遠處是海下灣 海岸

公園。該區整個範圍都在上段間接集水區內 (圖 H - 3 a )。  

6 . 3  該區大部分地方為 荒廢農地 再生而成的林地、茂密的原生林

地和淡水沼澤，一派鄉郊風貌 ，位於擔柴山與石屋山之間一

個伸延至海下灣的狹窄山谷東 部，被西貢西郊野公園環抱 。

該區中部主要是低窪農地、淡水沼澤、灌木叢和林地， 這些
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林地的範圍 一直伸延至該區的邊緣，與 西貢西郊野公園 的茂

林綠野連成一體 (圖 H - 3 a 和 H - 5 c )。  

6 . 4  上世紀六十及七十年代，農業活動 曾遍及整個山谷地區，但

八十年代開始式微。近 期白沙澳的村落北面有一些農地 被修

復，經常有農耕活動 。該區有河道和灌溉系統 ，由西面流向

東面。長約 1 . 4 公里的「海下具重要生態價值河溪」及其支

流經該區流入海下灣 ，滋養着 流經地點一帶的低窪農地 、再

生 林 地 和 一 些 天 然 淡 水 沼 澤 ( 圖 H - 3 a 、 H - 5 a 、 H - 5 b 和

H - 5 c )。  

6 . 5  白沙澳及白沙澳下洋 是該區兩條認可鄉村。據康樂及文化事

務 署 ( 下 稱 「 康 文 署 」 ) 轄 下 的 古 物 古 蹟 辦 事 處 ( 下 稱 「 古 蹟

辦」 ) 表示，這兩條村是遺留下來而保存完好的客家鄉村，極

富鄉土特色，村內 有一些別致 的歷史和文物建築，包括位於

白沙澳的 何氏舊居和何氏祠堂 ( 一級歷史建築物 ) 及聖母無玷

之心小堂 ( 三級歷史建築物 ) ，以及位於白沙澳下洋的京兆世

居和厚福門 ( 擬議一級歷史建築物 ) 。這兩條村內 亦有一些經

細意翻新並設有庭園的古老村屋 (圖 H - 3 a 和 H - 3 b )。  

6 . 6  該區可乘車 由北潭路 經海下路前往 ，北潭涌亦有若干遠足徑

通住該區，當中有些接達北面較遠處的海下灣 。白沙澳及 白

沙澳下洋的村落並無車路直達，但海下路有步行徑通往這兩

條村。海下路旁邊建有白沙澳青年旅舍 ( 圖 H - 3 a 和 H - 4 ) ，

該旅舍由香港青年會於一九七五年開始營辦。  

規劃意向  

6 . 7  該 區 的 整 體 規 劃 意 向 是 保 存 其 極 重 要 的 自 然 景 觀 和 生 態 價

值，從而維護更廣泛地區 的天然生境及自然系統。除環境和

生態方面的因素要考慮外，該區的發展還受制於有限的基礎

設施。因此， 該區的規劃意向亦是要把鄉村發展集中起來，

以免對區內的天然環境造成不 良干擾及令有限的基礎設施不

勝負荷。白沙澳及白沙澳下洋是該區 遺留下來的兩條保存完

好的客家鄉村，極富鄉土特色。由於 歷史建築物的文物價值

有部分在於其原本所在的自然 環境，所以該區的規劃意向亦

是要保存這兩條客家鄉村現 有的鄉土格局，避免將之改變而

令其歷史建築物的文物價值受到負面影響。  



-  1 6  -  

  

個別地帶 (附件 V I )  

6 . 8  「鄉村式發展」地帶的規劃意向， 主要是就現有的認可鄉村

和適宜作鄉村擴展的土地劃定界線。地帶內的土地，主要預

算供原居村民興建小型屋宇之用。設立此地帶的目的，亦是

要把鄉村式發展集中在地帶內，使發展模式較具條理，而在

土 地 運 用 及 基 礎 設 施 和 服 務 的 提 供 方 面 ， 較 具 經 濟 效 益 。

「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶這支區的規劃意向，是保存現有的鄉

村環境。在新界豁免管制屋宇的地面一層 ( 在指定為「鄉村式

發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶的土地範圍除外 ) ，有多項配合村民需要和鄉

村發展的商業和社區用途列為經常准許的用途。其他商業、

社區和康樂用途，如向城規會申請許可，或會獲得批准。  

6 . 9  「政府、機構或社區 」地帶的規劃意向，主要是提供政府、

機構及社區設施，以配合當地居民及／或該地區、區域，以

至全港的需要；同時供應土地予政府、提供社區所需社會服

務的組織和其他機構，以供用於與其工作直接有關或互相配

合的用途。  

6.10 「農業」地帶的規劃意向，主要是保存和保護良好的農地／

農場／魚塘，以便作農業用途。設立此地帶的目的，亦是要

保 存 在 復 耕 及 作 其 他 農 業 用 途 方 面 具 有 良 好 潛 力 的 休 耕 農

地。  

6.11 「綠化地帶」 的規劃意向，主要是利用天然地理環境作為市

區和近郊的發展區的 界限，以抑制市區範圍的擴展，並提供

土 地 作 靜 態 康 樂 場 地 。 根 據 一 般 推 定 ， 此 地 帶 不 宜 進 行 發

展。  

6.12 「自然保育區」的規劃意向，是保護和保存區內現有的天然

景觀、生態系統或地形特色，以達到保育目的及作教育和研

究用途，並且分隔開易受破壞的天然環境如郊野公園，以免

發展項目對這些天然環境造成不良影響。根據一般推定，此

地帶不宜進行發展。大體而言，有需要進行以助保存區內現

有天然景觀或風景質素的發展，或者絕對基於公眾利益而必

須進行的基礎設施項目，才可能會獲得批准。  
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6.13 對於「綠化地帶」 及「自然保育區」 ，如未取得城規會 的規

劃許可 ( 包括「自然保育區」地帶內由政府落實或統籌的公共

工程 ) ，不得進行任何河道改道、填土／填塘或挖土工程；至

於「鄉村式發展」 地帶及「 農業」地帶，如進行任何河道改

道或填土／填塘工程，必須取得城規會的規劃許可。  

對申述的理據和建議的回應  

6.14 備悉申述書 R 5 1 6 表示支持的意見。  

劃設「鄉村式發展」地帶  

6.15 對於劃設「鄉村式發展」地帶，申述人有兩種分歧的意見。 A

組的申述人認為，「鄉村式發展」地帶的土地不足以應付該

區小型屋宇的需求，因此應修訂或 另行劃設「鄉村式發展」

地帶。 B 組的申述人則認為，基於環 境及文物保育理由，應

取消「鄉村式發展」地帶。  

6.16 白沙澳及白沙澳下洋 是該區兩條認可鄉村。這兩條現有主要

村落群是該區遺留下來而保存 完好的客家鄉村，極富鄉土特

色，村內有一些歷史 建築物，例如位於 白沙澳的何氏舊居和

何氏祠堂 ( 一級歷史建築物 ) ，以及位於白沙澳下洋的京兆世

居和厚福門 ( 擬議一級歷史建築物 ) 。由於歷史建築物的文物

價值有部分在於其原本所在的 自然環境，所以應避免 改變該

兩條客家鄉村 現有的鄉土格局而令 其歷史建築物的文物價值

受到負面影響。為確保新建的屋宇與村內現有的歷史建築物

協調相配，不會影響現有鄉村環境的完 整和氛圍，草 圖上劃

設的「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶已局限在白沙澳和白沙澳下洋這

兩條主要村落 群，並施加較嚴格的規劃管制，即 任何擬建屋

宇及任何現有建築物的拆卸或加建、改動及 ╱或修改，或現

有建築物的取代／重建，都須取得城規會的規劃許可。  

6.17 鑑於以上所述， R 1、 R 3、 R 7 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 反

對在「鄉村式發展 ( 1 )」地帶劃設屋地的意見，以及 R 3 提出

把白沙澳和白沙澳下洋現有村落的屋地由「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」

地帶改劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶而不受規劃管制的建議均不

獲支持。關於須尊重土地擁有人在「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶的

屋地進行重建的權利，應注意的是，「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶
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的規劃管制，並非 要限制土地擁有人的傳統權利 或剝奪個別

土地擁有人的發展權，而是讓城規會考慮個別小型屋宇發展

對客家鄉村 現有的鄉土格局可能造成的影響。城規會會按每

宗申請的個別情況加以考慮。因此，亦沒有理據支持 R 5 3 5

提出不處理白沙澳下洋小型屋宇申請的建議。  

6.18 有關 R 1 、 R 2 及 R 4 至 R 6 關注劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶的土

地不足以應付該區的小型屋宇需求以及 A 組申述人提出擴大

「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 範 圍 的 建 議 ， 應 注 意 的 是 ， 擬 備 草 圖

時，「鄉村式發展」地帶的界 線是根據「鄉村範圍」、所預

測的小型屋宇需求、未處理的小型屋宇申請、區內地形及用

地限制，以及現有村落 群具高保育價值的地方而劃的。為保

育該區具重要天然及景觀價值的地方，必須盡量避免把草木

茂盛的地方、環境易受影響的地方及河道劃入此地帶內。  

6.19 擬備草圖時，已審慎考慮該區的文物價值與發展小型屋宇的

需要及保育的需要。白沙澳「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶內的可用

土地只可興建兩幢小型屋宇，而小型屋宇的總需求是 8 6 幢

(包括尚未處理申請所涉的 3 7 幢 )。鑑於發展小型屋宇的土地

嚴重不足，以及有需要保存極具 文物及景觀 價值的現有鄉村

氛圍，已在白沙澳村的北面劃設面積約為 0 . 7 公頃的「鄉村

式 發 展 」 地 帶 ， 以 供 發 展 新 的 小 型 屋 宇 。 這 個 「 鄉 村 式 發

展」地帶大部分地方為常耕農地和灌木草地，與現有 村落之

間隔着密林和位於該地帶西南隅闊 2 0 米的緩衝區，使之遠離

舊有鄉村中心區。為保護「具重要生態價值河溪」 ，使其免

受發展影響，建議在「鄉村式發展」地帶與該河溪之間劃設

闊 2 0 米的緩衝區 ( 圖 H - 7 b )。  

6.20 白沙澳和白沙澳下洋的「鄉村式發展」地帶 ( 即包括「鄉村式

發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶這支區 ) 內，可供使用的土地約有 0 . 8 5 公頃

(相等於約 3 3 幢屋宇 )，可應付白沙澳和白沙澳下洋約 3 6 %的

整體小型屋宇需求 ( 9 3 幢屋宇 ) ，當中包括 4 4 宗已收到而尚

未處理的小型屋宇申請所涉及的需求 (表 1 )。採用逐步增加方

式劃設「鄕村式發展」地帶，可把小型屋宇發展集中在合適

的地方，以免對天然環境、白沙澳和白沙澳下洋現有村落 具

歷史價值的 環境布局造成不良干擾，從而在保育 與發展兩方

面的需要之間取得平衡。  
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表 1：白沙澳和白沙澳下洋的小型屋宇供求情況  

鄉村 

二零一二年的 

小型屋宇需求數字 

二零一六年的 

小型屋宇需求數字 
在分區計劃

大綱草圖涵

蓋範圍內的

「鄉村範

圍」面積 

(公頃) 

分區計劃 

大綱草圖上 

「鄉村式 

發展」地帶 

的面積 

(公頃) 

應付新需求

所需的土地 

(公頃) 

可供應付 

新需求的土

地 

(公頃) 

可供使用土

地所 能 應

付 的 新需求

的百分比 

尚未處理 

的申請 

涉及的 

需求 

預測未來

10年的 

需求 

(二零一二

至二一年) 

尚未處理的

申請 

涉及的 

需求 

預測未來

10年的 

需求 

(二零一四

至二三年) 

白沙澳「鄉村

式發展(1)」 

地帶 

38 49* 37* 190* 
5.79 

(5.30) 

0.32 

2.15 

0.06 

(2幢屋宇) 
3% 

白沙澳「鄉村

式發展」地帶 
0.70 

0.70 

(28幢屋宇) 
32% 

小計 1.02 
0.76 

(30幢屋宇) 
35% 

白沙澳下洋 

「鄉村式發展

(1)」地帶 

6 不適用 7 不適用 
4.86 

(3.75) 
0.18 0.18 

0.09 

(3 幢屋宇) 
50% 

合計 44 49 44 190 
10.65 

(9.05) 
1.20 2.33 

0.85 

(33幢屋宇) 
36% 

*  原 居民代 表並無 提供理 據，解 釋為何 最近預 測 白沙 澳未來 1 0 年 的 小型 屋宇需

求 大 增 。 在 這 情 況 下 ， 當 局 計 算 白 沙 澳 小 型 屋 宇 需 求 時 ， 採 用 了 二 零 一 六 年

最 新修訂 的 尚未 處理申 請涉及 的需求 ( 即 3 7 幢 ) ，以 及原居 民代表 在二零 一二

年 提供的 預測 未 來 1 0 年需 求 ( 即 4 9 幢 ) 。  

 

6.21 大埔地政專員表示，根據現行土地行政做法，只要當地人不

反對，地點 屬私人土地的跨村申請 可獲考慮。當局為北潭凹

擬 備 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 圖 時 ， 是 安 排 可 利 用 北 潭 凹 「 鄉 村 式 發

展」地帶內剩餘的小型屋宇發展用地 
5，藉跨村申請來應付西

貢北約集水區內其他鄉村 ( 包括白沙澳及白沙澳下洋 ) 的小型

屋宇需求的。倘有真正需要使用「鄉村式發展」地帶範圍外

                                                 
5
 北 潭凹的 小型屋 宇供求 情況：  

二零一零年的 

小型屋宇需求數字 

二零一六年的 

小型屋宇需求數字 
分區計劃大綱

草圖涵蓋範圍

內「鄉村範

圍」面積 

(公頃) 

分區計劃大

綱草圖上

「鄉村式發

展」地帶面

積(公頃) 

應付新

需求所

需的土

地 

(公頃) 

可供應付新

需求的土地 

(公頃) 

可供使用的

土地所能應

付的新需求 

的百分比 

尚未處理 

的申請 

涉及的 

需求 

預測未來 

10年的需求 

(二零一零 

至一九年) 

尚未處理 

的申請 

涉及的 

需求 

預測未來 

10年的需求 

(二零一四 

至二三年) 

14 >25* 10* 55* 3.74 2.52 0.88 
1.16 

(46幢屋宇) 
132% 

* 原 居 民 代 表 並 無 提 供 理 據 ， 解 釋 為 何 最 近 預 測 未 來 1 0 年 小 型 屋 宇 需 求 大 增 。 在 這 情 況

下 ， 當 局 計 算 整 體 小 型 屋 宇 需 求 時 ， 採 用 了 二 零 一 六 年 最 新 修 訂 的 尚 未 處 理 申 請 涉 及 的

需 求 ( 即 1 0 幢 ) ， 以 及 二 零 一 零 年 原 居 民 代 表 提 供 的 預 測 未 來 1 0 年 需 求 ( 即 2 5 幢 而 非 「 超

過 2 5 幢 」 )  
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的土地發展小型屋宇，分區計劃大綱圖有條文訂明可以 通 過

規劃申請制度申請進行有 關發展，城規會將按每宗申請的個

別情況作出考慮。  

擴大「鄉村式發展」地帶的具體建議  

擴大「鄉村式發展 ( 1 )」地帶 ( R 2 )、把白沙澳的屋地由「綠化

地帶」改劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶 ( R 3 ) ，以及把擬議的「鄉

村式發展」地帶移至白沙澳村南面的地方 ( R 1 4 0 5 和 R 1 7 9 3 )  

6.22 R 2 建議改劃白沙澳現有村落附近目前劃為「綠化地帶」的土

地，把「鄉村式發展 ( 1 )」地帶擴大至約 9  6 4 0 平方米，並施

加相同的規劃限制。 R 3 建議把主要在白沙澳現有村落南面的

屋地由「綠化地帶」改劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶，不設規劃

限制。 R 1 4 0 5 和 R 1 7 9 3 則建議把擬議的「鄉村式發展」地

帶移至白沙澳村南面 3 0 米闊範圍內的地方。關於這些建議，

應強調的是，白沙澳村主要村落 群內現有建築物的所在之處

已劃為「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶，此地帶的規劃意向是要保存

現有富鄉土特色的客家鄉村 格局及村內已評級的歷史建築物

( 即何氏舊居和何氏祠堂 ) 。周邊地區包括現有村落南 面的綠

化帶 ( 即花園及野草、灌木和樹木蔓生的休耕農地 ) 和毗連林

地 ， 可 作 為 綠 化 緩 衝 區 ， 把 白 沙 澳 的 村 落 群 ( 「 鄉 村 式 發 展

( 1 ) 」地帶 ) 、成齡林地 ( 「自然保育區 」 ) 和西貢西郊野公園

連成一體 (圖 H - 6 a、 H - 6 b 和 H - 6 c ) 。因此，現時把該處劃

為「綠化地帶」實屬恰當，該地帶的規劃意向 是提供綠化緩

衝 區 ， 藉 此 保 存 該 區 的 自 然 環 境 和 景 觀 價 值 ， 該 處 風 景 優

美，襯托着 前方極富鄉土特色的客家鄉村。至於改劃那些屋

地 (包括第 6 . 2 3 段提及那些位於白沙澳下洋的屋地 )的建議，

須留意的是， 分區計劃大綱圖 有條文訂明可通過規劃許可審

批制度，申請在「綠化地帶」發展小型屋宇。倘土地擁有人

日後打算發展 所屬的屋地，當局一般會尊重相關批租條件列

明的建屋權，而城規會將按每宗申請的個別情況作出考慮。  

在 白 沙 澳 下 洋 劃 設 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 ( R 2 至 R 5 、 R 7 至

R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 )  

6.23 R 2 至 R 5 、 R 7 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 建議在白沙澳下

洋 劃 設 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 ， 包 括 約 4  3 3 0 平 方 米 土 地 及
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4 0 7 平方米屋地 (第 2 9 0 約地段第 8 2 5 A 號及 8 2 5 B 號 )，以

供發展小型屋宇。有關地方 包括荒廢農地及零星的屋地， 山

坡現已遍布與西貢西郊野公園相連的次生林地。  

6.24 規劃署總城市規劃師／城市設計及園境反對有關建議，因為

該 區 優 美 的 鄉 郊 景 致 獲 評 為 「 高 」 及 「 高 ( 具 備 條 件 ) 」 級

別。擬議的「鄉村式發展」地帶位於天然林地覆蓋的山坡，

而有關林地是重要的景觀資源， 該處風景優美，一片 青蔥，

襯托着前方的 白沙澳下洋。 若發展小型屋宇 ，必須進行斜坡

平整工程，有關工程 可能會 對山坡上的林地造成負面影響。

現時劃設的「綠化地帶」可提供規劃管制， 以免天然河溪及

毗連的灌木林及次生林地受到鄉村擴展所侵佔，令獨特的天

然環境及景觀價值得以保存，因此，劃設此地帶 是恰當的 。

漁農自然護理署署長 ( 下稱「漁護署署長」 ) 表示，建議改劃

為「鄉村式發展」地帶的地方大部分是由荒廢農地演變而成

的林地，認為繼續把 有關地方劃為「綠化地帶」 會較恰當。

土木工程拓展署土力工程處處長表示，白沙澳下洋兩個指定

擬作「鄉村式發展」地帶的地方位於陡峭 的天然山坡下，這

些山坡可能發生山泥傾瀉，構成危險。因此，土力工程處處

長不支持有關建議。  

小 型 屋 宇 需 求 預 測 數 字 並 無 根 據 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 3 、

R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 7、 R 5 3 9 至 R 1 6 0 1、 R 1 6 0 5 至 R 1 6 8 8、 R 1 7 0 6 至

R 1 7 3 8 、 R 1 7 9 9、 R 1 8 0 1、 R 1 8 0 2 、 R 1 8 0 4 及 R 1 8 0 6 )  

6.25 應留意的是，所預測的小型屋宇需求僅是考慮擬議的「鄉村

式發展」地帶時所參考的眾多資料之一，有關的預測數字由

原居民代表向地政總署提供，或會隨時間及基於不同理由而

轉變，例如現時居於村外 ( 包括本地及海外 ) 的原 居村民日後

是否希望回到該區的鄉村居住。大埔地政專員審批小型屋宇

申請時，會核實小型屋宇申請人的身分。  

6.26 大埔地政專員表示，小型屋宇申請人須明文保證從未就其發

展 小 型 屋 宇 的 權 益 或 申 請 批 建 小 型 屋 宇 的 資 格 作 出 轉 讓 安

排。任何人士透過虛假陳述或詐騙行為騙取政府的審批，便

是涉及違法行為，有關違法行為經執法部門查明屬實可作刑

事檢控。  
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小 型 屋 宇 發 展 對 環 境 造 成 負 面 影 響 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 3 至

R 5 3 1 、 R 5 3 3、 R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 6 至 R 5 3 8 、 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 、 R 5 4 7

至 R 1 4 8 8 、 R 1 4 9 1 至 R 1 6 0 4 、 R 1 6 1 6 至 R 1 7 0 5 、 R 1 7 3 9 至

R 1 8 0 0 、 R 1 8 0 3 及 R 1 8 0 7 )  

6.27 渠務署和環境保護署 ( 下稱「環保署」 ) 表示，該區現時並無

公共污水渠，也沒有計劃鋪設公共污水渠 。該區整個範圍都

在上段間接集水區內， 因此令人關注在該區發展 小型屋宇可

能造成負面影響。環保署表示，草圖的《說明書》已述明，

「如擬進行任何鄉村式發展，必須證明有關發展不會影響集

水區的水質。就集水區內的新鄉村發展項目而言，使用化糞

池 和 滲 水 系 統 處 理 及 排 放 污 水 ， 一 般 不 是 可 以 接 受 的 方

法。」因此，除非這些發展項目有已證明有效的方法 ( 例如設

有適當的廢水處理設施 ) ，確保擬議發展不會對水環境和水質

造成不能挽救的損害、不可接受的風險或負面影響，否則 環

保署和水務署一般不會支持在集水區內進行新發展的建議。  

6.28 為保護該區的水質 ( 包括「具重要生態價值河溪」和其他天然

河溪 )，根據環境運輸及工務局技術通告 (工務 )第 5／ 2 0 0 5 號

「保護天然河溪免受建造工程影響」的規定，在現行的行政

安排下，如發展計劃／方案可能影響天然溪澗／河流，負責

批核／處理發展計劃的當局，須在各個發展階段徵詢和收集

漁護署和相關部門的意見 ，並 在給予許可時 盡量加入相關的

意見／建議作為附帶條件。 漁護署認為，該 「具重要生態價

值河溪」和「鄉村式發展」地帶已被「綠化地帶」分隔開。

「綠化地帶」屬於保育地帶，可作 為與日後發展的小型屋宇

之間的緩衝。  

6.29 地政總署在處理小型屋宇申請時，會諮詢相關的政府部門，

包括環保署、漁護署、運輸署、渠務署、水務署 ( 有關集水區

內廢水的妥善處理 ) 、消防處 ( 有關緊急車輛通道事宜 ) 、土木

工程拓展署 ( 有關斜坡事宜 ) 、古蹟辦 ( 有關文物事宜 ) 和規劃

署，確保所有相關部門都有充分機會覆檢申請，並就申請提

出意見。地政總署會要求 發展 建議／方案的申請人 遵照相關

的標準和規定。  

6.30 有關闢設緊急車輛通道， 大埔地政專員 表示，根據關於《新

界豁免管制屋宇消防安全規定指引》的資料小冊子， 如闢設
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緊急車輛通道不可行，應 裝 設其他消防安全設施，例如自動

花灑系統；或在小型屋宇的每一樓層安裝火警偵測系統及消

防喉轆系統或火警偵測系統及滅火筒。  

6.31 城規會考慮草圖時，已 顧及 所有相關的規劃考慮因素，包括

公眾意見和相關政府部門 ( 包括環保署、漁護署、運輸署、渠

務署、水務署、消防處、土木工程拓展署、古蹟辦及規劃署

城市設計及園境組等 )的意見。  

對白沙澳村具歷史價值的客家村落保護不足 ( 圖 H - 6 a 、 H - 6 b 及

H - 7 b ) ( R 5 1 7 至 R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 3、 R 5 2 6 、 R 5 2 8、 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 2、

R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 7、 R 5 3 9 、 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 、 R 5 4 7 及 R 1 8 0 0 )  

6.32 為保存現有村落具歷史 價值 的環境 佈局，建議在白沙澳村現

有村落以北的地方劃設「鄉村式發展」地帶，以供發展新的

小型屋宇。該處大部分地方是 常耕農地和灌木草地，與現有

村落之間隔着密林和位於該地帶西南隅闊 2 0 米的植物緩衝

區。「鄉村式發展」地帶與「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶之間隔着

一片林地和闊 2 0 米的緩衝區，為現有村落提供景觀和視覺上

的紓緩 (圖 H - 6 - a 、 H - 6 - b 及 H - 7 b )。此安排在保存白沙澳

具歷史價值的村落與滿足村民的住屋需要之間已作出平衡。  

關 注 出 現 「 先 破 壞 ， 後 建 設 」 的 活 動 ( R 5 2 0 、 R 5 2 5 、 R 5 2 9 及

R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 )  

6.33 上世紀六十和七十年代，農業活動 曾遍及整個山谷地區，但

八十年代開始式微。白沙澳發展審批地區草圖於二零一二年

十二月七日公布前，為復耕而進行的挖土工程 已在白沙澳村

落北面的地方進行。 到目前為止， 白沙澳的村落北面已有 一

些私人擁有的荒廢農地被修復用來耕作 (圖 H - 5 a 至 H - 5 c、

H - 6 g 及 H - 6 h ) 。在「鄉村範圍」內的土地，中部是白沙澳

現有的村落，北面是常耕農地，西面是河道 ( 包括「具重要生

態價值河溪」 ) ，南面是林地 ( 圖 H - 6 g ) 。當局認同有需要保

存白沙澳現有鄉村的氛圍和自然環境 ( 包括「具重要生態價值

河溪」 ) ，已考慮過把現正積極進行復耕的適當地方指定為可

供發展小型屋宇的新村落。  
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劃設「農業」地帶的 理據欠奉 ( R 5 1 8 、 R 5 1 9 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 7 至

R 5 3 1 、 R 5 3 6 、 R 5 3 8 、 R 5 4 8 至 R 1 4 0 9 、 R 1 4 7 8 至 R 1 4 9 1 、

R 1 4 5 9 至 R 1 5 7 3 、 R 1 6 0 1 至 R 1 6 0 4 、 R 1 6 1 5 及 R 1 6 8 9 至

R 1 6 9 2 )  

6.34 指定為「農業」地帶的 地方 ，主要是反映白沙澳村東北 部 一

些荒廢農地已被修復用來耕作的用途 (圖 H - 6 g 及 6 - h )。漁護

署表示，「農業」地帶與其西北面的常耕農地的特色相似，

具復耕潛力。 把該處劃為「農業」地帶 可有助農業活動 ， 實

屬恰當。  

把環境易受影響的地方由「綠化地帶」改劃為「綠化地帶 ( 1 ) 」／

「自然保育區」 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 1 8、 R 5 2 0 至 R 5 2 3、 R 5 2 8 、 R 5 3 0

至 R 5 3 2、 R 5 3 6、 R 5 3 8 及 R 5 4 0 至 R 5 4 7 )  

6.35 白沙澳及周邊地區 的生態價值是眾所公認的，亦是擬備這份

草圖一個重要的考慮因素。正如這份草圖的《說明書》第 8 . 1

段所述，該區的整體規劃意向是保存其極 重要的自然景觀和

生態價值，從而維護更廣泛地區的天然生境及自然系統。根

據 一 般 推 定 ， 保 育 地 帶 ( 包 括 「 綠 化 地 帶 」 及 「 自 然 保 育

區」 ) 不宜進行發展。當局已在具重要生態及景觀價值的合適

地點劃設保育地帶， 這些地點 包括林地、淡水沼澤及天然河

溪 ( 包 括 「 具 重 要 生 態 價 值 河 溪 」 ) ， 務 求 通 過 法 定 規 劃 大

綱，保護白沙澳的天然環境，以及與其生態緊密相連的西貢

西郊野公園。這些保育地帶的總面積約為 3 0 . 8 公頃，佔草圖

所覆蓋 3 3 . 2 7 公頃土地的 9 2 . 6 % 左右。  

6.36 應注意的是，白沙澳的成齡林地 ( 風水林 ) 及白沙澳下洋的 淡

水沼澤已劃為「自然 保育區」。由荒廢農地演變而成的林地

和四周山坡上的原生林地、 天然河溪及其河岸區已劃為「綠

化地帶」。 該地帶屬於保育地帶，根據一般推定，此地帶不

宜進行發展。 劃設擬議的「自然保育區」及 「綠化地帶」 ，

在規劃上對該區的自然環境提供保護，做法恰當。  
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修訂草圖的《註釋》  

管制所有地帶內的「農業用途」、肥料的使用、灌溉用水溝以至濕

農地用途 ( R 5 1 6 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 8 及 R 5 2 9 )  

6.37 根據草圖的《註釋》，「鄉村式發展」地帶、「農業」地帶

及「綠化地帶」的「農業用途」及「自然保育區」的「農業

用 途 ( 植 物 苗 圃 除 外 ) 」 屬 第 一 欄 用 途 。 從 農 業 發 展 角 度 而

言 ， 漁 護 署 對 於 把 「 農 業 用 途 」 及 「 農 業 用 途 ( 植 物 苗 圃 除

外 ) 」由第一欄改列作第二欄用途的建議有所保留，因為此舉

會對農業施加 限制，長遠而言妨礙農業發展。 應留意的是，

任何與挖土 ( 適用於「綠化地帶」及「自然保育區」 ) 、河道

改道或填土／填塘  (適用於「鄉村式發展」地帶、「農業」地

帶、「綠化地帶」及「自然保育區」 ) 相關的工程，由於或會

對自然環境造成負面影響， 故必須取得 城規會的規劃許可。

因此，現時並無有力理據 支持 要對相關地帶的「農業用途」

及作耕種活動的灌溉用水溝用途施加更嚴格的管制。  

6.38 根據《水務設施條例》 ( 第 1 0 2 章 ) ，水務監督獲賦權在集水

區執行污染 管制。 水務署表示 ，集水區内不准使用 除害劑。

至於其他化學品 ( 包括肥料 ) ，使用前必須先取得水務署的許

可。水務署會繼續監察區內的水質，確保原水水質安全，可

供應作食水之用。因此， 當局 已有足夠措施，保護該條「 具

重要生態價值河溪」。  

刪除「農業」地帶及／或「綠化地帶」《註釋》第一欄或第二欄中

的「屋宇」或「小型屋宇」用途 ( R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 2、 R 5 2 8 和 R 5 2 9 )  

6.39 「農業」地帶及「綠化地帶」的《註釋》，主要是依據經城

規會同意的《法定圖則註釋總表》編訂。「屋宇 ( 只限新界豁

免 管 制 屋 宇 ) 」 及 「 屋 宇 」 分 別 是 「 農 業 」 地 帶 和 「 綠 化 地

帶」的第二欄用途，兩者均須取得城規會的規劃許可。城規

會會因應當時的規劃情況及相關指引，按個別情況考慮每宗

申請。基於以上情況，上述建議欠缺有力的理據支持。  
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限 制 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 ( 1 ) 」 地 帶 內 新 發 展 項 目 的 建 築 形 貎 ( R 5 2 3 、

R 5 2 8 、 R 5 2 9、 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 4 0、 R 5 4 6 和 R 5 4 7 )  

6.40 關於限制「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶內新發展項目的高度、輪廓

和屋頂斜度的建議，這份圖則有關「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶這

支 區 的 《 註 釋 》 的 「 備 註 」 及 《 說 明 書 》 的 相 關 段 落 已 訂

明，在現有主要村落內，若擬建屋宇及拆卸或加建、改動及

╱或修改，或重建現有建築物，必須取得規劃許可。城規會

將按每宗個案的個別情況作出考慮。如有任何發展或重建建

議，亦會先徵詢古蹟辦的意見。目前的規劃管制已足 夠，可

充分保護該區客家鄉村的鄉土格局。  

管制由政府落實或統籌的公共工程 ( R 5 1 6 )  

6.41 這份圖則的 《註釋》 說明頁 已留有 彈性，使一些由政府統籌

或落實的地區小工程、道路工程、排污工程、渠務工程和環

境改善工程 可以進行。這些工程一般是為提供、保養、日常

運 作 和 緊 急 修 理 一 些 地 區 設 施 ( 例 如 行 人 通 道 、 行 人 路 、 扶

手、指示牌、花槽、沙井等 ) 而須進行的工程，目的是為公眾

的利益及／或改善環境。若這份圖則規定要取得規劃許可才

能進行這些工程， 便不符合公眾利益，因為此舉可能會使這

些必需的工程出現不必要的延誤，對公眾造成不利的影響。

此外，根據「自然保育區」地帶 的《註釋》 的「備註」，第

一欄和第二欄用途所列 明的發展或《註釋》說明頁所載經常

准許的發展 ( 包括由政府落實或 統籌的公共工程 ) ，倘涉及 河

道改道、填土／填塘或挖土工程， 也須取得城規會的規劃許

可，以加強保護天然環境。  

6.42 渠務署表示，該署有責任進行新的排污工程 、渠務工程和環

境改善工程，以及當發生緊急事故，有需要時為本港 ( 包括上

述地區 ) 進行搶修或修補現有水道、大溝渠、污水渠和排水渠

工程，保障公眾免受水浸和衞生 滋擾的威脅。因此，從公共

排水和排污的角度而言，不支持這些限制公共工程／維修 保

養工作的建議。同樣，相關的工程部門 ( 包括水務署 ) 認為，

目前的條文須 予保留，以保障部門有權在有關地區進行必需

的水務工程。 根據民政事務總署的資料，各區民政事務處可

在鄉郊地區進行小規模的改善工程， 而民政事務總署或各區

民政事務處人員必須按照相關的法例和指引，審慎考慮這些
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工程對環境的影響，並在有需要時考慮相關部門 的意見。無

論如何，政府部門進行工程項目 時，都會徵詢相關部門的意

見，以免對環境造成負面影響。因此，上述建議 欠缺有力的

理據支持。  

把 該 區 指 定 為 郊 野 公 園 ( R 5 2 4 、 R 1 2 6 9 、 R 1 3 1 9 、 R 1 3 7 7 及

R 1 4 0 6 )  

6.43 根據《郊野公園條例》 ( 第 2 0 8 章 ) ，把該區納入郊野公園範

圍屬於郊野公園及海岸公園管理局總監的職權範圍，不由城

規會負責。擬備法定圖則並不排除日後劃設郊野公園的可能

性。  

其他意見  

6.44 古蹟辦表示，根據現行機制， 列為一級的歷史建築 物會視作

已列入「備用名單」的具高度價值的文物 建築，供古物事務

監督考慮當中 一些建築物是否或已達到 宣布為古蹟的「 極 高

門檻」，可根據《古物及古蹟條例》 (第 5 3 章 )獲得法例上的

保護。古物事務監督每年在 諮詢古物諮詢委員會，並 獲行政

長官批准後，宣布某些一級歷史建築為法定古蹟。 現時，位

於白沙澳的「何氏舊居和何氏祠堂」已獲評為一級，並列入

「備用名單」的其中一幢具高度價值的文物 建築， 可供日後

考慮宣布為古蹟 ( R 5 2 4 ) 。擬備這份分區計劃大綱草圖並非指

定的工程項目，不受《環境影響評估條例》規管 ( R 5 2 4 )。  

6.45 擬備分區計劃大綱草圖的相關資料，包括初步 和進一步考慮

草圖和補充資料的文件 ( R 5 2 2 ) 、「評審新界豁免管制屋宇發

展規劃申請的準則」，以及相關指引 ( 例如「擬在綠化地帶進

行發展而按照條例第 1 6 條提出的規劃申請」的城規會規劃指

引編號 1 0 和「評審新界豁免管制屋宇／小型屋宇發展規劃申

請的臨時準則 ( 修訂日期： 2 0 0 7 年 9 月 7 日 ) 」這份技術文

件 ) ( R 6 )都可在城規會的網站找到。  

6.46 是 否 要 為 鄉 村 擬 備 新 的 鄉 村 發 展 藍 圖 ， 要 視 乎 若 干 因 素 而

定，例如能落實發展藍圖的機會，以及規劃署的人手和工作

的緩急優次。因此，規劃署會在適當時候檢討是否有需要為
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分區計劃大綱圖所涵蓋的「鄉村式發展」地帶擬備新的鄉村

發展藍圖 ( R 5 2 1 ) 。  

6.47 有些不屬城規會職權管轄範圍 的其他意見及要求，會轉交適

當 的 相 關 政 府 部 門 考 慮 ( R 6 、 R 5 2 2 、 R 1 0 4 9 、 R 1 0 7 4 、

R 1 1 0 8 、 R 1 1 2 2 、 R 1 1 3 4 、 R 1 1 4 6 、 R 1 2 3 1 、 R 1 2 4 7 、

R 1 2 6 7 、 R 1 2 7 0 、 R 1 2 7 3 、 R 1 2 7 6 、 R 1 2 9 9 、 R 1 5 3 8 、

R 1 6 6 8 、 R 1 6 7 0 、 R 1 7 2 9 、 R 1 7 3 0 、 R 1 7 3 2 、 R 1 7 6 0 及

R 1 8 0 4 )。  

對意見的理據的回應  

6.48 全部 3 6 份意見書 ( C 1 至 C 3 6 )都主要是反對 A 組提出把更多

土地劃為「鄕村式發展」地帶 的建議 ，而第三段所 述有關意

見書的内容則與申述的理據相似。上文第 6 . 1 5 至 6 . 4 3 段所

載的評估已作回應。對有關意見的詳細回應，載於附件 I I I 。  

7 .  諮詢  

7 . 1  規 劃 署 曾 徵 詢 相 關 政 府 部 門 的 意 見 ， 他 們 的 意 見 收 錄 於 上

文。  

7 . 2  規劃署曾徵詢政府以下 各局及 部門的意見，他們對申述 內容

沒有很大意見：  

( a )  教育局局長；  

( b )  屋宇署總屋宇測量師／新界西；  

( c )  路政署總工程師／新界東；  

( d )  食物環境衞生署署長；  

( e )  康樂及文化事務署署長；  

( f )  通訊事務總監；  

( g )  政府產業署署長；  

( h )  土木工程拓展署新界東拓展處處長；  

( i )  規劃署總城市規劃師／規劃研究；  

( j )  規劃署總城市規劃師／策略規劃；以及  

( k )  規劃署總城市規劃師／中央執行管制及檢控。  
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8 .  規劃署的意見  

8 . 1  備悉申述書 R 5 1 6 (部分 )表示支持的意見。  

8 . 2  基於上文第 6 段所作的評估及以下理由，規劃署不支持 A 組

( R 1 至 R 3 4 9 及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 ) 和 B 組 ( R 5 1 6 ( 部分 ) 及

R 5 1 7 至 R 1 8 0 7 ) 的申述，並認為不應順應這些申述修訂 草

圖：  

劃設「鄉村式發展」地帶  

( a )  「鄉村式發展」 地帶的界線是根 據「鄉村範圍」 、所

預測的小型屋宇 需求、未處理的 小型屋宇 申請、 區內

地形及用地限制 ，以及現有村落 具高保育價值的 地方

而劃 設的。只有 適合發展小型屋 宇的土地才 劃入 此地

帶，而環境／生 態易受影響的地 方 和地形陡峭的 地方

都不會包括在內 ( A 組及 B 組 )。  

( b )  「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶的規劃管制，是為了讓城規會

考慮個別小型屋 宇發展對客家鄉 村現有的鄉土格 局可

能造成的影響。 城規會將按每宗 申請的個別情況 加以

考慮。 ( R 1 、 R 3 、 R 7 至 R 3 4 9 、 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 及

R 5 3 5 ) 。  

( c )  現時把白沙澳村 現有 鄉村中心區 周邊一帶 及南鄰 的地

方 劃為「綠化地 帶」 ，做法恰當 。該地帶的規劃 意向

是提供綠化緩衝 區，藉此保存極 富鄉土特色的客 家鄉

村與該區的自然環境和景觀價值 ( R 2 、 R 3 、 R 1 4 0 5 及

R 1 7 9 3 )。  

( d )  在 白沙澳下洋劃 設的「綠化地帶 」可提供規劃管 制，

以免天然環境受 到鄉村擴展所侵 佔，令 該區獨特 的天

然環境及景觀價值得以保存 ( R 2 至 R 5 、 R 7 至 R 3 4 9

及 R 3 5 1 至 R 5 1 5 )。  
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小 型 屋 宇 需 求 預 測 數 字 並 無 根 據 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 3 、

R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 7 、 R 5 3 9 至 R 1 6 0 1 、 R 1 6 0 5 至 R 1 6 8 8 、

R 1 7 0 6 至 R 1 7 3 8 、 R 1 7 9 9 、 R 1 8 0 1 、 R 1 8 0 2 、 R 1 8 0 4 及

R 1 8 0 6 )  

( e )  預測的小型屋宇 需求僅是劃設擬 議的「鄉村式發 展」

地帶時所考慮的 其中一項因素， 有關的預測數字 亦會

隨時間而轉變。  

小型屋宇發展對環境造成負面影響 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 2 1、 R 5 2 3 至

R 5 3 1 、 R 5 3 3 、 R 5 3 4 、 R 5 3 6 至 R 5 3 8 、 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 、

R 5 4 7 至 R 1 4 8 8、 R 1 4 9 1 至 R 1 6 0 4 、 R 1 6 1 6 至 R 1 7 0 5 、

R 1 7 3 9 至 R 1 8 0 0、 R 1 8 0 3 及 R 1 8 0 7 )  

( f )  目 前 的 行 政 制 度 已 有 足 夠 的 管 制 ， 確 保 「 鄉 村 式 發

展」地帶內 個別 的小型屋宇發展 對周邊環境不會 造成

不可接受的影響。  

對 白 沙 澳 村 具 歷 史 價 值 的 客 家 村 落 保 護 不 足 ( R 5 1 7 至

R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 6 、 R 5 2 8 、 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 3 4 、

R 5 3 7 、 R 5 3 9、 R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 、 R 5 4 7 及 R 1 8 0 0 )，以及關

注出現「先破壞，後建設」的活動 ( R 5 2 0 、 R 5 2 5 、 R 5 2 9 及

R 5 4 1 至 R 5 4 5 )  

( g )  建議劃設「鄉村 式發展」地帶， 是要在發展小型 屋宇

與 保存白沙澳具 歷史 價值的村落 這兩方面 的需要 之間

作出平衡。  

劃設「農業」地帶的理據欠奉 ( R 5 1 8 、 R 5 1 9 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 7

至 R 5 3 1 、 R 5 3 6 、 R 5 3 8 、 R 5 4 8 至 R 1 4 0 9 、 R 1 4 7 8 至

R 1 4 9 1 、 R 1 4 5 9 至 R 1 5 7 3、 R 1 6 0 1 至 R 1 6 0 4、 R 1 6 1 5 及

R 1 6 8 9 至 R 1 6 9 2 )  

( h )  所劃設的「農業」地帶有助復耕，做法恰當。  
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把 環 境 易 受 影 響 的 地 方 由 「 綠 化 地 帶 」 改 劃 為 「 綠 化 地 帶

( 1 )」／「自然保育區」 ( R 5 1 6 至 R 5 1 8 、 R 5 2 0 至 R 5 2 3 、

R 5 2 8 、 R 5 3 0 至 R 5 3 2 、 R 5 3 6、 R 5 3 8 及 R 5 4 0 至 R 5 4 7 )  

( i )  由 荒 廢 農 地 演 變 而 成 的 林 地 和 四 周 山 坡 上 的 原 生 林

地、天然河溪 及 其河岸區已劃為 「綠化地帶」。 此地

帶屬於保育地帶 ， 根據一般推定 ，此地帶不宜進 行發

展。 劃設此地帶 ， 在規劃上對該 區的自然環境已 提供

保護，做法恰當。  

管制所有地帶內的「農業用途」、肥料的使用、灌溉用水溝

以至濕農地用途  

( j )  任 何 與 挖 土 ( 適 用 於 「 綠 化 地 帶 」 及 「 自 然 保 育

區 」 ) 、 河 道 改 道 或 填 土 ／ 填 塘 ( 適 用 於 「 鄉 村 式 發

展」地帶、「農 業」地帶、「綠 化地帶」及「自 然保

育區」地帶 ) 相關的工程，都必須取得城規會的許可。

現時並無有力理 據 支持 要對相關 地帶的「農業用 途」

( R 5 2 3 ) 及 作 耕 種 活 動 的 灌 溉 用 水 溝 用 途 ( R 5 1 6 ) 施 加

更嚴格的管制。  

( k )  使 用 化 學 品 ( 包 括 肥 料 ) 前 ， 必 須 先 取 得 水 務 署 的 許

可。應 已有足夠 措施保護該條「 具重要生態價值 的河

溪」 ( R 5 1 6 、 R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 8 及 R 5 2 9 )。  

刪除「農業」地帶 及／或「綠化地帶」 《註釋》第一欄或第

二 欄 中 的 「 屋 宇 」 或 「 小 型 屋 宇 」 用 途 ( R 5 2 1 、 R 5 2 2 、

R 5 2 8 及 R 5 2 9 )  

( l )  「屋宇」用途須 取得城規會的規 劃許可。城規會 將因

應 當 時 的 規 劃 情 況 、 相 關 指 引 和 相 關 政 府 部 門 的 意

見，按個別情況 考慮每宗申請。 現時並 無有力理 據支

持對這些地帶施加進一步限制。  



-  3 2  -  

  

限 制 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 ( 1 ) 」 地 帶 內 新 發 展 項 目 的 建 築 形 貌

( R 5 2 3 、 R 5 2 8 、 R 5 2 9 、 R 5 3 2、 R 5 4 0 、 R 5 4 6 及 R 5 4 7 )  

( m )  根據「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶的《註釋》，若擬建屋宇

及現有建築物 的 拆卸或加建、改 動及 ╱ 或修改或 取代

／重建， 都須取 得城規會的規劃 許可。城規會將 按每

宗申請的個別情 況 作出考慮。現 時並無有力理據 要對

「鄉村式發展 ( 1 ) 」地帶施加進一步限制。  

管制由政府落實或統籌的公共工程 ( R 5 1 6 )  

( n )  草圖的《註釋》 說明頁已留有彈 性，使政府統籌 或落

實的公共工程可 以進行。這些工 程一般是為公眾 的利

益、作緊急維修 及／或改善環境 而必須進行的工 程。

若要政府部門先 取得規劃許可才 能進行這些工程 ， 便

不符合公眾利益 ，因為 此舉可能 會使這些必需的 工程

出現 不必要的延 誤，對公眾造成 不利的 影響。目 前已

有行政機制，確 保 此等 工程對環 境所帶來的影響 會得

到適當處理。  

把該區指定為郊野公園 ( R 5 2 4 、 R 1 2 6 9 、 R 1 3 1 9、 R 1 3 3 7 及

R 1 4 0 6 )  

( o )  根據《郊野公園條例》 ( 第 2 0 8 章 ) ，把該區納入郊野

公園範圍屬 於郊 野公園及海岸公 園管理局總監的 職權

範圍，不由城規 會負責。 擬備法 定圖則並不排除 日後

劃設郊野公園的可能性。  

其他意見  

( p )  位 於 白 沙 澳 的 「 何 氏 舊 居 和 何 氏 祠 堂 」 已 獲 評 為 一

級，並列入「備 用名單」的其中 一幢具高度價值 的文

物建築，可供日後考慮宣布為古蹟 ( R 5 2 4 ) 。擬備這份

分區計劃大綱草 圖並非指定的工 程項目，不受《 環境

影響評估條例》規管 ( R 5 2 4 )。  

( q )  是否要為鄉村擬 備新的鄉村發展 藍圖，要視乎若 干因

素而定，例如能 落實發展藍圖的 機會，以及規劃 署的
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人手和工作的緩 急優次。因此， 規劃署會在適當 時候

檢討是否有需要 為分區計劃大綱 圖所涵蓋的「鄉 村式

發展」地帶擬備新的鄉村發展藍圖 ( R 5 2 1 )。  

( r )  擬備分區計劃大綱草圖的相關資料 ( R 5 2 2 ) 及有關小型

屋宇申請的文件 ( 包括「擬在綠化地帶進行發展而按照

條例第 1 6 條提出的規劃申請」的城規會規劃指引編號

1 0 和「評審新界豁免管制屋宇／小型屋宇發展規劃申

請的臨時準則」這份技術文件 ) ( R 6 ) 都可在城規會的網

站找到。  

( s )  城 規 會 會 因 應 相 關 指 引 ， 按 個 別 情 況 考 慮 每 宗 申 請

( R 6 )。這些指引可在城規會的網站找到。  

( t )  其他意見及要求 並不屬城規會的 職權管轄範圍， 會轉

交 適 當 的 相 關 政 府 部 門 考 慮 ( R 6 、 R 5 2 2 、 R 1 0 4 9 、

R 1 0 7 4 、 R 1 1 0 8 、 R 1 1 2 2 、 R 1 1 3 4 、 R 1 1 4 6 、

R 1 2 3 1 、 R 1 2 4 7 、 R 1 2 6 7 、 R 1 2 7 0 、 R 1 2 7 3 、

R 1 2 7 6 、 R 1 2 9 9 、 R 1 5 3 8 、 R 1 6 6 8 、 R 1 6 7 0 、

R 1 7 2 9 、 R 1 7 3 0 、 R 1 7 3 2、 R 1 7 6 0 及 R 1 8 0 4 )。  

9 .  請求作出決定  

 請城規會審議各項申述時，亦考慮在聆聽會上提出的論點，然後決

定接納申述書的部分內容／不接納申述書的內容。  

1 0 .  附件  

附件 I  申述書及內容大致劃一的信／電郵範本  

附件 I I  意見書及內容大致劃一的信／電郵範本  

附件 I I I  申述和意見及規劃署的回應的摘要  

附件 I V  載列所有申述人及提意見人名稱及他們的申述書和意見書

的光碟 (只提供予城規會委員 )  

附件 V  R 3 5 0 於二零一六年六月十七日提交的信  



-  3 4  -  

  

附件 V I  《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / 1》有關「鄉

村式發展」地帶、「政府、機構或社區」地帶、「農業」

地帶、「綠化地帶」及「自然保育區」的《註釋》的摘錄  

繪圖 H - 1  白沙澳村代表 ( R 2 )提交的土地用途地帶建議  

繪圖 H - 2  白沙澳下洋翁盛亨堂司理 ( R 4 )及翁盛亨堂成員 ( R 5 )提交

的土地用途地帶建議  

繪圖 H - 3  生態教育及資源中心 ( R 5 2 5 ) 及其他個別人士 ( R 5 4 1 至

R 5 4 5 )提交的土地用途地帶建議  

繪圖 H - 4  一名個別人士 ( R 5 2 8 )提交的土地用途地帶建議  

圖 H - 1  位置圖  

圖 H - 2 a  A 組的申述建議  

圖 H - 2 b  B 組的申述建議  

圖 H - 3 a  發展限制－白沙澳  

圖 H - 3 b  實地照片－白沙澳  

圖 H - 4  土地擁有權及「鄉村範圍」－白沙澳  

圖 H - 5 a  一九六一年和一九八一年白沙澳的航攝照片  

圖 H - 5 b  二零一二年白沙澳的航攝照片  

圖 H - 5 c  二零一五年白沙澳的航攝照片  

圖 H - 6 a  A 組的申述建議－白沙澳的「鄉村式發展」地帶及「鄉村

式發展 ( 1 )」地帶  

圖 H - 6 b  實地照片－白沙澳  

圖 H - 6 c  A 組所提建議的實地照片－白沙澳  

圖 H - 6 d  A 組的申述建議－白沙澳下洋的擬議「鄉村式發展」地帶  

圖 H - 6 e  實地照片－白沙澳下洋  

圖 H - 6 f  A 組所提建議的實地照片－白沙澳下洋  

圖 H - 6 g  B 組的申述建議－白沙澳  

圖 H - 6 h  白沙澳復耕的實地照片  

圖 H - 7 a  《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / B》及《白

沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / C》的土地用途

地帶規劃建議  

圖 H - 7 b  《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / C》及《白

沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / 1》的土地用途地

帶規劃建議  

 

規劃署  

二零一六年七月  

 

https://www.google.com.hk/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwi_k523y8nNAhVINpQKHTKuB9wQFgglMAI&url=http%3A%2F%2Ferc.org.hk%2F&usg=AFQjCNE6Iyjr2EEfNBMI6cvGogbW5ts-Cw&sig2=NkjcbPw87KgtrO9U7HrZ-Q














































 

BY FAX AND E-MAIL 

The Secretary, 

Town Planning Board, 

15th Floor, North Point Government Offices, 

333 Java Road, 

North Point, Hong Kong 

(Fax: 2877 0245 or 2522 8426, E-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 

3 February, 2016 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (Chapter 131) 

DRAFT PAK SHA O OUTLINE ZONING PLAN NO. S/NE-PSO/1 

 

1. Green Power is a local charitable green group with river and butterfly conservation being our 

focused issues. Regarding the above-captioned draft plan (hereafter PSO OZP), we would like to 

draw your attention to our recommendations and comments on land use planning of river basin of 

Hoi Ha Ecologically Important Stream (EIS) and protection of natural assets with butterfly as 

target taxa group in particular. 

 

2. Green Power supports that the “general planning intention of the Area (the Planning Scheme 

Area of draft PSO OZP) is to conserve the high natural landscape and ecological significance of 

the Area in safeguarding the natural habitat and natural system of the wider area.”(Sec 8.1, 

Explanatory Statement) 

 

3. We also agree to the planning intention “to consolidate village development so as to avoid 

undesirable disturbances to the natural environment and overtaxing the limited infrastructure in 

the Area” (Sec 8.1, Explanatory Statement) 

 

Land Use Planning of River Basin 

4. Undoubtedly, the pristine Hoi Ha EIS forms an integral and dominant part of the Area in the 

aspects of hydrology, water quality, ecology and landscape. Thus, the land use of river basin of 

Hoi Ha EIS in Pak Sha O requires special planning considerations to address the unique 

functions and characteristics of a river/stream and its ecological connection to Hoi Ha Wan 

Marine Park (MP). 

 

5. In view of ecological function of Hoi Ha EIS, the EIS section should not be considered as an 

independent habitat. Instead, the whole river system including upper, middle and lower courses 

of the mainstream and tributaries, and the Hoi Ha Wan MP should be considered as one whole 



ecological system where any change in Hoi Ha EIS must definitely impact Hoi Ha Wan MP. 

 

6. As highlighted in Sec 7.1.1 of the Explanatory Notes, “Many stream tributaries flow through the 

Area, including a section identified as the Hoi Ha EIS, which is valued for its good water quality 

and presence of the rare Three-lines Bafrid Fish Pseudobagrus trilineatus.” And in Sec 7.2.2.1, 

“with reference to the ‘Landscape Value Mapping of Hong Kong (2005), the Area is classified as 

of high quality landscape value of an enclosed, tranquil and coherent landscape character.” 

Regrettably, the unique land use characteristics of EIS and the high-valued landscape are 

threatened by the incompatible zoning of “V”. 

 

Conservation through Protection of Butterfly Habitat 

7. Pak Sha O is well known for its butterfly diversity. Since 2013, Pak Sha O has been included in 

our Butterfly Surveyor Programme. Every year, around 20 butterfly surveyors conduct butterfly 

ecological surveys along a designated route from Pak Sha O until December 2015, 115 butterfly 

species were recorded which account for 45% of total number of species recorded in Hong Kong. 

13 “Rare” species and 8 “Very Rare” species are included. With these high number of species 

recorded and high proportion of “Rare” and “Very Rare” species, Pak Sha O is undoubtedly a 

butterfly hotspot. A list of butterfly species aforementioned is enclosed in the Annex. 

 

8. According to the draft PSO OZP, massive areas including the stream banks will be zoned as 

“GB”. These open areas are important habitats for “Rare” and “Very Rare” butterflies. They 

nurture countless food plants for many adult butterflies and their caterpillars. Therefore, they are 

important feeding and breeding habitats of diverse butterfly species. 

 

9. In our opinion, “GB” zone may not reflect the ecological values of these areas, and hence protect 

the area against incompatible development and vandalized actions. We appeal the Town Planning 

Board to further consider the status of butterfly ecology of Pak Sha O, and re-zone the “GB” to 

“CA”. 

 

 

 

“Rare” Constable Dichorragia nesimachus電蛺蝶 

 

 

“Rare” Indian Awl King Choaspes benjaminii綠弄蝶 



 

Particular Comments on the draft PSO OZP 

10. In point 8(d) under Notes, public works implemented or coordinated by the Government are 

always permitted on land falling within the boundaries of the PSO OZP. We are gravely 

concerned that these works will impose serious impacts during construction or operational phases 

through diversion/ disturbance of streams, pollution of stream water, clearance of vegetation, 

waste dumping, etc. These works should be strictly controlled in river channels, river banks and 

lands with dense vegetation or woodlands. 

 

11. Regarding point 8(c) of Notes, we are concerned that if “maintenance or repair 

of ……,watercourse, nullah, sewer and drain” are always permitted on land falling within the 

boundaries of the PSO OZP, the water quality of Hoi Ha EIS will be adversely affected as such 

activities will generate pollutants such as suspended solids, sewage or even chemicals. Water 

pollution will seriously impact the ecology of Hoi Ha EIS and Hoi Ha Wan MP. Such activities 

should be strictly controlled in EIS and at upstream of Marine Park. Same concerns are also 

applied to point 9(a)(i) and (ii) of Notes that “maintenance ……of watercourse…..” and 

“…..sewage works, drainage works….” are always permitted in “CA” zone. 

 

12. We agree to Remarks to Village Type Development(“V”) (point (d)), Agriculture(“AGR”),  

Green Belt(“GB”) and Conservation Area(“CA”) zones to strictly control “any diversion of 

streams, filling of land/pond or excavation of land” in order to protect the Hoi Ha EIS. However, 

certain sections of the tributaries of Hoi Ha EIS may have been diverged and/or modified as 

irrigation ditches or converted to wet agricultural farmlands. In such cases, the Remarks in this 

regard should also be applied to these irrigation ditches and wet agricultural farmlands in order to 

maintain the drainage capacity, connectivity and hydrology of the EIS to avoid flood, 

fragmentation of stream ecosystem and alternation of hydrology. 

 

13. In order to avoid pollution to the EIS and MP from village houses sewage, “V” should not be 

zoned in vicinity to the existing stream courses. We opine that the “V” zone to the north of the 

existing Pak Sha O village is too extensive and too close to the stream course of EIS which may 

generate polluted surface runoff from houses, settlements and construction/demolition activities 

though the boundary of “V” zone is approximately 20m away from the EIS courses. 

 

14. We also urge that no sewage and stormwater outfalls should be drained into any streams at Pak 

Sha O. The construction on the river banks should be prohibited so as to avoid water pollution to 

the streams. Also, the use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides should be strictly controlled. 

 

15. The courses and all the banks of natural streams in the Area are zoned as “GB” that may be 

vulnerable to disturbance and/or destruction by future works and developments. Therefore, we 

advise to zone all the stream courses and 30 metres of both sides of river banks of all the streams 



and tributaries in the Area as “CA”. 

 

16. Maintaining sufficient vegetation cover and permeability is crucial to the hydrology and water 

quality of Hoi Ha EIS and its ecology because permeable (not concrete-paved) and vegetated 

land can moderate the flow volume and purify the surface runoff. Therefore, significant portion 

of the land use in the stream basin of Hoi Ha EIS should be non-polluting and unpaved to prevent 

pollution to the stream and maintain natural hydrology. However, the “V” zone to the north of the 

existing Pak Sha O village will extensively reduce vegetation cover and permeability of the river 

basin. 

 

17. Hoi Ha Wan MP received all the stormwater from the Area through Hoi Ha EIS. However, Hoi 

Ha Wan is a sheltered bay with limited turnover rate of seawater. Therefore, the carrying capacity 

of the sheltered Hoi Ha Wan to degrade pollutants collected from the Hoi Ha EIS stream basin, 

i.e. the Area, should be cautiously considered. And land use of the Area should not generate extra 

pollution that overload the self-purification capacity of Hoi Ha Wan. 

 

Suspected Fake Exemption House Applications 

18. According to the outstanding small house application cases provided by Planning Department, 

Green Power discovered that the land ownership of the Lot 995, 996, 999RP, 1018RP, 1020 and 

1080 was Xinhua Bookstore Xiang Liang Group Limited in 2012. To our understanding, a 

company is not entitled to apply for New Territories Exemption House. 

 

19. If the ownership of these plots is changed to any valid applicants, we highly suspected that these 

outstanding small house applications are to mask further developments rather than to fulfill the 

housing demand of indigenous villagers. 

 

20. We are gravely concerned that such suspected further developments are incompatible to the 

planning intention of the Area, and the high ecological and landscape value of Pak Sha O. Even 

worse, such developments are usually difficult to monitor and control in town planning context 

according to the experiences in other enclaves in the New Territories, such as Pak Lap, Tai Long 

Wan, Tung Chung West. 

 

21. These developments may also require provision or upgrading of utilities that the related works 

and operation may cause damage and disturbance to the environment and ecology, especially the 

Hoi Ha EIS and Hoi Ha Wan MP through habitat loss, water pollution, soil pollution, tree felling, 

hill fires and flytipping of soil debris and construction and demolish wastes. 

 

22. Pak Sha O has been a shining example of how biodiversity, culture and humanity co-exist and 

remain in harmony in Hong Kong. More stringent land use regulation and monitoring will be 

needed for effective and long term protection of the area's natural environment. We urge the 



government to include the Pak Sha O enclave in the country park area or even designate the area 

as a Site of Special Scientific Interest, to prevent further damage. 

 

Should you have any inquiries or need further information, please contact the undersigned at Green 

Power (T: 3961 0200; Fax:2314 2661, Email: lkcheng@greenpower.org.hk). 

 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

CHENG Luk-ki 

Division Head, Scientific Research and Conservation 

GREEN POWER 

 

 

 

 

Encl. 

Annex.  List of butterfly species recorded in Pak Sha O by Green Power’s butterfly surveyors 

 

 



Annex: Species List of Butterfly Survey in Pak Sha O (2013-15) by Green Power 

Scientific Name English name Chinese name AFCD Status 

Elymnias hypermnestra Common Palmfly 翠袖鋸眼蝶 C 

Lethe confusa Banded Tree Brown 白帶黛眼蝶 C 

Lethe europa Bamboo Tree Brown 長紋黛眼蝶 UC 

Melanitis phedima Dark Evening Brown 睇暮眼蝶 UC 

Mycalesis mineus Dark-brand Bush Brown 小眉眼蝶 VC 

Mycalesis zonata South China Bush Brown 平頂眉眼蝶 C 

Neope muirheadii Muirhead's Labyrinth  蒙鏈蔭眼蝶 UC 

Ypthima baldus Common Five-ring 矍眼蝶 VC 

Ypthima lisandra Straight Five-ring 黎桑矍眼蝶 C 

Discophora sondaica Common Duffer 鳳眼方環蝶 UC 

Faunis eumeus Large Faun 串珠環蝶 C 

Ariadne ariadne Angled Castor 波蛺蝶 C 

Athyma nefte Colour Sergeant 相思帶蛺蝶 C 

Athyma selenophora Staff Sergeant 新月帶蛺蝶 C 

Charaxes bernardus Tawny Rajah 白帶螯蛺蝶 C 

Charaxes marmax Yellow Rajah 螯蛺蝶 UC 

Cupha erymanthis Rustic 黃襟蛺蝶 VC 

Cyrestis thyodamas Common Mapwing 網絲蛺蝶 C 

Dichorragia nesimachus Constable 電蛺蝶 R 

Euripus nyctelius  Courtesan 芒蛺蝶 VR 

Euthalia lubentina Gaudy Baron 紅斑翠蛺蝶 UC 

Euthalia phemius White-edged Blue Baron 尖翅翠蛺蝶 C 

Hypolimnas bolina Great Egg-fly 幻紫斑蛺蝶 C 

Hypolimnas misppus Danaid Egg-fly 金斑蛺蝶 UC 

Junonia almana Peacock Pansy 美眼蛺蝶 C 

Junonia atlites Grey Pansy 波紋眼蛺蝶 C 

Junonia iphita Chocolate Pansy 鉤翅眼蛺蝶 C 

Junonia lemonias Lemon Pansy 蛇眼蛺蝶 C 

Kaniska canace Blue Admiral 琉璃蛺蝶 C 

Neptis clinia Southern Sullied Sailer 珂環蛺蝶 C 

Neptis hylas Common Sailer 中環蛺蝶 VC 

Neptis soma Sullied Sailer 娑環蛺蝶 VR 

Pantoporia hordonia Common Lascar 金蟠蛺蝶 UC 

Parasarpa dudu White Commodore 丫紋俳蛺蝶 C 

Parathyma sulpitia  Five-dot Sergeant 殘鍔線蛺蝶 C 

Phaedyma columella Short-banded Sailer 柱菲蛺蝶 C 

Polyura nepenthes Shan Nawab 忘憂尾蛺蝶 UC 

Rohana parisatis Black Prince 羅蛺蝶 C 

Symbrenthia lilaea Common Jester 散紋盛蛺蝶 C 



Vanessa indica Indian Red Admiral 大紅蛺蝶 UC 

Danaus chrysippus Plain Tiger  金斑蝶 UC 

Danaus genuita Common Tiger  虎斑蝶 C 

Euploea core Common Indian Crow 幻紫斑蝶 C 

Euploea midamus Blue-spotted Crow  藍點紫斑蝶 VC 

Euploea mulciber Striped Blue Crow 異型紫斑蝶 UC 

Ideopsis similis Ceylon Blue Glassy Tiger 擬旖斑蝶 VC 

Parantica aglea Glassy Tiger 絹斑蝶 C 

Tirumala limniace Blue Tiger 青斑蝶 C 

Tirumala septentrionis Dark Blue Tiger 嗇青斑蝶 VR 

Abisara echerius Plum Judy 蛇目褐蜆蝶 VC 

Zemeros flegyas Punchinello 波蜆蝶 C 

Acytolepis puspa Common Hedge Blue 鈕灰蝶 C 

Catochrysops strabo Forget-me-not 咖灰蝶 VR 

Celastrina lavendularis Plain Hedge Blue 薰衣琉璃灰蝶 VR 

Chilades lajus Lime Blue  紫灰蝶 C 

Chilades pandava Plains Cupid 曲紋紫灰蝶 UC 

Curetis dentata Toothed Sunbeam 尖翅銀灰蝶 UC 

Deudorix epijarbas Cornelian 玳灰蝶 R 

Heliophorus epicles Purple Sapphire 斜斑彩灰蝶 C 

Horaga onyx Common Onyx  斑灰蝶 R 

Iraota timoleon Silver Streak Blue 鐵木萊異灰蝶 UC 

Jamides alecto Metallic Cerulean 素雅灰蝶 VR 

Lampides boeticus Long-tailed Blue, Pea Blue  亮灰蝶 C 

Nacaduba kurava Transparent 6-line Blue 古樓娜灰蝶 C 

Rapala manea  Slate Flash 燕灰蝶 C 

Spindasis lohita Long-banded Silverline 銀線灰蝶 C 

Spindasis syama Club Silverline 豆粒銀線灰蝶 UC 

Zizeeria karsandra Dark Grass Blue  吉灰蝶 UC 

Zizeeria maha Pale Grass Blue  酢醬灰蝶 VC 

Zizina otis Lesser Grass Blue  毛眼灰蝶 C 

Catopsilia pomona Lemon Emigrant 遷粉蝶 C 

Catopsilia pyranthe Mottled Emigrant 梨花遷粉蝶 VC 

Cepora nerissa Common Gull 黑脈園粉蝶 C 

Delias hyparete Painted Jezebel 優越斑粉蝶 UC 

Delias pasithoe Red-base Jezebel  報喜斑粉蝶 VC 

Dercas verhuelli Tailed Sulphur 檀方粉蝶 R 

Eurema blanda Three-spot Grass Yellow 檗黃粉蝶 C 

Eurema brigitta Small Grass Yellow 無標黃粉蝶 R 

Eurema hecabe Common Grass Yellow 寬邊黃粉蝶 VC 

Hebomoia glaucippe Great Orange Tip  鶴頂粉蝶 C 

Peris rapae Small Cabbage White 菜粉蝶 R 



Pieris canidia Indian Cabbage White 東方菜粉蝶 VC 

Chilasa clytia Common Mine 斑鳳蝶 C 

Graphium agamemnon Tailed Jay 統帥青鳳蝶 C 

Graphium doson Common Jay 木蘭青鳳蝶 C 

Graphium sarpedon Common Bluebottle 青鳳蝶 VC 

Papilio bianor Chinese Peacock 碧鳳蝶 C 

Papilio helenus Red Helen  玉斑鳳蝶 VC 

Papilio memnon Great Mormon 美鳳蝶 VC 

Papilio paris Paris Peacock 巴黎翠鳳蝶 VC 

Papilio polytes Common Mormon 玉帶鳳蝶 VC 

Papilio protenor Spangle 藍鳳蝶 VC 

Aeromachus jhora Jhora Scrub Hopper 寬鍔弄蝶 R 

Aeromachus pygmaeus Pigmy Scrub Hopper 侏儒鍔弄蝶 VR 

Ampittia dioscorides Bush Hopper 黃斑弄蝶 UC 

Astictopterus jama Forest Hopper 腌翅弄蝶 C 

Bibasis gomata Pale Awlet 白傘弄蝶 UC 

Borbo cinnara Formosan Swift  秈弄蝶 C 

Caltoris cahira Dark Swift 放踵珂弄蝶 R 

Choaspes benjaminii Indian Awl King  綠弄蝶 VR 

Hyarotis adrastus Tree Flitter 希弄蝶 UC 

Iambrix salsala Chestnut Bob  雅弄蝶 UC 

Notocrypta curvifascia Restricted Demon 曲紋袖弄蝶 UC 

Parnara bada Oriental Straight Swift 么紋稻弄蝶 R 

Parnara ganga Rare Swift 曲紋稻弄蝶 UC 

Parnara guttata Common Straight Swift  直紋稻弄蝶 C 

Pelopidas agna Little Branded Swift  南亞穀弄蝶 UC 

Pelopidas assamensis Great Swift  印度穀弄蝶 R 

Pelopidas conjunctus Conjoined Swift  古銅穀弄蝶 R 

Polytremis lubricans Contiguous Swift  黃紋孔弄蝶 C 

Potanthus trachala Lesser Band Dart  斷紋黃室弄蝶 R 

Suastus gremius Indian Palm Bob 素弄蝶 UC 

Tagiades litigiosus Water Snow Flat 沾邊裙弄蝶 C 

Tagiades menaka Dark Edged Snow Flat 黑邊裙弄蝶 UC 

Zographetus satwa Purple and Gold Flitter 黃裳腫脈弄蝶 R 

 

AFCD Status No of species 

VC 18 

C 49 

UC 27 

R 13 

VR 8 

Total 115  
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04 Feburary 2016 

Chairman and members 
Town Planning Board 
15/F North Point Government Offices, 
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 
(E-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 

By E-mail ONLY 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Re: Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1  
(Comments on S/NE-PSO/C for further consideration)  

 

We would like to lodge objection to the newly proposed “Village Type Development” 

Zone located to the north of Pak Sha O Village and have serious concerns on another 

proposed zoning from the draft S/NE-PSO/C. 

 

1. Specific Comments on the proposed “Village Type Development” Zone  

We view that the newly proposed “Village Type Development” (the new “V”) is 

inappropriate and should be deleted. Our concerns and specific comments are as 

follows:  

 

1.1  Biological hotspot with Conservation importance 

It is evident that Pak Sha O (PSO) is of nature conservation importance. Local green 

groups including Kadoorie Farm & Botanical Gardens, Green Power, the Hong Kong 

Bird Watching Society and some PSO inhabitants have been conducting ecological 

surveys in the area since the 2000s. Mr. Christophe Barthelemy had complied the data 

from the green groups, experts and the AFCD into a list which shows that over 1,000 

flora and fauna species has been recorded in the PSO valley (please refer to Mr Chris 

Barthelemy’s submission dated on 31 Jan 2016). Conservation species which new to 

Hong Kong, to science, of locally, regionally and globally concern are recorded. For 

example, PSO Valley comprises 72 species of local concerns including 17 mammals, 

35 birds, 7 reptiles and amphibians and 13 dragonflies and butterflies. Green Power 

also recorded 13 “Rare” species and 8 “Very Rare” butterfly species in the area (please 



refer to Dr Cheng Luk Ki’s submission points 7 and 8 dated on 3 Feb 2016). Since 

Small House in the new “V” will be exempted from planning application to the Town 

Planning Board nor ecological assessment will be necessary, we view such amendment 

to the new “V”, which is a biological hotspot, will potentially damage the sensitive 

habitats that the wildlife depend on. Since the species of conservation importance and 

their associated habitats will be damaged, lost or adversely impacted by the new “V”, 

we urge the Town Planning Board to reject the proposed new “V” zone.  

 

1.2  The typology of the SHs is non-compatible with the existing vernacular 
Hakka village setting and the  ambience of the area 
 
PSO has a visual integrity that is supported by the existing vernacular Hakka village 

and a rural landscape encompasses with natural habitats including natural stream, 

Fung Shui woodland, mixed woodland on valley side slopes and etc. Though the Hakka 

village and its individual houses are managed to protect under the proposed “V(1)” 

zoning with more stringent planning control (please see Annex II of the draft S/NE-

PSO/C), the visual harmony of the PSO Valley will be destroyed by the existence of 

Small Houses if the new “V” were adopted. We view that Small House’s monotonous 

characteristics of similar in appearance, boxy in form, and mostly 3-storey 1  is 

contradicted to the existing vernacular Hakka village setting (please see Fig 1 and 2) 

and misfit with the visual and landscape attributes of the valley that embedded with the 

natural beauty, green space for the wildlife and people and coexistence of people and 

nature in the area. If the new “V” were adopted, the ambience of the existing Hakka 

village setting, the high-valued landscape, the tradition, the harmony would fade away 

or even loss irreversibly. We consider that the unique historical, cultural heritage, and 

rural landscape value should be conserved in a holistic manner by means of deletion of 

the new “V” zone.  

 

1.3  Environmental impacts to the existing Hakka village stetting and ecology 

Since the new “V” lies on a low-lying flood plain which is vulnerable to flooding while 

drainage system that can support larger residential development is non-existent in the 

area, residential development will require land filling and paving to elevate the ground 

base or massive drainage to avoid having flood so as to protect the inhabitants and 

                                                 
1 Ivan Ip, 2010. The Village House Typology in Hong Kong. The Hong Kong Institute of 
Architects. HKIA Journal Issue 57 Part 4. 



their properties. This essential physical change of the land base is likely to lead 

extensive flooding in the area that may affect the inhabitants’ safety and the ecology of 

the area, particularly the ecologically important stream to the north of the subject site.  

 

1.4  There is no land available for the indigenous villagers to use but there is land 
available from developer for us 
 
While the indigenous villagers complained ‘there is no land available for their use” 

(please refer to Town Planning Board Paper No.10019 Annex VI-2), and subsequently 

the Planning Department proposed the new “V” as a response to the indigenous 

villagers’ request. Indeed, it is evident that the new “V” had been sold to private 

developers. The land was used to be agricultural land till the 1960s when it was 

abandoned and then recently rehabilitated for agricultural purpose again. Thereby, the 

area was proposed by the Planning Department as an “Agriculture” zone (“AGR”) to 

reflect the conditions and characteristics of the site at the time when the Development 

Permission Area plan being gazette and this proposal had been upheld till the draft Pak 

Sha O OZP No. S/NE-PSO/B listed. However, the untold truth is the rehabilitated 

agricultural land or larger part of the new “V” was bought by private developer(s) well 

before S/NE-PSO/B (please refer to Mr Chris Barthelemy’s submission point 1-a dated 

on 31 Jan 2016). According to the.China Daily Hong Kong2, it was reported in detail that 

a private developer now owns nearly half of the land in the new “V” zone. The 

developer had divided up some of the bigger lots into smaller sections and some were 

resold back to the indigenous villagers, with small house applications underway. It is 

suspected that transactions had been arranged between the two parties in which the 

indigenous villagers would have transferred their rights to develop small houses or their 

eligibilities to apply for a small house grant to the developer. The new “V”, if approved, 

will be giving a green-light to private property development in this ecologically sensitive 

enclave and more worse is to legitimate the underlie purchasing and selling the Small 

Houses’ building rights. The Town Planning Board must avoid this to happen. This will 

also set a bad precedent for other Outline Zoning Plans of similar nature to follow with. 

 

1.5 Whom will be the vested interest party? 

The new V was proposed as “AGR” from the Development Permission Area plan and 

                                                                                                                                                

 



previous draft OZP plans. According to Planning Department, it was amended in a “V” 

zone for the sake of meeting the pending and future demand of the Small Houses. By 

comparing the S/NE-PSO/B and S/NE-PSO/C, it is nevertheless found that the land 

area supplied for Small House was increased in S/NE-PSO/C while the Small House 

demand in both draft plans has no numerical difference (please see Fig 3). We 

consider such departure to the new “V” is not justified. The amendment, if adopted, will 

only lead to a guess on whom would be the vested interest party in the new “V”. The 

Town Planning Board has its responsibility to justify if the new “V” is to satisfy the real 

needs of the indigenous villagers and their future generations to continue live in PSO 

or to cater the developer’s right to build luxury villas for the rich.  

 

1.6  Inevitable Water Quality Impact to the Ecologically Important Stream and Hoi 
Ha Wan Marine Park 
 

There is an ecologically important stream (EIS) to immediate north of the new “V”. 

Since the new “V” lies on a low-lying flood plain which is vulnerable to flooding as 

aforementioned, land formation such as rising the land platform level will be inevitable. 

However, site runoff from the anticipated site excavation and formation during the 

construction phase especially after periods of heavy rains will enter into the EIS and 

that will be ecologically harmful to the animals and plants inside or dependent on the 

stream.  

 

Besides, it is important to note that PSO is ecologically linked with Ho Ha Wan within 

the same catchment. Hence, all the watershed rivers and stream, including the EIS, 

feed directly into the Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park. Since streams drain into Hoi Ha Wan, 

construction run-off from building houses will lead to increased water pollution over the 

area including the Marine Park. It is worthy to note that the Marine Park has an 

exceptionally rich diversity of coral species with 64 out of 84 stony coral species 

recorded in Hong Hong 3  The corals species are very sensitive to changes in 

environmental conditions (e.g. salinity, temperature, sediment loads and pollutants in 

the water). As such, the new “V” may pose environmental disturbance to the Marine 

                                                                                                                                                
2 Peter Liang. Government needs to clarify policy over heritage site. China Daily Hong 
Kong. Reported on 21 Jan 2016 
3
 

http://www.afcd.gov.hk/english/country/cou_vis/cou_vis_mar/cou_vis_mar_mon/cou_vis
_mar_mon_eco_hhw.html Accessed on 25 March 2011. 



Park, particularly the coral communities. Therefore, WWF considers that the new “V” is 

likely to cause significant additional water quality impacts to the adjacent HHW Marine 

Park and the coral community therein if the new “V” will be adopted in the OZP.  

 

In order to avoid the deterioration of the “high” landscape value and outstanding 

historical/cultural quality of the village, adverse impacts to the environment such as the 

EIS to the north of existing Hakka village, ecological disturbance to the wildlife in and 

around the subject site, the myth of “Whose land” in associated with a suspected 

conspiracy to fraud, we therefore urge the Town Planning Board to reject the proposed 

new “V”. In terms of meeting the pending and future Small House demand, we viewed 

that the loophole can be closed by means of cross-village application to Pak Tam Au. 

This “Flying of Building Small House Right “approach has been recognized in the S/NE-

PSO/C. 

 

2. Specific comments on “Green Belt” zoning along the EIS:  

It is noted that the river bank of the EIS had been proposed as “Green Belt” (“GB”) in 

the latest draft OZP plan. We are still concerned that “GB” is inadequate to protect the 

stream’s ecology. According to the Kadoorie Farm & Botanical Gardens4, the stream 

ecology and its habitat support a large population of Three Lines Bagrid Fish 

(Pseudobagrus trilineatus) which is a species of Global Concern5 and Vulnerable in 

China6 and the stream is considered to be the only stronghold of the species in the 

territory. WWF opines that a “Conservation Area” zoning with 30m width buffer on each 

side of the river bank should introduce so as to protect the stream habitat and the water 

quality from incompatible developments and ecological disturbance in the future.  

 

We would be grateful if our comments can be considered by the Board.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

                                                 
4 Please refer to the Farm’s submission on Draft Pak Sha O Development Permission 
Area Plan No. DPA/NE-PSO/1 dated on 7 February 2013 
5 Fellow, J. R. et al. (2002). Wild animals to watch: terrestrial and freshwater fauna of 
conservation concern in Hong Kong. In Hodgkiss, I.J. (ed.). Memoirs of the Hong Kong 
Natural History Society, No. 19, Hong Kong. pp.123-159 
6 the China Red Data Book 



 

Tobi Lau (Mr.) 

Conservation Officer, Local Biodiversity  

 

Fig 1  Typical setting of Small Houses in Hong Kong 

 
Image source: Ivan Ip, 2010. The Village House Typology in Hong Kong. The Hong 
Kong Institute of Architects. HKIA Journal Issue 57 Part 4 

 
Fig 2  Typical plan of a Hakka house Pak Sha O 

 
Image source: Presentation material Fig 27 prepared by Mr Ruy Barretto S C, and Tim 
Collard regarding the Draft DPA/NE-PSO/1 dated on Feb 2013 



 
Fig 3  A comparison of the S/NE-PSO/B and S/NE-PSO/C showing the demand 
and supply of the Small Houses in Pak Sha O 
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The Secretary,  

Town Planning Board, 

15/F, North Point Government Offices,  

333, Java Road, North Point,  

Hong Kong. 

 

(Email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 

 

 
3rd February, 2016.                                     By email only  

 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

 

 

Draft Pak Sha O OZP No. S/NE-PSO/1 

 

 

1. We refer to the captioned. 

 

2. We are highly disappointed with the layout and proposed zonings in the draft OZP. 

We strongly object to the inclusion of the V and AGR zones that is now being proposed 

by the Planning Department. 

 

Conservation importance significantly underestimated 

3. The Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden (KFBG) published a Technical Report 

elaborating upon the conservation importance of six Sai Kung Country Park (CP) Enclaves in 

2013
1
.  In the Report, we have already stated that the woodlands, the streams and the riparian 

zones in the Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung area are of very high conservation importance. 

The area contains habitats for many species of very high conservation interest including some 

Globally Critically Endangered species. Throughout the whole of mainland China, these 

species can only be found in Hong Kong and are considered to exist in this locality.  We are 

disappointed to learn that most of the pristine natural habitats within this Enclave are only 

covered with a GB status instead of CA.  In view of the variety of the habitat types, ecotones, 

and, the endangered species found within this area, Pak Sha O is, simply speaking, of higher 

                                                 
1
http://www.kfbg.org/upload/Documents/Free-Resources-Download/Report-and-Document/2013-KFBG-Sai-Ku

ng-CP-enclaves-report-%28pdf%29.pdf  
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ecological importance than most of the other Country Park Enclaves that we have studied and 

discussed in recent years.  A GB status cannot truly reflect the integrity of the pristine habitats 

and the immense value of the rich biodiversity within the site.   

 

Lack of rationale to designate the V and AGR zones 

4. During a TPB meeting held on 24th July, 2015
2
, the draft Pak Sha O OZP No. 

S/NE-PSO/B was discussed, and, the Planning Department made the following statements: 

 

- recently, plots of abandoned agricultural land adjoining the EIS to the north of the village 

cluster of Pak Sha O across the woodland had been rehabilitated for agricultural purpose. 

To reflect the active agricultural use on site, it was proposed that the area should be 

designated as “AGR” zone. 

 

- the intention (of AGR zone) was to confine agricultural practice in the “AGR’ zone, 

genuine agricultural use was always permitted in the “GB” and “CA” zones.  

 

5. Based on the above statements, we cannot understand the logic for the subsequent change 

in the designation of the current V zone and AGR zone at S/NE-PSO/1 (or S/NE-PSO/C).  The 

proposed V zone covers a piece of actively farmed agricultural land (Figure 1).  The 

proposed AGR zone has been cleared of natural vegetation but without visible sign of 

cultivation of farm produce, as observed during our several site visits (Figure 2).  Why 

suddenly designate a V zone on current actively cultivated land, and then, designate an 

AGR zone on another adjacent piece of land that was until recent times covered with 

natural (recolonised) vegetation? This is quite inexplicable.  

 

6. The Schedule of Uses of the current draft OZP states that land within the new V zone is 

primarily intended for development of Small Houses by “indigenous villagers”.  Recently, 

there is an article which elaborates upon the land ownership issues at Pak Sha O
3
.  According to 

this media report, many of the land lots now within and covered by the newly proposed V zone 

were actually owned by a company, several years ago. Since then, some land lots have been 

sub-divided into much smaller plots and the land ownership of some of these lots have, again, 

changed hands (Figure 3).  Notwithstanding these transfers of land ownership, many of the lots 

of land now encompassed within this new V zone still belong, partially or entirely, to one 

                                                 
2
 http://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1090tpb_e.pdf  

3
 http://www.inmediahk.net/node/1040249  
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company (Figure 3).   

 

7. During the TPB meeting for further consideration of the draft Pak Sha O OZP 

(S/NE-PSO/C) held on 13th November, 2015, at least two Members raised queries and 

expressed concerns that the designation of the new V zone (i.e., to the north of the existing 

village cluster in which many lots of land are owned by one company and not by indigenous 

villagers) would deviate from the incremental approach (i.e., to satisfy the demand for Small 

Houses) promulgated for the making of OZPs for Country Park Enclaves. 

 

8. In addition, it was also mentioned in the TPB Paper No. 10019 that the V zone recently 

designated at Pak Tam Au is larger than the requirements for Small House demand and the 

larger than required capacity could be used as a decanting area to receive and accommodate the 

Small House demand arising from other Enclaves like Pak Sha O. However, the Director of 

Planning emphasised that, as there are already some Small House applications (on file with the 

Lands Department) at Pak Sha O (i.e., within the AGR zone at S/NE-PSO/B), hence, his 

opinion was that a pragmatic approach should be followed in the making of the plan.  We find 

the insistence by the authorities to unequivocally facilitate additional Small House 

development in an ecologically sensitive area (i.e., Pak Sha O) highly mystifying. 

 

9. Firstly, as queried by some Members, the approach now adopted for the current plan is 

obviously not an incremental approach.  As mentioned by a Member, even within the originally 

proposed AGR zone at S/NE-PSO/B, the proponent would still need to apply for planning 

permission BUT now, any new houses to be built in the new V zone does not need any planning 

permission. Instead, it is now “a pragmatic approach” which almost seems to be a “hands-off 

approach”. Basically, oversight would no longer be possible by the TPB. We consider this 

complete lack of planning control for the proposed V zone to be entirely wrong, in reality, in 

spirit and intention.  

 

10.  Secondly, as mentioned in numerous TPB documents (i.e., the minutes of the meeting for 

the Pak Tam Au Enclave, the TPB Paper aforementioned), the surplus capacity of land for 

Small House development within the V zone of Pak Tam Au could help to meet the Small 

House demand of other villages located within the Water Gathering Grounds of Sai Kung 

North including Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung. Therefore, unless the V zone in Pak Tam 

Au is proven to be fully utilised or saturated, we cannot see how or why suddenly designating a 

new V zone in Pak Sha O is by any means considered to be any kind of incremental approach.   
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11. Thirdly, as mentioned in paragraph 6 of this letter and shown in Figure 3, many land lots 

within the new V zone were/ are owned by one company.  How is it that land with lots under the 

ownership of a company could be considered to be suitable for building of Small Houses which 

are solely intended to be built by genuine ‘Indigenous Villagers’ with ‘Ding’ rights only?  Does 

this company hold many ‘Ding’ rights, and, is this a legal arrangement?  We would like to bring 

to the attention of the Board and the Planning Authority, a recent court case related to the illegal 

trading of ‘Ding’ rights
4
.  The Secretary for Development, Mr. Paul M.-p. CHAN, has recently 

said ‘using inappropriate methods to trade off rights before the houses are built, including 

making false statements, amount to conspiracy, which will not be tolerated.’
5
 

 

A Disaster in-the-making – visual and landscape impacts ignored 

12. During the meeting on 13th November, 2015, the Planning Department repeatedly 

mentioned that the proposed V zone is now smaller than that originally proposed during the 

DPA stage.  But this is somewhat like comparing “apples with oranges”. What the Authority 

has failed to emphasise is: the V zone originally proposed in the DPA plan was a “special 

V-zone” – any new Small House and any demolition of or any addition, alteration and/ or 

modification to or redevelopment of an existing building within the V zone would require 

planning permission.  But now, the proposed V zone (i.e., not the V(1) zone) to the north of 

the existing village cluster of Pak Sha O under the draft OZP would not be subject to any of 

these restrictions.   

 

13. During the same meeting, many Members expressed their concerns about the landscape 

impact that would potentially be caused by the new V zone.  The Planning Department replied 

that they could liaise with the relevant persons/ proponents as to whether vegetation could be 

planted to reduce the potential landscape impacts.  The Planning Department also claimed that 

‘modern’ village houses would be ‘low-profile’ and may not create significant visual impacts.  

 

14. We find the above statements misleading if not confounding.  We would like to ask the 

Board and the Planning Department whether liaison and ‘friendly verbal reminders’ could 

become and is the same as statutory requirements?  Can liaison and ‘friendly verbal reminders’ 

control any form of land use if these are not statutory requirements?  How is it that a statutory 

body (i.e., the TPB) operates and a Government Department now undertakes to rely on liaison 

and ‘friendly verbal reminders’, and, ‘possible expectation’, to implement and execute their 

                                                 
4
 http://legalref.judiciary.gov.hk/lrs/common/ju/ju_frame.jsp?DIS=101583&currpage=T  

5
 http://www.thestandard.com.hk/section-news.php?id=165597  
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areas of responsibility and public work duties?  Indeed, the Chairman of the Board, during the 

meeting, has already concluded that asking the relevant persons/ proponents to plant vegetation 

through liaison does not carry any kind of obligation. 

 

15. Seeing is believing.  We would like to request the Board to look at a newly constructed 

complex of houses at Tai Tan (Figure 4), and, compare the scene with the recent past and 

present outlook of the proposed V zone at Pak Sha O (Figure 5). We urge the Board to judge 

whether or not the new V zone at Pak Sha O would create permanent, irreversible and 

significant visual and landscape impacts on this unique village area, not just in Hong Kong but 

also in the entire South China region.  The current OZP, if approved, will simply kill off the 

unique landscape and village heritage settings of Pak Sha O. 

 

Concluding Remarks 

16. There is excess capacity in the V zone at Pak Tam Au that can be used for receiving and 

accommodating new Small House demands from other Enclaves in Sai Kung like Pak Sha O.  

The sudden designation of a new V zone (and without any form of planning controls) in Pak 

Sha O is not following the incremental approach which has been adopted by the Board and is 

the prevailing practice for the drawing up of proposed V zones in the Country Park Enclaves. 

 

17. The proposed V zone (not V(1) zone) and AGR zone do NOT reflect the actual land uses 

currently on-site. 

 

18.  The potential visual and landscape impacts caused by the new V zone are highly 

significant, and, there are no guaranteed measures of any kind to mitigate the impacts. 

 

19. From a planning perspective, carte blanche is now being absolutely given to Small House 

development in the proposed V zone to the north of the existing village cluster of Pak Sha O.  

All future Small House applications in the new V zone in this Country Park Enclave with a 

highly scenic landscape, ecologically sensitive habitats and a rich biodiversity of wildlife will 

not require any form of planning permission. It would be impossible for the Board to ensure 

due process or to monitor any Small House development proposals to ensure compatibility nor 

protect and preserve the unique character, rural heritage and wilderness settings of Pak Sha O. 

 

20. We strongly urge that the V zone and the AGR zone be DELETED, and, the GB zone 

should be upgraded to a CA zone. 
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21. Thank you for your attention. 

 

 

Ecological Advisory Programme 

Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden 

 

 

cc. Conservancy Association 

Designing Hong Kong 

Hong Kong Bird Watching Society 

WWF – Hong Kong 
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Figure 1. The proposed V zone in Pak Sha O is being approximately located in the area of 

farmland now under very active cultivation. 
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Figure 2. Photographs taken in recent years showing the changes to the landscape in the 

locality where the proposed AGR zone is being approximately located. 

 

December 2012 
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Figure 2. Con’t. 

 

 

January 2014 

December 2014 
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Figure 2. Con’t. 

 

 

 

April 2015 

February 2016 



 

 

香 港 新 界 大 埔 林 錦 公 路香 港 新 界 大 埔 林 錦 公 路香 港 新 界 大 埔 林 錦 公 路香 港 新 界 大 埔 林 錦 公 路  
Lam Kam Road, Tai Po, New Territories, Hong Kong 

Email: eap@kfbg.org 
11 

Figure 3. Land lot boundaries and changes in land ownership in the proposed V zone at Pak 

Sha O (extracted from www.inmediahk.net) 
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Figure 3. Con’t. 
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Figure 4. Newly-constructed complex of houses at Tai Tan Figure 5. The recent past and present outlook of the locality where the 

proposed V zone is being located at Pak Sha O 

 

 

 

 

2015 – Agricultural Land 

2012 - Wetland 





 

 

4
th
 February 2016 

 

Chairman and Members 

Town Planning Board 

 

E-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

Comments on Pak Sha O Draft Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) (No: S/NE-PSO/1) 

 

The Conservancy Association (CA) would object to Pak Sha O Draft Outline Zoning Plan 

(OZP) (No: S/NE-PSO/1). 

 

1. Genuine need of small house 

CA strongly suspects that the small house demand presented by Village Representative (VR) 

is NOT genuine. Within the proposed V zone, at least 50% of land lots have been been sold to 

the developer named Xinhua Bookstore Xiang Jiang Group Limited (Figure 1). It is hard to 

say that many villagers will really be back and resettle in Pak Sha O. 

 

In mid-2012, the developer acquired nearly 60% of land within the proposed V zone. Records 

from The Land Registry show that the developer divided a significant portion of the land in 

the proposed V zone into separate lots in mid-2012 (Figure 3). These were transferred to 

various individuals surnamed Ho, Yip, Wong (Figure 4), and so on. Coincidentally, 14 small 

house applications involve these land lots (Figure 5). The above is similar to the common 

practice of transferring the beneficial rights to the “dings” to a developer who constructs small 

houses for profit-making purposes rather than for the use by the indigenous villagers (the 

applicants). 

 

We do not agree that the proposed V zone is designated to satisfy genuine need. It therefore 

should be deleted from the OZP. 

 

 

長春社 since 1968          

The Conservancy Association 
會址 : 香港九龍青山道 476 號 1 樓 102 室 

Add.: Unit 102, 1/F, 476 Castle Peak Road, Kowloon, Hong Kong 

電話 Tel.: (852) 2728 6781   傳真 Fax.: (852) 2728 5538 

mailto:tpbpd@pland.gov.hk


2. Alternative to secure small house demand 

According to TPB paper No. 10019, additional land has already secured in Pak Tam Au, Sai 

Kung, to cater small house demand of villages within water gathering ground, including Pak 

Sha O
1
. During the discussion of To Kwa Peng/Pak Tam Au OZP dated 14

th
 April 2015, the 

VR stated that “he had accepted cross-village SH applications from the ex-VR and the current 

VR of Pak Sha O Village”
2
. 

 

One of the commenters also mentioned the following points: 

 

“Pak Tam Au Village would accept cross-village SH applications, and the village had so 

far accepted at least 5 cross-village SH applications from Pak Sha O Village”
3
. 

 

“Villagers from villages within WGG, particularly Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung, 

would welcome the surplus “V” zone in Pak Tam Au under the OZP to accommodate 

cross-village SH applications…”
4
 

 

While we understand that the indigenous villagers might raise objection if they did not 

support cross-village application in their own village, the above prove that this concern has 

been solved and make cross-village application feasible. 

 

At that time, TPB has decided to keep the size of V zone in Pak Tam Au unchanged. Within 

this V zone, 46 houses can be built, and even calculating the new demand (i.e. 25 according to 

10-year forecast) in Pak Tam Au, there is still surplus space for cross-village application from 

Pak Sha O. Any justified small house demand in Pak Sha O should therefore be transferred to 

the V zone in Pak Tam Au. 

 

3. Potential impacts triggered by village expansion 

Expansion of V zone in Pak Sha O would lead to potential environmental impacts in adjacent 

Pak Sha O environment which is Sai Kung West Country Park with ecological and aesthetic 

importance.  

 

3.1 Environmental damage by additional transport supporting facilities 

One of the concerns is the increasing demand of spaces for parking cars. Even the government 

might not necessarily provide adequate parking spaces, many rural villages would simply 

trash the site by removing vegetation cover and fill the site with concrete to create “private” 

                                                
1 Section 4.1(g), TPB Paper No. 10019 
2 Section 11(a), Minutes of the 1083rd Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 14.4.2015 
3 Section 12(a), Minutes of the 1083rd Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 14.4.2015 
4
 Section 34, Minutes of the 1083rd Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 14.4.2015 



car parking space. What we can also envisage is that, since there is currently no vehicular 

access to Pak Sha O, cars might illegally park in Hoi Ha Road.  

 

Another concern is that there is no proper access arrangement to Pak Sha O. In view of this, 

CA wishes to refer to the example of a Section 16 application in To Kwa Peng 

A/DPA/NE-TKP/4. While Planning Department had no objections to this planning application, 

several members have once expressed the following concerns in the TPB meeting: 

 

“a member opined that the sites were not suitable for Small House developments in 

view of their remoteness and the lack of infrastructure provision, in particular 

vehicular access, which would render if difficult to meet the daily and emergency 

needs of the future residents”
5
 

 

“A Member considered that the application should not be supported as the sites were 

not suitable for Small House developments given their remoteness and the lack of a 

proper access. It took at least 30 minutes to walk from the application site to reach 

Pak Tam Road. Upgrading the access would affect the Sai Kung East Country 

Park…This Member said that the relevant Government departments should have 

considered the access and environmental problems in approving the applications for 

the 16 Small Houses in the District Lands Office Conference”
6
 

 

This planning application was finally rejected by TPB on 22
nd

 July 2011. One of the reasons 

was that “the sites were remote. The applicant failed to demonstrate that proper access 

arrangement could be provided for the proposed Small Houses”.  

 

The situation of Pak Sha O is somehow similar to To Kwa Peng. Both villages can be 

accessible by merely a narrow footpath with no proper vehicular access. Any upgrade or 

widening work of the existing footpath would unavoidably pose adverse ecological and 

landscape impact on Country Park.  

 

3.2 Sewerage 

In response to the potential sewerage impact caused by increasing small houses in Pak Sha O, 

it is stated that “there should be demonstrably effective means (such as proper waste water 

treatment plant) to ensure that the effluent water quality is acceptable to concerned 

government departments”
7
. Septic tank and soakaway systems for sewage treatment and 

disposal would not be considered. However, the risk of water pollution arise from non-point 

                                                
5 Section 84, Minutes of 445th Meeting of the Rural and New Town Planning Committee held on 22.7.2011 
6 Section 86, Minutes of 445th Meeting of the Rural and New Town Planning Committee held on 22.7.2011 
7
 Section 4.1(h), TPB Paper No. 10019 



source (increase in human activities within the new village area) has still not been tackled in 

full. This should not been under-estimated as the Hoi Ha EIS lies close to the proposed V 

zone. As any potential adverse impacts from non-point source cannot be assessed again 

through planning application system, finally the EIS would be prone to water pollution.  

 

Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park at the estuary should be another potential sensitive receiver left 

without assessment in this OZP. The recent decline in corals in Hoi Ha Wan acts as an alert 

that more massive village expansion in this catchment would cause additional pressure on the 

already stressed marine ecology of Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park.  

 

To be in line with the planning intention of Pak Sha O OZP (i.e. to conserve the high natural 

landscape and ecological significance of the Area in safeguarding the natural habitat and 

natural system of the wider area), CA opines that both Planning Department and TPB could 

act as a gatekeeper in earlier planning stage by preventing large-scale village expansion in 

ecologically-sensitive areas like Pak Sha O. 

 

4. Implication on village expansion in AGR zone 

Regarding the proposed AGR zone, we are in grave concern that it would only result in 

promoting small house application rather than genuine, sustainable farming practice. Indeed, 

most of the AGR zone is in Village Environ (Figure 6). Given the approval rate of over 60%
8
 

for houses in AGR zone, it appears as if another land reserve for small house. This AGR zone 

should be deleted to kill the false hope of the developers and villagers. 

 

5. Visual impact 

We do not agree with the preliminary discussion in TPB meeting dated 13
th
 November 2015 

that the proposed V zone has considered potential visual impacts posed on the historic Pak 

Sha O village. The so-called “a dense woodland” that can act as a buffer between the existing 

village and the proposed V zone
9
 simply neglects other visually sensitive receivers. When we 

view the proposed V zone from the walking trail leading to the village (Figure 7) and the 

hiking trail linking Lo Fu Kei Shek and Shek Uk Shan (Figure 8), we think that the small 

house development is HIGHLY INCOMPATIBLE with the Country Park and pose significant 

visual impact on the area. To protect the village setting, TPB should not confine to the 

discussion to how wide the setback of the proposed V zone from the village cluster but 

consider the rural character and tranquil environment of Pak Sha O as a whole.  

 

Referring to the case of Tai Long Wan OZP, there is precedent case for Planning Department 

                                                
8 LCQ17: Land reserved for building New Territories small houses (6 Feb 2013) 

http://gia.info.gov.hk/general/201302/06/P201302060426_0426_106939.pdf  
9
 Section 3.3, TPB Paper No. 10019 



and TPB to adopt a conservation approach in planning Country Park enclave in view of the 

natural setting. The planning intention would be “to preserve the natural environment, 

unspoiled landscape, historic buildings and the archaeological site with a view to 

strengthening the protection of the Area from encroachment by developments”. While more 

restrictive clauses had been included in the V zone, the size of V zone had been substantially 

reduced to include existing structure. There is also implication that any new small house 

demands have to be met in Sai Kung “Heung” outside Tai Long Wan by cross-village 

applications. The above arrangement would help “minimize the potential threats to the 

existing landscape quality and heritage value of the Area” (TPB Paper No.5929). 

 

The Planning Report of Pak Sha O has already outlined the landscape character of Pak Sha O. 

Pak Sha O is an outstanding, well-preserved vernacular Hakka village with graded historic 

buildings, such as Ho Residence, Ho Ancestral Hall (both in Grade 1), Immaculate Heart of 

Mary Chapel (Grade 3). It is also classified as of high quality landscape value of an enclosed, 

tranquil and coherent landscape character, according to the “Landscape Value Mapping of 

Hong Kong (2005)”
10

. Other important landscape resources include the woodlands, Hoi Ha 

EIS and its tributaries, low-lying freshwater marshes, and so on. The conservation approach 

adopted in Tai Long Wan, therefore, is applicable in Pak Sha O. We understand that currently 

the proposed V(1) zone aims at preserving the existing village setting, so what more effort 

needed now is to cut the V zone to avoid unnecessary development expectation in the area.  

 

6. Flood risk 

From the OZP, the proposed V zone is mostly encircled by the EIS. The proposed plan has not 

taken into consideration the threat of flooding for future residents during rainstorms. 

 

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

Ng Hei Man 

Assistant Campaign Manager 
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Figure 1  The latest land ownership in the proposed V zone (checked in December 

2015) 

 

 

Figure 2  Land ownership in the proposed V zone in mid-2012 

 



Figure 3  The Deed Poll by the developer dated 23
rd

 May 2012. 11 (marked in red) 

out of 18 lots applied were within the proposed V zone 

 



Figure 3  (Con’t) 

 



Figure 4  Brief records of Land Registry on the 10 land lots with outstanding small house 

demand 

DD290 業主姓名 Name of Owner 
文書日期 DATE OF 

INSTRUMENT 

註冊日期 DATE OF 

REGISTRATION 

995 
   

RP Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

SA YIP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SB HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SC Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

SD IP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

999 
   

RP Developer 16/2/2012 29/2/2012 

SA LAM  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SB WONG  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SC YIP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SD YIP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SE WONG  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SF HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SG Developer 16/2/2012 29/2/2012 

SH HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

1000 
   

RP WONG  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA YIP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SB HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

1001 
   

RP Developer 16/12/2009 15/1/2010 

SA Developer 16/12/2009 15/1/2010 

SB HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SC HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

1003 
   



RP HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SB IP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SC Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

1004 
   

RP HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

SB HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SC HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SD IP 23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SE IP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SF HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SG Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

1018 
   

RP LAM 23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SB IP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SC YIP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SD WONG  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

1020 
   

RP HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

SB Developer 

21/07/2008 

04/11/2009 

17/05/2012 

17/05/2012 

14/8/2008 

02/12/2009 

24/05/2012 

24/05/2012 

1080 
   

RP IP 23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 



1093 
   

RP HO  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

SA IP  23/5/2012 1/6/2012 

 



Figure 5  Comparison between the past and updated Lot Index Plan. 10 land lots 

(marked in purple) in the proposed V zone have been divided into smaller lots (47 in 

total). Coincidentally, 14 small house applications were involved in these land lots. 

 



Figure 6  Most of the area zoned AGR (shaded in green) are within Village Environ 

 

 

Figure 7  Viewing the proposed V zone (circled in red) at the walking trail leading 

to Pak Sha O village 



Figure 8  Photomontage: Viewing the proposed V zone at the hiking trail linking Lo 

Fu Kei Shek and Shek Uk Shan 

 

 





 

Secretary, Town Planning Board 

15/F, North Point Government Offices 

333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 

(E-mail: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) 

By email only 

 

4 February 2016 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Comments on the draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan (S/NE-PSO/1) 

 

Pak Sha O is a place of high ecological and cultural value.  Many fauna and flora species 

of conservation concern are recorded in the area.  An Ecologically Important Stream (EIS) 

is also identified and recognized by the Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation 

Department (AFCD) in Pak Sha O.  However, in the draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan 

(OZP) No. S/NE-PSO/1, a new “Village Type Development” (V) zone was proposed to the 

north of the existing village, which was said to satisfy the current small house demand.  

We have reservations in the justification of the new V zone and consider that the new V 

zone should be entirely removed.  Our detailed comments and reasons for the objection 

to the draft OZP are as below:  

 

1. Ecological importance of Pak Sha O 

From 1999 to 2014, HKBWS has recorded 175 species of birds in Pak Sha O, which 

accounts for about one-third of total number of bird species recorded in Hong Kong1; 

among them, 56 species are of conservation concern (Appendix 1).  A diverse group 

of birds have been found in the Plan Area, including woodland birds (e.g., flycatchers, 

warbler, babblers and flowerpeckers), waterbirds (e.g., egrets, herons, shorebirds and 

kingfishers), open country birds (e.g., buntings) and raptor species (e.g., eagles and 

owls).  The presence of such a wide range of bird species indicates the Plan Area is 

with diverse undisturbed natural habitats which are worthy of protection, particularly 

the woodland, marsh and natural streams.   

 

One of the species of conservation concern frequently recorded in Pak Sha O is the 

Brown Fish Owl (Ketupa zeylonensis), which is a scarce resident in Hong Kong2.  It is 

                                                      
1 Total bird species in Hong Kong is 531.  
2 Carey, G.J., Chalmers, M.L., Diskin, D.A., Kennerley, P.R., Leader, P.J., Leven, M.R., Lewthwaite, R.W., 
Melville, D.S., Turnbull, M. and Young, L. (2001). The Avifauna of Hong Kong. Hong Kong Bird Watching 
Society. 
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considered to be of Regional Concern3 and is listed under Class II protection in the 

People’s Republic of China List of Wild Animals4.  This species feeds in undisturbed, 

unpolluted lowland streams and tidal creeks2.  The woodlands in Pak Sha O are 

breeding grounds for Brown Fish Owl, while the marshes and unpolluted natural 

streams and their riparian vegetation are suitable foraging grounds and perches for 

this species.  The occurrence of this species and other raptor species, which are top 

predators in the food web, indicates that the terrestrial and river ecosystem is in 

healthy condition.  

 

Besides avifauna, other species of conservation concerns were also recorded 

including plants, mammals, dragonflies, butterflies, herpetofauna and fish.  Over 

1000 species of flora and fauna were recorded in Pak Sha O5.  This shows that the 

Plan Area is of high biological diversity and conservation value, thus should be 

adequately protected.  

 

2. The new V zone is not well-justified 

1.1 The new V zone may not reflect the genuine need of villagers 

From 2000 to 2012, many of the land in front (i.e. north) of the Pak Sha O village were 

bought up by various developers and companies.  However, in 2012, some of the 

agricultural lands owned by the developer were subdivided into smaller plots by deed 

poll, and many of these subdivided small plots were then sold to villagers.  In the 

same year, the Lands Department received small house applications in Pak Sha O, 

which are located in these subdivided small plots.  These small house applications 

then becomes the outstanding small house demand of Pak Sha O, which has not 

changed since 20126.  The whole process seems to be very similar to the practice of 

selling “ding” rights for profit and there was a recent case where villagers were 

charged for fraud over construction of small houses7.  Hence, we have reservations 

on the genuineness of the “outstanding small house demand”, which is one of the 

main justifications for a new V zone.  Moreover, many of the land plots within the 

new V zone and those between the new V zone and the existing village are owned by 

                                                      
3 Fellowes, J.R., Lau, M.W.N., Dudgeon, D., Reels, G.T., Ades, G.W.J., Carey, G.J., Chan, B.P.L., Kendrick, R.C., 
Lee, K.S., Leven, M.R., Wilson, K.D.P. and Yu, Y.T. (2002). Wild animals to watch: Terrestrial and freshwater 
fauna of conservation concern in Hong Kong. Memoirs of the Hong Kong Natural History Society No. 25, 
123-160. 
4 List of Wild Animals under State Protection (promulgated by State Forestry Administration and Ministry of 
Agriculture on 14 January, 1989). 
5 Ecological data (results from surveys by individuals and green groups, and existing data extracted from 
literatures and publicly available sources) compiled by Christophe Barthelemy.  
6 From data provided in TPB Paper No. 9240, 9965 and 10019, the outstanding small house demand 
remains at 38 and has not changed since 2012.  
7 ICAC Press Release on 4 December 2015 <http://www.icac.org.hk/en/pr/index_uid_1771.html> 
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developer.  It is uncertain if the villagers would really want to come back and live in 

the village.  Therefore, we consider that the new V zone may not reflect the genuine 

need of the villagers and should be deleted.  

 

1.2 Cross-village application mechanism already established 

During the further representation hearing for the draft To Kwa Ping and Pak Tam Au 

OZP, the Planning Department stated that “the surplus V zone (in Pak Tam Au) could 

meet the SH (Small House) demand generated from cross-village applications from 

other villages within the Country Park enclaves in Sai Kung North (e.g. Pak Sha O and 

Pak Sha O Ha Yeung)”8.  Extra land has been reserved in the V zone of Pak Tam Au.  

The small house demand in Pak Sha O can be met by cross-village applications under 

the current land administrative practice.  Therefore, the new V zone in Pak Sha O is 

unnecessary.  

 

1.3 New V zone not compatible with the surrounding 

The new V zone is within the water gathering ground as defined by the Water Services 

Department, and is only 20 metres from an Ecologically Important Stream (EIS) which 

is recognized by the AFCD.  We are concerned the village development would 

potentially lead to water pollution, threatening the aquatic organisms of conservation 

concern in the EIS of Pak Sha O and the Hoi Ha Marine Park located further 

downstream.  Moreover, development of modern style small houses in the new V 

zone would lead to a significant negative visual impact on the natural and rural 

landscape and the cultural heritage of the Pak Sha O village.  Furthermore, the 

increase in the built-up and paved area would decrease the flood capacity of the area.  

Changes to existing infrastructure may also be required (i.e. raising the level of the 

existing footpaths or houses) in the future for the safety of residents and visitors as 

the area will be prone to flooding.  Therefore, the new V zone is not compatible with 

the natural and rural setting of Pak Sha O.  

   

3. From a freshwater marsh to a farmland then to a V zone 

The area where the new V zone is currently located, was once a long abandoned 

paddy field which became a freshwater marsh through natural succession.  In 2012 

(the same year as the division of land plots by deed poll, the transfer of 

landownership from developer to villager, and the application of small houses), a 

farmer from outside the village came to cultivate the area and started to drain the 

wetland.  In the process of drafting an OZP for Pak Sha O in 2015, the farmed area 

was zoned as “Agriculture” (AGR) in draft Plan B (S/NE-PSO/B) due to its current 

                                                      
8 Paragraph 5(j) of the minutes of the 1083rd Town Planning Board meeting 
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statue.  Later, amendments were made to draft Plan B and a new V zone was 

proposed in draft Plan C (S/NE-PSO/C).   

 

During the consideration of the new V zone, AFCD had “no strong view from nature 

conservation perspective as most of the area had been disturbed by farming 

activities”9.  One of the Members even said “the stream abutting the footpath to the 

village was disturbed and the ecological value of its riparian zone should not be 

significant”.   

 

This series of events, together with the views from the Authority and the Members, 

seems to match with our doubt and concern of “destroy first, build later” when 

farmland rehabilitation first occurred in the marsh of Pak Sha O back in 2012.  This 

may also give the public an impression that farming in a wetland can degrade its 

ecological value and would eventually lead to an approved village development.  

 

The recognition and approval of the new V zone by the Town Planning Board may set 

an undesirable precedent for future similar cases.  We are concerned more 

freshwater wetlands will be destroyed and drained by dry agricultural practices, in 

hope of small house developments in the future.  

 

4. Our recommendations 

We are concerned the current draft plan would facilitate undesirable village 

development in Pak Sha O and would adversely affect the natural habitat and the 

wildlife inhabiting the area, including the EIS and the protected Brown Fish Owl.  

Therefore, in order to protect the integrity of the ecosystem in Pak Sha O and 

alleviate the development pressure from small houses, the HKBWS considers that the 

new V zone should be entirely removed from the draft Plan.  In addition, all 

woodland, all natural streams (including the EIS) and their riparian zones should be 

protected by “Green Belt (1)” or ”Conservation Area” zoning.  Furthermore, given 

the Plan Area is of ecological importance and is within the water gathering ground, 

buffer zones for the protection of streams and riparian vegetation should be zoned 

“Green Belt (1)” or ”Conservation Area” for at least 30 metres wide on the two sides 

of the bank.  

 

The introduction of planning control alone could not fully protect the sites from 

activities such as unauthorized tree felling and vegetation removal.  In order to fully 

protect the ecological and landscape values of the site, as well as the overall value of 

                                                      
9 Paragraph 72(l) of the minutes of the 1099th Town Planning Board meeting 
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the surrounding Sai Kung West Country Park, the Authority should consider including 

Pak Sha O into the Sai Kung West Country Park following detailed assessments and 

public consultation.  HKBWS believes that Pak Sha O and surrounding areas are 

qualified for such purpose given its value in terms of ecology, landscape and built 

heritage.  

 

Thank you for your kind attention and we hope that the Town Planning Board would take 

our comments into consideration. 

 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 
Woo Ming Chuan 

Conservation Officer 

The Hong Kong Bird Watching Society 

 

cc.  

The Conservancy Association 

Designing Hong Kong 

Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden  

WWF – Hong Kong 
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Appendix 1 - HKBWS Bird Records at Pak Sha O (1999-2014) 

No. Common Name
(1) Scientific Name

Level of

Concern
(4)

Protection Status in

China
(5)

China Red Data

Book
(6)

IUCN Red List

(Version 2013.1)
(7)

1 Japanese Quail Coturnix japonica LC - - Near Threatened

2 Eurasian Bittern
(9) Botaurus stellaris RC - - -

3 Von Schrenck's Bittern
(9) Ixobrychus eurhythmus RC - - -

4 Black-crowned Night Heron
(9) Nycticorax nycticorax (LC) - - -

5 Striated Heron
(9) Butorides striatus (LC) - - -

6 Chinese Pond Heron
(9) Ardeola bacchus PRC (RC) - - -

7 Eastern Cattle Egret
(9) Bubulcus coromandus (LC) - - -

8 Great Egret
(9) Ardea modesta PRC (RC) - - -

9 Intermediate Egret
(9) Egretta intermedia RC - - -

10 Little Egret
(9) Egretta garzetta PRC (RC) - - -

11 Crested Honey Buzzard
(8) Pernis ptilorhyncus LC Class II Vulnerable -

12 Crested Serpent Eagle
(8) Spilornis cheela (LC) Class II Vulnerable -

13 Bonelli's Eagle
(8)(9) Aquila fasciata (RC) Class II Rare -

14 Crested Goshawk
(8) Accipiter trivirgatus - Class II Rare -

15 Japanese Sparrowhawk
(8) Accipiter gularis - Class II - -

16 Besra
(8) Accipiter virgatus - Class II - -

17 Eastern Marsh Harrier
(8)(9) Circus spilonotus LC Class II - -

18 Black Kite
(8)(9) Milvus migrans (RC) Class II - -

19 White-bellied Sea Eagle
(8)(9) Haliaeetus leucogaster (RC) Class II - -

20 Eastern Buzzard
(8)(9) Buteo japonicus - Class II - -

21 Slaty-legged Crake Rallina eurizonoides - - - -

22 White-breasted Waterhen
(9) Amaurornis phoenicurus - - - -

23 Eurasian Woodcock Scolopax rusticola - - - -

24 Pintail Snipe
(9) Gallinago stenura - - - -

25 Common Snipe
(9) Gallinago gallinago - - - -

26 Wood Sandpiper
(9) Tringa glareola LC - - -

27 Temminck's Stint
(9) Calidris temminckii LC - - -

28 Oriental Turtle Dove Streptopelia orientalis - - - -

29 Spotted Dove Streptopelia chinensis - - - -

30 Common Emerald Dove Chalcophaps indica - - Vulnerable -

31 Greater Coucal Centropus sinensis - Class II Vulnerable -

32 Chestnut-winged Cuckoo Clamator coromandus - - - -

33 Plaintive Cuckoo Cacomantis merulinus - - - -

34 Fork-tailed Drongo Cuckoo Surniculus lugubris - - - -

35 Large Hawk Cuckoo Hierococcyx sparverioides - - - -

36 Hodgson's Hawk Cuckoo Hierococcyx nisicolor - - - -

37 Collared Scops Owl
(8) Otus lettia - Class II - -

38 Brown Fish Owl
(8) Ketupa zeylonensis RC Class II - -

39 Asian Barred Owlet
(8) Glaucidium cuculoides - Class II - -

40 Grey Nightjar Caprimulgus jotaka LC - - -

41 Savanna Nightjar Caprimulgus affinis - - - -

42 Silver-backed Needletail Hirundapus cochinchinensis - Class II - -

43 Pacific Swift Apus pacificus (LC) - - -

44 House Swift Apus nipalensis - - - -

45 Oriental Dollarbird Eurystomus orientalis - - - -

46 White-throated Kingfisher
(9) Halcyon smyrnensis (LC) - - -

47 Black-capped Kingfisher
(9) Halcyon pileata (LC) - - -

48 Common Kingfisher
(9) Alcedo atthis - - - -

49 Great Barbet Megalaima virens - - - -

50 Speckled Piculet Picumnus innominatus LC - - -

51 Common Kestrel
(8) Falco tinnunculus - Class II - -

52 Amur Falcon Falco amurensis - Class II - -

53 Eurasian Hobby
(8) Falco subbuteo (LC) Class II - -

54 Black-winged Cuckoo-shrike Coracina melaschistos - - - -

55 Swinhoe's Minivet Pericrocotus cantonensis LC - - -

56 Ashy Minivet Pericrocotus divaricatus - - - -

57 Grey-chinned Minivet Pericrocotus solaris LC - - -

58 Scarlet Minivet Pericrocotus speciosus - - - -

59 Bull-headed Shrike Lanius bucephalus - - Rare -

60 Brown Shrike Lanius cristatus - - - -

61 Long-tailed Shrike Lanius schach - - - -

62 White-bellied Erpornis Erpornis zantholeuca LC - - -

63 Black-naped Oriole Oriolus chinensis LC - - -

64 Hair-crested Drongo Dicrurus hottentottus - - - -

65 Black-naped Monarch Hypothymis azurea - - - -

66 Asian Paradise Flycatcher Terpsiphone paradisi LC - - -

67 Japanese Paradise-Flycatcher Terpsiphone atrocaudata LC - - Near Threatened

68 Red-billed Blue Magpie Urocissa erythrorhyncha - - - -

69 Grey Treepie Dendrocitta formosae LC - - -

70 Collared Crow Corvus torquatus LC - - Near Threatened

71 Large-billed Crow Corvus macrorhynchos - - - -

72 Cinereous Tit Parus cinereus - - - -

73 Yellow-cheeked Tit Parus spilonotus - - - -

74 Eurasian Skylark Alauda arvensis - - - -

75 Red-whiskered Bulbul Pycnonotus jocosus - - - -

76 Chinese Bulbul Pycnonotus sinensis - - - -

77 Mountain Bulbul Ixos mcclellandii - - - -

78 Chestnut Bulbul Hemixos castanonotus - - - -

79 Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica - - - -

80 Red-rumped Swallow Cecropis daurica - - - -

81 Pygmy Wren-babbler Pnoepyga pusilla - - - -

82 Mountain Tailorbird Phyllergates cucullatus - - - -

83 Japanese Bush Warbler Horornis diphone - - - -

84 Manchurian Bush Warbler Horornis borealis - - - -
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No. Common Name
(1) Scientific Name

Level of

Concern
(4)

Protection Status in

China
(5)

China Red Data

Book
(6)

IUCN Red List

(Version 2013.1)
(7)

85 Brown-flanked Bush Warbler Horornis fortipes - - - -

86 Asian Stubtail Urosphena squameiceps - - - -

87 Dusky Warbler Phylloscopus fuscatus - - - -

88 Radde's Warbler Phylloscopus schwarzi - - - -

89 Chinese Leaf Warbler Phylloscopus yunnanensis - - - -

90 Pallas's Leaf Warbler Phylloscopus proregulus - - - -

91 Yellow-browed Warbler Phylloscopus inornatus - - - -

92 Arctic Warbler Phylloscopus borealis - - - -

93 Two-barred Warbler Phylloscopus plumbeitarsus - - - -

94 Pale-legged Leaf Warbler Phylloscopus tenellipes - - - -

95 Eastern Crowned Warbler Phylloscopus coronatus - - - -

96 Goodson's Leaf Warbler Phylloscopus goodsoni LC - - -

97 Martens's Warbler Seicercus omeiensis

98 Black-browed Reed Warbler Acrocephalus bistrigiceps - - - -

99 Manchurian Reed Warbler Acrocephalus tangorum - - - Vulnerable

100 Russet Bush Warbler Locustella mandelli - - - -

101 Pallas's Grasshopper Warbler Locustella certhiola LC - - -

102 Zitting Cisticola Cisticola juncidis LC - - -

103 Plain Prinia Prinia inornata - - - -

104 Common Tailorbird Orthotomus sutorius - - - -

105 Streak-breasted Scimitar Babbler Pomatorhinus ruficollis - - - -

106 Rufous-capped Babbler Stachyris ruficeps LC - - -

107 Chinese Hwamei Garrulax canorus - - - -

108 Masked Laughingthrush Garrulax perspicillatus - - - -

109 Greater Necklaced Laughingthrush Garrulax pectoralis - - - -

110 Black-throated Laughingthrush Garrulax chinensis - - - -

111 Blue-winged Minla Minla cyanouroptera - - - -

112 Chesnut-collared Yuhina Yuhina castaniceps (LC) - - -

113 Chestnut-flanked White-eye Zosterops erythropleurus - - - -

114 Japanese White-eye Zosterops japonicus - - - -

115 Velvet-fronted Nuthatch Sitta frontalis - - - -

116 Common Myna Acridotheres tristis - - - -

117 Red-billed Starling
(9) Spodiopsar sericeus RC - - -

118 Black-collared Starling Gracupica nigricollis - - - -

119 Orange-headed Thrush Geokichla citrina LC - - -

120 Siberian Thrush Geokichla sibirica - - - -

121 White's Thrush Zoothera aurea - - - -

122 Grey-backed Thrush Turdus hortulorum - - - -

123 Japanese Thrush Turdus cardis - - - -

124 Common Blackbird Turdus merula - - - -

125 Eyebrowed Thrush Turdus obscurus - - - -

126 Pale Thrush Turdus pallidus - - - -

127 Brown-headed Thrush Turdus chrysolaus LC - - -

128 Dusky Thrush Turdus eunomus LC - - -

129 Oriental Magpie Robin Copsychus saularis - - - -

130 Grey-streaked Flycatcher Muscicapa griseisticta - - - -

131 Dark-sided Flycatcher Muscicapa sibirica - - - -

132 Asian Brown Flycatcher Muscicapa latirostris - - - -

133 Ferruginous Flycatcher Muscicapa ferruginea PRC - - -

134 Hainan Blue Flycatcher Cyornis hainanus - - - -

135 Fujian Niltava Niltava davidi - - - -

136 Blue-and-white Flycatcher Cyanoptila cyanomelana - - - -

137 Verditer Flycatcher Eumyias thalassinus - - - -

138 Lesser Shortwing Brachypteryx leucophris LC - - -

139 Siberian Blue Robin Luscinia cyane LC - - -

140 Rufous-tailed Robin Luscinia sibilans - - - -

141 Siberian Rubythroat Luscinia calliope - - - -

142 White-tailed Robin Myiomela leucura

143 Red-flanked Bluetail Tarsiger cyanurus - - - -

144 Blue Whistling Thrush Myophonus caeruleus - - - -

145 Yellow-rumped Flycatcher Ficedula zanthopygia - - - -

146 Narcissus Flycatcher Ficedula narcissina - - - -

147 Mugimaki Flycatcher Ficedula mugimaki - - - -

148 Red-throated Flycatcher Ficedula albicilla - - - -

149 Daurian Redstart Phoenicurus auroreus - - - -

150 Blue Rock Thrush Monticola solitarius - - - -

151 Stejneger's Stonechat Saxicola stejnegeri - - - -

152 Grey Bush Chat Saxicola ferreus LC - - -

153 Orange-bellied Leafbird Chloropsis hardwickii LC - - -

154 Fire-breasted Flowerpecker Dicaeum ignipectus - - - -

155 Scarlet-backed Flowerpecker Dicaeum cruentatum - - - -

156 Fork-tailed Sunbird Aethopyga christinae - - - -

157 Eurasian Tree Sparrow Passer montanus - - - -

158 White-rumped Munia Lonchura striata - - - -

159 Scaly-breasted Munia Lonchura punctulata - - - -

160 Forest Wagtail Dendronanthus indicus - - - -

161 Eastern Yellow Wagtail Motacilla tschutschensis - - - -

162 Grey Wagtail Motacilla cinerea - - - -

163 White Wagtail Motacilla alba - - - -

164 Richard's Pipit Anthus richardi - - - -

165 Olive-backed Pipit Anthus hodgsoni - - - -

166 Pechora Pipit Anthus gustavi LC - - -

167 Brambling Fringilla montifringilla - - - -

168 Chinese Grosbeak Eophona migratoria LC - - -
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No. Common Name
(1) Scientific Name

Level of

Concern
(4)

Protection Status in

China
(5)

China Red Data

Book
(6)

IUCN Red List

(Version 2013.1)
(7)

169 Tristram's Bunting Emberiza tristrami - - - -

170 Chestnut-eared Bunting Emberiza fucata LC - - -

171 Little Bunting Emberiza pusilla - - - -

172 Yellow-browed Bunting Emberiza chrysophrys - - - -

173 Yellow-breasted Bunting Emberiza aureola RC - - Endangered

174 Chestnut Bunting Emberiza rutila - - - -

175 Black-faced Bunting Emberiza spodocephala - - - -

Note:

(1) All wild birds are Protected under Wild Animal Protection Ordinance (Cap. 170)

(4) Fellowes et al. (2002): GC=Global Concern; LC=Local Concern; RC=Regional Concern; PRC=Potential Regional Concern; PGC: Potential Global Concern. 

     Letters in parentheses indicate that the assessment is on the basis of restrictedness in nesting and/or roosting sites rather than in general occurrence.

 (6) Zheng, G. M. and Wang, Q. S. (1998). 

(7) IUCN (2013). IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2013.1

(8) Protected under Protection of Endangered Species of Animals and Plants Ordinance (Cap. 586)

(9) Wetland-dependent species (including wetland-dependent species and waterbirds)

Species of conservation interest is in bold type face

(5) List of Wild Animals Under State Protection (promulgated by State Forestry Administration and Ministry of Agriculture on 14 January, 1989).

[國家重點保護野生動物名錄(1989年1月14日林業局及農業部發佈施行)]
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Summary of Representations in Similar Format submitted by TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-R548 to R1798 

Grounds presented in the standard form:  

(i) Small House demand proposed by Indigenous Villagers is suspected: Over 50% of the Land 

earmarked for development has already been sold to Xinhua Bookstore Xiang Jiang Group 

Limited. Are these villagers now suddenly planning to back and settle in the village? Importantly, 

the developer has systematically carved out land lots and transferred these to villagers since 

mid-2012. Are these villagers now acting as frontmen for the developer – selling their ding right 

and facilitating small house applications? It appears that the claimed small house demand is 

merely an excuse by the developers and indigenous villagers to make profit, rather than a genuine 

demand under the small house policy. 

原居民丁屋需求成疑：現時發展商「新華書店湘江集團有限公司」在「鄉村式發展」地帶

持有至少五成土地，有大量村民未來將回到鄉村的說法令人懷疑。另外，發展商在 2012 年

中把「鄉村式發展」地帶內的地段分拆並轉手，分拆地段內更已有處理的丁屋申請，整個

過程與一般「套丁」情況相似，擔心所謂滿足「原居民丁屋需求」只是發展商與原居民合

謀圖利的藉口 

(ii) Planning Department has already secured another piece of land for Pak Sha O: According to 

Town Planning Board papers, the Planning and Lands Department already secured land for former 

Pak Sha O villagers in Pak Tam Au. There is thus already sufficient land reserved in Sai Kung for 

genuine small house applications in the same ‘Heung’. Expansion of the “V” zone is not justified.  

規劃署早已另覓土地予白沙澳村：城規會文件中，曾指現時西貢北潭凹早已預留空間，讓

白沙澳村申請「飛丁」解決丁屋需求，規劃署無理據再為白沙澳擴大「鄉村式發展」地帶 

(iii) Small house application in Agriculture (AGR) zone is still permitted: Most of the “AGR” 

zone walls within Village Environ so that small house applications Small House applications is 

still permitted, with an approval rate of over 60% in AGR zone with reference to past experience. 

This would create false hope for developer and villagers. 

「農業」地帶仍可申建丁屋：大部分「農業」用地在「鄉村範圍」(Village Environ) 內，可

以申建丁屋，而以往在「農業」地帶成功興建丁屋的機會更達六成，現時的規劃仍為發展

商及原居民製造錯誤期望 

(iv) The area is prone to flood risk: The "V" zone is encircled by an ‘Ecologically Important Stream’, 

as close by as 20 meters to the areas designated for development. The proposed plan has not taken 

into account the consideration of threat of flooding for future residents during rainstorms. 

水浸風險：「鄉村式發展」用地被一條「具重要生態價值河流」包圍，距離更只有 20 米，

規劃未有考慮暴雨時淹浸整個河谷時對居民的威脅 

(v) The area is rich in ecological and environmental resources: Surrounded by the Sai Kung West 

Country Park, Pak Sha O has also recorded a cumulative number of 175 bird species from 1999 to 

2014, comprising 1/3 of Hong Kong total number. The proposed "V" zone however has failed to 

consider ways and means of protecting the ecology and natural landscape of Pak Sha O. 

生態環境資源豐富：白沙澳四周被西貢西郊野公園包圍，自 1999 至 2014 年累積共錄得 175

種雀鳥，佔全港數目 1/3，現時建議的「鄉村式發展」用地並沒有兼顧保存這些生態和自然

景觀 



- 2 - 

 

Major ground(s) of representations  
Representation No. 

TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

All 5 grounds (i) – (v) R548 – R1348 

4 grounds (i) – (iv) R1349 – R1354 

(i), (ii), (iii), (v) R1355 – R1409 

(i), (ii), (iv), (v)  R1410 – R1477  

(i), (iii), (iv), (v) R1478 – R1488 

3 grounds (i), (ii), (iii)  R1489 – R1490 

(i), (ii), (iv)  R1491 

(i), (ii), (v)  R1492 – R1548 

(i), (iii), (iv)  R1549 

(i), (iii), (v)  R1550 – R1573  

(i), (iv), (v)  R1574 – R1597  

(ii), (iv), (v) R1598 – R1600 

(ii), (iii), (v) R1601 

(iii), (iv), (v) R1602 – R1604 

2 grounds  (i), (ii)  R1605 – R1614 

(i), (iii) R1615 

(i), (iv) R1616 

(i), (v)  R1617 – R1672  

(ii), (v) R1673 – R1688 

(iii), (v) R1689 – R1692 

(iv), (v)  R1693 – R1705 

1 ground (i) R1706 – R1737  

(ii)  R1738 

(v)  R1739 – R1798  

 























































Summary of Comments on Representations in Similar Format submitted by 

TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-C7 to C36 
 

Grounds presented in the standard form:  

(i) I strongly object to the Representations No. TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-1 to TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-515. 

These representations fail to take account of landscape character and ecological significance of 

Pak Sha O and adjacent Sai Kung West Country Park. 

我強烈反對編號 TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-1 至 TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-515 的申述。這些申請沒有關

注白沙澳及毗鄰西貢西郊野公園的景觀特色及生態重要性。 

(ii) Planning Department has already secured another piece of land for Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung. According to Town Planning Board papers, Planning Department has already secured 

land for Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung villagers in Pak Tam Au. There is thus already 

sufficient land reserved in Sai Kung for genuine small house applications by villagers. 

Expansion of the V zone in these 2 villages is therefore not justified.  

根據城規會文件，規劃署早已另覓土地予白沙澳及白沙澳下洋。城規會文件中，規劃署在

西貢北潭凹預留土地給白沙澳及白沙澳下洋村民，故已有足夠土地應付真正的丁屋申請，

無理據再為兩村擴大「鄉村式發展」地帶。 

(iii) The Green Belt zones in Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung comprise habitats of very high 

conservation importance, such as fung-shui woodland, secondary woodland and natural stream. 

There should be presumption against development in these areas. 

白沙澳及白沙澳下洋的綠化地帶內，包含不少具保育價值的生境，例如風水林、次生林及

天然河溪。按一般推定，這些地方不應發展。 

(iv) Most of the suggestions from Representations No. TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-517 to 

TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-1807, such as removing the newly proposed “V” and “AGR” zone, 

designating all woodland, natural streams (including Ecologically Important Stream) and their 

riparian zone to “GB(1)” or “CA”, and so on, would secure the natural environment and kill 

false hopes of development potential in Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung. They should be 

supported. 

編號 TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-517 至 TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1-1807 的申述提出的不少建議，如取消

新建議的「鄉村式發展」及「農業」地帶、把所有樹林、天然河溪及其河岸劃為「綠化地

帶(1) 」或「自然保護區」地帶等，有助保護白沙澳及白沙澳下洋的天然環境，及消除在

當地發展的錯誤期望。這些建議值得支持。 

(v) It should be a requirement that future development in existing Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung villages should be in character with existing buildings so as to protect cultural and built 

heritage.. 

未來在白沙澳及白沙澳下洋的發展，必須與現時建築物互相配合，保護文化及古蹟。 
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Major ground(s) of comments  
Comments No. 

TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

All 5 grounds (i) – (v) C7 – C28  

4 grounds (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) C29 – C30, C32 

(i), (ii), (iv), (v) C31 

3 grounds (i), (iii), (iv) C33  

(i), (iii), (v) C34 – C35  

2 grounds  (iii), (iv) C36 

 











附件 I I I  

申述和意見及規劃署回應的摘要  

列表 1：A 組和 B 組的理據及建議的摘要  

A 組  B 組  

主要理據 (詳見城市規劃委員會文件第 2 . 3 及 2 . 4 段 )  

A - G1  白沙澳「鄉村式發展」地帶的

土地不足  

A - G2 沒有為白沙澳下洋劃設「鄉村

式發展」地帶  

A - G3  反對把屋地劃為「鄉村式發展

( 1 )」地帶及「綠化地帶」  

B - G1  小型屋宇需求預測數字並無根據  

B - G2 小型屋宇發展對環境造成負面

影響  

B - G3  對具歷史價值的客家村落保護

不足  

B - G4  關注出現「先破壞，後建設」

的發展  

B - G5 劃設「農業」地帶的理據欠奉  

主要建議 (詳見城市規劃委員會文件第 2 . 3 及 2 . 4 段 )  

A - P1  改劃鄰近現時劃為「綠化地

帶」的土地，把「鄉村式發

展  ( 1 )」地帶擴大至約 9  64 0 平

方米，訂定相同的發展限制，

即若擬發展任何屋宇╱任何現

有建築物進行拆卸或加建、改

動及修改或取代現有建築物，

都必須取得城規會的規劃許可  

A - P2  在白沙澳下洋劃設「鄉村式發

展」地帶以供發展小型屋宇  

A - P3  把白沙澳下洋約 4  33 0 平方米

的土地由「綠化地帶」改劃為

「鄉村式發展」地帶  

A - P4  把白沙澳下洋約 407 平方米的

土地由「綠化地帶」改劃為

「鄉村式發展」地帶，令重建

屋宇無須取得規劃許可  

A - P5  把白沙澳及白沙澳下洋的屋地

分別由「鄉村式發展 (1 )」地帶

及「綠化地帶」改劃為「鄉村

式發展」地帶，令重建屋宇無

須取得規劃許可  

B - P1 (a )  縮細／刪除「鄉村式發展」地帶  

B - P1 (b )   不處理任何有關白沙澳下洋的

小型屋宇申請  

B - P1 ( c )  在白沙澳村以南 30 米內重置

「鄉村式發展」地帶  

B - P2  刪除「農業」地帶或改劃為

「綠化地帶 ( 1 )」或「自然保育

區」  

B - P3  把環境易受影響的地方由「綠

化地帶」改劃為「綠化地帶

( 1 )」／「自然保育區」  

修訂草圖的《註釋》  

B - P4  管制所有地帶內的「農業用

途」、肥料的使用、灌溉用水

溝以至濕農地用途  

( a )  把「農業用途」列為所有

地帶《註釋》表的第二欄

用途，以嚴格管制「農業

用途」  

( b )  須管制肥料的使用，以保

護河溪  

( c )  嚴格管制在灌溉用水溝及
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A 組  B 組  

濕農地進行河道改道、填

土／填塘或挖土工程  

B - P5  刪除「農業」地帶及／或「綠

化地帶」《註釋》第一欄或第

二欄中的「屋宇」或「小型屋

宇」用途  

B - P6  限制「鄉村式發展 (1 )」地帶內

的建築形貌和新發展  

( a )  為加強保護現有的村落，

任何位於「鄉村式發展

( 1 )」地帶內的新建築物

的高度，均不應超過現有

建築物目前的平均高度。

設計新建築物的輪廓和屋

頂斜度時，亦應留意現有

的環境佈局  

( b )  不應准許在「鄉村式發

展  ( 1 )」地帶內發展新界

豁免管制屋宇，並應刪除

《註釋》說明頁有關以新

界豁免管制屋宇取代現有

住用建築物是經常准許的

這項條文  

B - P7  管制由政府落實或統籌的公共

工程  

B - P8  把該區併入郊野公園範圍  

其他意見： (詳見城市規劃委員會文件第 2 .5 段 )  

M 1：  擬備詳細的鄉村發展藍圖  

M 2：  拒絕接納草圖，直至完成有關用途地帶規劃建議對白沙澳河谷和海下灣海岸

公園的全面環境影響評估為止  

M 3：  把白沙澳和白沙澳下洋的現有鄉村地區指定為法定古蹟  

M 4：  公開所有相關的資料和文件，例如影響評估報告和小型屋宇需求量估算  

M 5：  公開有關評審新界豁免管制屋宇申請的準則的資料  

M 6：  檢討小型屋宇政策、建屋用公眾用地的供應量，以及收回土地 (因為有關土

地只限作農業用途 )  
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列表 2：個別申述及規劃署的回應的重點  

申述編號
TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

理據  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

建議  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

規劃署的意見  

A 組  

R 1 A - G 1  

A - G 3  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( b )段  

R 2  A - G 1  A - P1  

A - P3  

A - P4  

A - G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

A - P1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( c )段  

A - P3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( d )段  

A - P4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( d )段  

R 3  A - G 3  A - P5  A - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( b )段  

A - P5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 (b )及

( d )段  

R 4 及 R5 A - G 2  A - P3  

A - P4  
A - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

A - P3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( d )段  

A - P4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( d )段  

R 6  A - G 1  M 5 

M 6 
A - G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

M 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( r )及 ( s )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

R 7 至 R3 49 及  

R 35 1 至 R5 15  

A - G 3  A - P2  A - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( b )段  

A - P2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( d )段  

B 組  

R 51 6  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  

B- P 4( b )  

B- P 4( c )  

B- P 7  

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B - P 4( b )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( k )段  

B - P 4( c )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( j )段  

B - P 7：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( n )段  

R 51 7  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  
B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

R 51 8  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- G 5  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  

B- P 3  

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  
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申述編號
TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

理據  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

建議  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

規劃署的意見  

R 51 9  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  
B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

R 52 0  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- G 4  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  
B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - G 4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

R 52 1  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  

B- P 5  

M 1 

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B - P 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( l )段  

M 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 (q )段  

R 52 2  B- G 1  B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  

B- P 5  

M 4 

M 6 

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B - P 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( l )段  

M 4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( r )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

R 52 3  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  

B- P 3  

B- P 4( a )  

B- P 4( b )  

B- P 6( a )  

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B - P 4( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( j )段  

B - P 4( b )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( k )段  

B - P 6( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

R 52 4  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- P 8  

M 2 

M 3 

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - P 8：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( o )段  

M2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(p)段  

M 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 (p )段  

R 52 5  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 4  

B- P 1( a )  B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  
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申述編號
TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

理據  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

建議  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

規劃署的意見  

R 52 6  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

R 52 7  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 5  

B- P 1( a )  B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

R 52 8  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  

B- P 3  

B- P 4( b )  

B- P 5  

B- P 6( a )  

B- P 6( b )  

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B - P 4( b )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( k )段  

B - P 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( l )段  

B-P6(a)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

B-P6(b)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

R 52 9  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- G 4  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  

B- P 4( b )  

B- P 5  

B- P 6( a )  

B- P 6( b )  

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - G 4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 4( b )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( k )段  

B - P 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( l )段  

B-P6(a)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

B-P6(b)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

R 53 0 及 R5 36  B- G 2  

B- G 5  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  

B- P 3  

B-G2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B-G5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(j)及(k)段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

R 53 1 及 R5 38  B- G 2  

B- G 5  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 2  

B- P 3  

B-G2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B-G5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(j)及(k)段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

R 53 2  B- G 3  B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  

B- P 6( a )  

B- G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B-P6(a)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  
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申述編號
TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

理據  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

建議  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

規劃署的意見  

R 53 3  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

R 53 4  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- G 5  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B-G5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(j)及(k)段  

R 53 5   B- P 1( b )  見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( b )段  

R 53 7  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

R 53 9  B- G 1  

B- G 3  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

R 54 0 及 R5 46  B- G 1  

B- G 3  

B- P 3  

B- P 6( a )  
B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B-P6(a)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

R 54 1 至 R5 45  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- G 4  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  
B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - G 4：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

R 54 7  B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  

B- P 3  

B- P 6( a )  

B- P 6( b )  

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

B - P 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

B-P6(a)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  

B-P6(b)：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8.2(m)段  
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申述編號
TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

理據  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

建議  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

規劃署的意見  

R548 至 R1336、

R1338 至 R1404、

R1407 至 R1409、 

R1478 至 R1488、 

R1491、 

R1549 至 R1573 及
R1601 

B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 5  

M 6*  

(R1049、

R1074、

R1108、

R1122、

R1134、

R1146、

R1231、

R1247、

R1267、

R1270、

R1273、

R1276 及
R1299) 

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

R1410 至 R1477、 

R1492 至 R1548、 

R1574 至 R1600 及

R1616 至 R1688 

B- G 1  

B- G 2  

M 6*  

(R1538、

R1668 及
R1670) 

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

R1489 至 R1490 及
R1615 

B- G 1  

B- G 5  

 B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

R1602 至 R1604 及

R1689 至 R1692 

B- G 2  

B- G 5  

 B- G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

R1605 至 R1614 及

R1706 至 R1738 

B- G 1  M 6*  

(R1729、

R1730 及
R1732) 

B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

 

R1693 至 R1705、

R1739 至 R1792 及

R1794 至 R1798 

B- G 2  M 6*  

(R1760) 
B- G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

R1269、R1319、

R1337 及 R1406 

B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 5  

B- P 8  B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 8：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( o )段  

R1405 B- G 1  

B- G 2  

B- G 5  

B- P 1( c )  B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

B - G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 5：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( h )段  

B - P 1( c )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( c )段  

R1793 B- G 2  

 

B- P 1( c )  B- G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - P 1( c )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( c )段  

R1799 B- G 1  

B- G 2  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  
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申述編號
TPB/R/S/NE-PSO/1- 

理據  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

建議  

(見上文  

列表 1)  

規劃署的意見  

R1800 B- G 2  

B- G 3  

B- P 1( a )  B- G 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

B - G 3：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( g )段  

B - P 1( a )：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

R1801、R1802 及
R1806 

B- G 1   見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

R1803 及 R1807 B- G 2   見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

R1804 B- G 1  M 6 B- G 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

M 6：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( t )段  

R1805  B- P 1( a )  見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

 

*  R 1 049、R10 74、R1 108、R1 122、R1 134、R1 146、R1 231、R1 247、R12 67、

R 1 270、R12 73、R1 276、R1 299、R1 53 8、R1 668、R1 670、R1 729、R17 30、

R 1 732及R17 60建議檢討／廢除小型屋宇政策。  
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列表 3：個別意見書的重點及建議  

收到的全部 36 份意見書 ( C1 至 C3 6 )由環保／關注組織 (包括長春社 ( R5 19 )、創建香

港 ( R 52 1 )及嘉道理農場暨植物園公司 (R 5 18 ) )及個別人士提交。C 6 反對白沙澳分區

計劃大綱草圖所劃設的「鄉村式發展」地帶，而 C 5 則支持申述書 R 51 8 至 R521、

R 5 2 3 及 R 5 36，但反對申述書 R 1 至 R5 及 R 1 92。餘下的 3 4 份意見書 (C1 至 C4 及

C 7 至 C 36 )主要是反對申述書 R 1 至 R 515，理由如下：  

意見編號  重點及建議  

C - a  若按建議擴大「鄉村式發展」地帶的範圍，會與白沙澳和西貢西郊

野公園的景觀特色格格不入，並會對該區的生態造成影響。  

C - b  欠缺相關的評估報告，以致無法評估該區的發展和人類活動增加後

可能造成的影響。區內的基礎設施不足以應付日後的人口所需。  

C - c  白沙澳的生態和文化價值俱高，值得保護。  

C - d  當局已在北潭凹預留足夠的土地，供白沙澳和白沙澳下洋的村民跨

村發展小型屋宇。懷疑有人濫用小型屋宇政策，真正的小型屋宇需

求量成疑。  

C - P1  「綠化地帶」內有保育價值極高的生境，該處應改劃為限制較多的

用途地帶，例如「綠化地帶 ( 1 )」及「自然保育區」。  

C - P2  支持 R5 17 至 R 18 07 的建議，認為應刪除擬議的「鄉村式發展」地

帶及「農業」地帶，並把生態易受影響的地方劃為「綠化地帶 ( 1 )」

及「自然保育區」。  
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列表 4：個別意見書的重點和建議及規劃署的回應  

意見編號  理由  建議  規劃署的回應  

C 1  

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a  

C - b  

C -P 1  C - a：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

C - b：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( f )段  

C -P 1：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

C 2 

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a  

C - b  

C - d  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

C 3 及 C 4 

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a   見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

C 5 

(反對 R1、R2、

R 4、R 5 及 R1 92 )  

C - a  

C - c  

C - d  

 見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( i )段  

見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( e )段  

C 6 

(反對草圖 )  

C - b   見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( f )段  

C 7 至 C 28  

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a  

C - b  

C - c  

C - d  

C -P 2  C - a：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

C - b：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( f )段  

C - c：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( i )段  

C - d：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( e )段  

C -P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )、 ( h )

及 ( i )段  

C 2 9 至 C3 2  

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a  

C - c  

C - d  

C -P 2  C - a：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

C - c：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( i )段  

C - d：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( e )段  

C -P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )、 ( h )

及 ( i )段  

C 3 3  

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a  

C - c  

C -P 2  C - a：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

C - c：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( i )段  

C -P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )、 ( h )

及 ( i )段  

C 3 4 及 C3 5  

(反對 R 1 至

R 5 15 )  

C - a   

C - c  

 C - a：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( a )段  

C - c：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( i )段  

C 3 6  C - c  C -P 2  C - c：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 .2 ( i )段  

C -P 2：見城市規劃委員會文件第 8 . 2 ( a )、 ( h )

及 ( i )段  
 



 .
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附件 VI 
 

「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 、 「 政 府 、 機 構 或 社 區 」 、 「 農 業 」 、  

「 綠 化 地 帶 」 及 「 自 然 保 育 區 」 地 帶 的 規 劃 意 向  

摘 錄 自 白 沙 澳 分 區 計 劃 大 綱 草 圖 編 號 S / N E - P S O / 1  

 

鄉 村 式 發 展  

規 劃 意 向  

此 地 帶 的 規 劃 意 向 ， 是 就 現 有 的 認 可 鄉 村 和 適 宜 作 鄉 村 擴 展 的 土

地 劃 定 界 線 。 地 帶 內 的 土 地 ， 主 要 預 算 供 原 居 村 民 興 建 小 型 屋 宇

之 用 。 設 立 此 地 帶 的 目 的 ， 亦 是 要 把 鄉 村 式 發 展 集 中 在 地 帶 內 ，

使 發 展 模 式 較 具 條 理 ， 而 在 土 地 運 用 及 基 礎 設 施 和 服 務 的 提 供 方

面 ， 較 具 經 濟 效 益 。 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 ( 1 ) 」 地 帶 這 支 區 的 規 劃 意 向 ，

是 保 存 現 有 的 鄉 村 環 境 。 在 新 界 豁 免 管 制 屋 宇 的 地 面 一 層 ( 在 指 定

為 「 鄉 村 式 發 展 ( 1 ) 」 地 帶 的 土 地 範 圍 除 外 )， 有 多 項 配 合 村 民 需 要

和 鄉 村 發 展 的 商 業 和 社 區 用 途 列 為 經 常 准 許 的 用 途 。 其 他 商 業 、

社 區 和 康 樂 用 途 ， 如 向 城 市 規 劃 委 員 會 申 請 許 可 ， 或 會 獲 得 批 准 。  

 

 

 

政 府 、 機 構 或 社 區  

 

規 劃 意 向  

此 地 帶 的 規 劃 意 向 ， 主 要 是 提 供 政 府 、 機 構 或 社 區 設 施 ， 以 配 合

當 地 居 民 及 ／ 或 該 地 區 、 區 域 ， 以 至 全 港 的 需 要 ； 以 及 是 供 應 土

地 予 政 府 、 提 供 社 區 所 需 社 會 服 務 的 機 構 和 其 他 機 構 ， 以 供 用 於

與 其 工 作 直 接 有 關 或 互 相 配 合 的 用 途 。  

 

 

 

農 業  

規 劃 意 向  

此 地 帶 的 規 劃 意 向 ， 主 要 是 保 存 和 保 護 良 好 的 農 地 ／ 農 場 ／ 魚

塘 ， 以 便 作 農 業 用 途 。 設 立 此 地 帶 的 目 的 ， 亦 是 要 保 存 在 復 耕 及

作 其 他 農 業 用 途 方 面 具 有 良 好 潛 力 的 休 耕 農 地 。  
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綠 化 地 帶  

規 劃 意 向  

此 地 帶 的 規 劃 意 向 ， 主 要 是 利 用 天 然 地 理 環 境 作 為 市 區 和 近 郊 的

發 展 區 的 界 限 ， 以 抑 制 市 區 範 圍 的 擴 展 ， 並 提 供 土 地 作 靜 態 康 樂

場 地 。 根 據 一 般 推 定 ， 此 地 帶 不 宜 進 行 發 展 。  

 

 

 

自 然 保 育 區  

規 劃 意 向  

此 地 帶 的 規 劃 意 向 ， 是 保 護 和 保 存 區 內 現 有 的 天 然 景 觀 、 生 態 系

統 或 地 形 特 色 ， 以 達 到 保 育 目 的 及 作 教 育 和 研 究 用 途 ， 並 且 分 隔

開 易 受 破 壞 的 天 然 環 境 如 「 郊 野 公 園 」 ， 以 免 發 展 項 目 對 這 些 天

然 環 境 造 成 不 良 影 響 。  

根 據 一 般 推 定 ， 此 地 帶 不 宜 進 行 發 展 。 大 體 而 言 ， 有 需 要 進 行 以

助 保 存 區 內 現 有 天 然 景 觀 或 風 景 質 素 的 發 展 ， 或 者 絕 對 基 於 公 眾

利 益 而 必 須 進 行 的 基 礎 設 施 項 目 ， 才 可 能 會 獲 得 批 准 。  
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Sha Tin, Tai Po and North District 

 

Agenda Item 3 

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)] 

 

Consideration of Representations and Comments  

in respect of Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 

(TPB Paper No. 10141) 

[The item was conducted in Cantonese and English.] 

 

12. The Chairman said that the representations and comments would be considered 

collectively in two groups. 

 

Declaration of Interests 

 

13. The Secretary reported that the following Members had declared interests in the 

item: 

 

Dr C.H. Hau - being the Vice-chairman of The Conservancy 

Association which had submitted one representation 

(R519) and one comment (C1) 

 

Mr Stephen H.B. Yau 

 

- being the Chairman of the Social Work Advisory 

Committee of the Department of Social Work in 

Hong Kong Baptist University (HKBU), and Kaitak, 

Centre for Research and Development, Academy of 

Visual Arts of HKBU had submitted one 

representation (R526) 

 

Ms Christina M. Lee - being a part-time student of HKBU 

 

14. Members noted that Dr C.H. Hau, whose interest was direct, had not yet arrived 

to join the meeting, and Ms Christina M. Lee had tendered apologies for being unable to 

attend the meeting.  Noting that Mr Stephen H.B. Yau had no involvement in the subject 

atyyu
Text Box
Minutes of the TPB meeting held on 22.7.2016

atyyu
Text Box
Enclosure II
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matter, Members considered that his interest was remote and agreed that he should be allowed 

to stay at the meeting. 

 

15. Mr Philip S.L. Kan also declared an interest in the item at this point as he was a 

former member of the Court of HKBU.  As the interest of Mr Philip S.L. Kan was remote, 

Members agreed that he should be allowed to stay at the meeting. 

 

Group A 

(R1 to R349 and R351 to R515) 

 

Presentation and Question Sessions 

 

16. The following government representatives, representer and representers’ 

representative were invited to the meeting at this point: 

  

Government Representatives 

 

Mr C.K. Soh - District Planning Officer/Sha Tin, Tai Po and North 

(DPO/STN), Planning Department (PlanD) 

 

Mr David Y.M. Ng - Senior Town Planner/Country Park Enclaves 1 

(STP/CPE1), PlanD 

 

Mr K.S. Cheung - Senior Nature Conservation Officer (South) 

(SNCO(S)), Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation 

Department (AFCD) 

 

Representer and Representers’ Representative 

 

R1 – Sai Kung North Rural Committee 

R4 – 翁盛亨堂司理 翁煌發 

Mr Li Yiu Ban - Representers’ representative 
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 R2 – Ho Chi Chiu, Indigenous Inhabitant Representative of Pak Sha O 

Mr Ho Chi Chiu - Representer 

 

17. The Chairman said that reasonable notice had been given to the representers and 

commenters inviting them to attend the hearing, but other than those who were present or had 

indicated that they would attend the hearing, the rest had either indicated not to attend or 

made no reply.  As reasonable notice had been given to the representers and commenters, 

Members agreed to proceed with the hearing of the representations in their absence. 

 

18. The Chairman extended a welcome and briefly explained the procedures of the 

hearing as follows: 

 

(a) DPO/STN would first brief Members on the background; 

 

(b) the representers or their representatives would then be invited to make oral 

submissions in turn according to their representation number.  To ensure 

the efficient operation of the meeting, each representer or his 

representative would be allotted 10 minutes for making oral submission.  

There was a timer device to alert the representers or their representatives 2 

minutes before the allotted time was to expire, and when the allotted time 

limit was up; 

 

(c) a question and answer (Q&A) session would be held after all attending 

representers of Group A or their representatives had completed their oral 

submissions.  Members could direct their questions to government 

representatives, representers or their representatives;  

 

(d) after the Q&A session, the representers of Group A or their 

representatives would be invited to leave the meeting.  The government 

representatives would stay in the meeting for the Group B hearing; and 

 

(e) after completion of the Group A and Group B hearings, the Town 

Planning Board (the Board) would deliberate on the representations in the 

absence of the representers/commenters, their representatives and the 



 
- 11 - 

government representatives, and would inform the 

representers/commenters of the Board’s decision in due course. 

 

19. The Chairman then invited DPO/STN to brief Members on the representations 

and comments. 

 

20. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr C.K. Soh, DPO/STN, made the 

following main points as detailed in the Paper: 

 

(a) on 4.12.2015, the draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. 

S/NE-PSO/1 was exhibited for public inspection under section 5 of the 

Town Planning Ordinance (the Ordinance).  A total of 1,806 valid 

representations and 36 valid comments were received; 

 

The Representations 

 

(b) on 3.6.2016, the Board decided to consider the representations in two 

groups: 

 

(i) Group A – 514 representations (R1 to R349 and R351 to R515) 

submitted by the Sai Kung North Rural Committee (SKNRC), the 

Indigenous Inhabitant Representative (IIR) of Pak Sha O, villagers 

and individuals mainly objected to the inadequate “Village Type 

Development” (“V”) zone and the inclusion of building lots within 

the “V(1)” zone and “Green Belt” (“GB”) zone, requiring 

application for planning permission to redevelop the building lots; 

and 

 

(ii) Group B – 1,292 representations (R516 to R1807) were submitted 

by green/concern groups and individuals.  Whilst R516 supported 

the general intention of the OZP, the remaining representations 

mainly objected to the “V” and “Agriculture” (“AGR”) zones on 

grounds of environmental and heritage conservation; 
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Planning Scheme Area 

 

(c) the planning scheme area (the Area) of about 33.27 ha was encircled by 

the Sai Kung West Country Park with Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park to its 

further north.  The two recognised villages of Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O 

Ha Yeung had no vehicular access and were accessed by a walking trail 

off Hoi Ha Road.  The area fell entirely within the upper indirect Water 

Gathering Ground (WGG).  The 1.4km Hoi Ha Ecologically Important 

Stream (EIS) and its tributaries ran across the Area which comprised 

mainly regenerated woodlands from abandoned agricultural land, dense 

native woodlands and freshwater marshes.  The central part of the Area 

mainly comprised low-lying agricultural land, freshwater marshes, 

shrublands and woodlands that extended towards the fringe of the Area; 

 

Existing Land Uses 

 

(d) to the south of Pak Sha O Ha Yeung was the freshwater marsh where an 

orchid species, Liparis ferruginea was found.  There were many stream 

tributaries of good water quality and the presence of the rare Three-lines 

Bagrid Fish and rare/very rare butterfly species.  For the natural habitats 

of the Area, protected plant species, e.g. Aquilaria sinensis, Pavetta 

hongkongensis and Cibotium barometz were found.  Pak Sha O and Pak 

Sha O Ha Yeung were the two recognised villages in the Area well 

preserved with a number of interesting historical and cultural heritage 

buildings including the Grade 1 Historic Buildings of Ho Residence and 

Ho Ancestral Hall, the Grade 3 Historic Building of Immaculate Heart of 

Mary Chapel in Pak Sha O, and the proposed Grade 1 Historic Buildings 

of King Siu Sai Kui and Hau Fuk Mun at Pak Sha O Ha Yeung; 

 

Background  

 

(e) on 7.12.2012, the first draft Pak Sha O Development Permission Area 

(DPA) Plan was exhibited for public inspection, and 41 representations 

and 20 comments were received.  On 26.7.2013, in order to protect the 
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character and heritage of the village setting, the Board decided to partially 

uphold 36 representations by amending the Notes of the DPA Plan to 

incorporate more planning control within the “V” zone.  The proposed 

amendments to the draft DPA Plan were published on 9.8.2013 and four 

further representations were received.  On 4.10.2013, the Board decided 

not to uphold the further representations and the draft DPA Plan was 

subsequently approved by the Chief Executive in Council; 

 

[Mr Dominic K.K. Lam arrived to join the meeting at this point.] 

 

(f) on 24.7.2015, the Board gave preliminary consideration to the draft Pak 

Sha O OZP and agreed that the draft OZP was suitable for consultation.  

The major difference between the draft OZP and the approved DPA Plan 

were that the “V” zone was reduced to cover only the existing core village 

clusters and stricter planning control on village development was proposed.  

The “AGR”, “Conservation Area” (“CA”) and “GB” zones were also 

designated on the draft OZP.  The IIR of Pak Sha O, the Tai Po District 

Council (TPDC), and the SKNRC expressed strong objection to the draft 

OZP mainly on the following grounds: 

 

(i) the “V” zone was inadequate to meet the Small House demand; 

and 

 

(ii) the imposition of more planning control within the “V” zone would 

restrict Small House development. 

 

They requested that the “V” zone be expanded; 

 

(g) a consultation meeting was held on 14.10.2015 with SKNRC and IIR of 

Pak Sha O and they considered that: 

 

(i) the “AGR” and “GB” zones were located away from the existing 

village cluster and EIS and there was a dense woodland in between 

that could act as buffer; and 
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(ii) the area could be designated as “V” zone within which no planning 

permission would be required for Small House development; 

 

(h) on 13.11.2015, the Board gave further consideration to the draft OZP.   

Taking into account that the area to the north of the existing village cluster 

of Pak Sha O was separated from the village by dense woodland and 

comprised private land falling within the village ‘environs’ (‘VE’), the 

Board decided to designate the area as “V” zone with a buffer distance of 

20m from the EIS.  The Board also decided to set back the boundary at 

the south-western corner of the “V” zone of Pak Sha O Village by 10m 

and rezone it to “GB” to provide a 20m buffer to the existing village, and 

to designate the original “V” zone to “V(1)”.  The Board noted that septic 

tank and soakaway (STS) systems were not acceptable for new village 

development in WGG to ensure the water quality; 

 

Draft Pak Sha O OZP No. S/NE-PSO/1 

 

(i) on 4.12.2015, the draft Pak Sha O OZP No. S/NE-PSO/1 was exhibited 

for public inspection.  The general planning intention was to conserve the 

high natural landscape and ecological significance of the Area, to preserve 

the existing vernacular Hakka village setting; and to consolidate village 

development at suitable locations to avoid undesirable disturbance to the 

natural environment.  While there were more than 92% of the Area under 

conservation zones, i.e. “CA” and “GB”, only about 1.2 ha was designated 

for village development which was in line with the planning intention of 

the Area;  

 

Grounds and Proposals of Representations 

 

Group A 

 

(j) the major grounds of the representations and representers’ proposals in 

Group A, as summarised in paragraphs 2.3 of the Paper, were highlighted 

below: 
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Inadequate land within “V” zone in Pak Sha O 

(i) the proposed “V” zone could not satisfy the future demand for 

Small House development; 

 

Opposition to designating building lots under “V(1)” and “GB” 

zones 

(ii) planning permission would be required for redevelopment of the 

existing houses, which would deprive land owners’ right to 

redevelop properties;  

 

Lack of “V” zone in Pak Sha O Ha Yeung 

(iii) land within the ‘VE’ was designated as conservation zonings  

which disregarded the need for Small House development; and 

 

Proposals  

(iv) to expand “V(1)” to about 9,640 m2 by rezoning the adjacent land 

currently zoned as “GB”; to rezone some land at Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung from “GB” to “V”; and to rezone building lots at Pak Sha O 

and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung from “V(1)” and “GB” to “V”; 

 

Group B 

 

(k) the major grounds of the representations and representers’ proposals in 

Group B, as summarised in paragraphs 2.4 and 2.5 of the Paper, were 

highlighted below: 

 

(i) R516 supported the general intention of the draft OZP but raised 

concerns mainly on the adverse environmental impacts of the “V” 

zone;  

 

(ii) the remaining representations mainly objected to the “V” and 

“AGR” zones on environmental and heritage conservation 

grounds: 
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 the Small House demand forecast was unjustified; 

 

 there were adverse environmental impacts from Small House 

development; 

 

 there was insufficient protection to the historic Hakka 

Settlement as Small House development within the “V” zone 

would not be compatible with the existing vernacular Hakka 

village and would destroy the overall aesthetic of the village; 

 

 the “V” zone was originally a natural wetland/freshwater 

marsh with rich ecological value, which was then turned into 

farmland.  There were concerns on ‘destroy first, build 

later’ type development by destroying the natural habitat in 

the name of agricultural rehabilitation; and 

 

 designation of areas not covered by any agricultural activities 

as “AGR” zone was not justified; 

 

Proposals 

 

(iii) to confine/delete the “V” zone and to relocate the “V” zone to the 

south of Pak Sha O village with a width of 30m; and to designate 

environmentally sensitive areas from “GB” and “AGR” to 

“GB(1)”/”CA” ; and  

 

(iv) to amend the Notes of the OZP 

 

 the use of fertilizers should be controlled.  Planning 

permission should also be required for irrigation ditches and 

wet agricultural farmland in order to maintain the drainage 

capacity, connectivity and hydrology of the EIS; 
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 to delete ‘House’ or ‘Small House’ use from Column 1 or 

Column 2 of the Notes of the “AGR” and/or “GB” zones to 

avoid giving false hope to the villagers; 

 

 to restrict the built form and new development within “V(1)” 

zone for better protection of the existing vernacular Hakka 

villages cluster; and 

 

 public works implemented or co-ordinated by government 

should be strictly controlled in river channels, river banks, 

land with dense vegetation, woodlands and “CA” zone in 

order to protect the environment, in particular the EIS and 

Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park; 

 

(v) designation of the Area as Country Park; 

 

Other Views 

 

(l) they included: 

 

(i) review of Small House Policy, preparation of layout plan, 

designation of the village areas of Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung as historical monuments, and resuming land for agricultural 

purpose; 

 

(ii) rejecting the OZP until the completion of a full Environment 

Impact Assessment (EIA) on the potential impact of the proposed 

land use zonings on Pak Sha O River Valley and Hoi Ha Wan 

Marine Park; and 

 

(iii) release of all relevant information and documents and the Small 

House demand forecast and the criteria for assessing an 

application;  
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(m) all the 36 comments received (C1 to C36) were submitted by 

green/concern groups.  The grounds and proposals of the comments were 

either the same or similar to those of the representations in Group B, 

including adverse environmental impacts of “V” zone; sufficient land had 

already been reserved in Pak Tam Au for Small House development; and 

the need to preserve high ecological and cultural heritage values of the 

Area; 

 

Responses to Grounds and Proposals of Representations 

 

(n) the responses to grounds and proposals of the representations, as 

summarised in paragraph 6.14 to 6.47 of the Paper, were highlighted 

below: 

 

Designation of “V” zone 

 

(i) while representers in Group A considered that the “V” zone was 

not sufficient to meet the Small House demand for the Area, those 

in Group B held the views that the “V” zone should be deleted on 

environmental and heritage conservation grounds.  The responses 

to those views were: 

 

 any change to the existing vernacular Hakka village setting 

with possible adverse impact on the heritage value of historic 

buildings should be avoided; 

 

 the core village cluster of the two villages had been 

designated as “V(1)”, which was subject to more stringent 

planning control so as to ensure that new houses would be in 

harmony with the existing historic buildings and would not 

affect the integrity and ambience of the existing village 

setting; 
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 in view of the significant shortfall of land for Small House 

development and in recognition of the need to conserve the 

ambience of the existing village with significant cultural 

heritage and landscape values, an area of about 0.7 ha to the 

north of Pak Sha O village had been designated as “V” zone 

for Small House development; 

 

 the “V” zone, predominantly occupied by active agricultural 

land and shrubby grassland, was separated from the existing 

village clusters by dense woodland and there was a 20m 

buffer distance at the south-western corner of the “V” zone 

away from the old village core; and 

 

 to protect the EIS from development, a 20m-wide buffer area 

in-between the “V” zone and the EIS was proposed;  

 

(ii) though the land available within the “V” and “V(1)” zones could 

not even cater for the 37 outstanding Small House demand in Pak 

Sha O, the adoption of incremental approach for designation of 

“V” zone would consolidate Small House development at suitable 

locations to avoid undesirable disturbance to the natural 

environment and the historic setting of the existing village clusters 

thus balancing the needs between conservation and development; 

and 

 

(iii) when preparing the OZP for Pak Tam Au, the surplus of land for 

Small House development within the “V” zone of Pak Tam Au 

could help to meet the Small House demand of other villages 

within the WGG including Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung by 

means of cross-village application; 

 

To expand “V(1)”, rezone building lots at Pak Sha O from “GB” 

to “V” and relocate the proposed “V” zone to the south of Pak 

Sha O Village 
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(iv) the intention of the “V(1)” zone was to preserve the existing setting 

of the vernacular Hakka village and the graded historic buildings in 

the village.  The surrounding areas, including the greenery to the 

south of the existing village cluster and the adjoining woodland 

served as a green buffer connecting the village cluster of Pak Sha 

O (“V(1)”) with the mature woodland (“CA”) and the Sai Kung 

West Country Park; and 

 

(v) there was provision for application for Small House development 

in the “GB” zone under the planning permission system.  In 

general the building entitlements as specified in the relevant lease 

condition would be respected and each case would be considered 

by the Board based on its individual merits; 

 

To designate “V” zone at Pak Sha O Ha Yeung 

 

(vi) the areas in Pak Sha O Ha Yeung proposed to be zoned “V” 

comprised abandoned farmland and isolated building lots 

overgrown with woodland on the hillside which was contiguous 

with the Sai Kung West Country Park.  AFCD considered the 

“GB” zonings for those areas more appropriate; and 

 

(vii) the Civil Engineering and Development Department (CEDD) did 

not support the proposal as those areas were overlooked by steep 

natural terrains and might be affected by potential natural terrain 

landslide hazards; 

 

Unjustified Small House demand forecast 

 

(viii) the Small House demand forecast was only one of the many 

references in considering the proposed “V” zone; and 

 

(ix) the District Lands Officer/Tai Po (DLO/TP) would verify the status 

of the Small House applicant at the stage of Small House grant 
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application.  It would be against the law to obtain government 

approval by deception through false representation or fraud; 

 

Adverse environmental impacts from Small House development 

 

(x) with the Area falling within the WGG, the use of STS systems for 

sewage treatment and disposal was considered unacceptable for 

new village developments.  The Environmental Protection 

Department (EPD) and Water Supplies Department (WSD) did not 

normally support new development proposals within WGG unless 

effective means was demonstrated to ensure that the proposed 

development would not cause irreversible damage, unacceptable 

risks or negative impacts on water environment and water quality; 

and 

 

(xi) AFCD considered that the EIS and the “V” zone was separated by 

“GB”, which could serve as a buffer to future Small House 

development; 

 

Insufficient protection to the historic Hakka settlement 

 

(xii) a “V” zone was proposed to the north of the existing cluster of Pak 

Sha O village to preserve the historic setting of the existing village; 

 

(xiii) the “V” and “V(1)” zones were separated by a woodland and a 

20m buffer; and 

 

(xiv) a balance was struck between preservation of historic settlements 

and housing need of villagers;  

 

Concern on ‘Destroy First, Build Later’ 

 

(xv) agricultural activities were widely undertaken in the area in the 

1960s and 1970s but diminished since the 1980s; 
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(xvi) excavation works for agricultural rehabilitation to the north of the 

Pak Sha O was found in 2012 before publication of the draft Pak 

Sha O DPA Plan; and 

 

(xvii) there were no complaint record on adverse environmental impact 

from the agricultural activities in the area; 

 

Designation of “AGR” zone not justified 

 

(xviii) AFCD advised that the “AGR” zone shared similar characteristics 

with the adjacent farmland and possessed potential for agricultural 

rehabilitation; and 

 

(xix) “AGR” zoning was considered appropriate to facilitate agricultural 

activities;  

 

Designation of environmentally sensitive areas from “GB” to 

“GB(1)”/”CA” 

 

(xx) more than 90% of the land were under conservation zones, 

including “GB” and “CA” in which there was a general 

presumption against development; 

 

To amend the Notes of the Plan 

 

To impose more stringent control on agricultural use 

 

(xxi) planning permission would be required for any works relating to 

excavation of land, diversion of streams or filling of land/pond; 

 

(xxii) transferring agricultural use to Column 2 use would impose 

restrictions on agriculture and discourage agricultural 

development; and 
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(xxiii) the Waterworks Ordinance provided enforcement power on the 

control of pollution within WGG.  The use of pesticide within 

WGG was not allowed.  The use of other chemicals including 

fertilizers required prior approval from WSD; 

 

To delete ‘House’/‘Small House’ use from the Notes of the “AGR” 

and/or “GB” zones 

 

(xxiv) each planning application would be considered on its individual 

merits taking into account the prevailing planning circumstances 

and relevant guidelines; 

 

To restrict the built form of new development within “V(1)” zone 

 

(xxv) within the “V(1)” zone, proposed house and any demolition, or 

addition, alteration and/or modification to or redevelopment of an 

existing building would require planning permission; 

 

(xxvi) each case would be considered on its own merits and the 

Antiquities and Monuments Office (AMO) would be consulted; 

and 

 

(xxvii) the current planning control was considered sufficient to protect 

the setting of vernacular Hakka village;  

 

To control public works implemented or co-ordinated by 

Government 

 

(xxviii) those works were generally necessary for local facilities for the 

benefits of the public and/or environmental improvement.  It 

would not be in the public interest to impose requirement of 

planning approval which might cause unnecessary delay; 
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(xxix) concerned departments were required to carefully consider the 

environmental implications of each work in accordance with the 

relevant legislations and guidelines; and 

 

(xxx) any development within “CA” zone, including public works, works 

involving any diversion of streams, filling of land/pond or 

excavation of land, would require planning permission;  

 

Designation of the Area as Country Park 

 

(xxxi) designation of Country Park was under the jurisdiction of the 

Country and Marine Parks Authority governed by the Country 

Parks Ordinance (CPO) which was outside the purview of the 

Board.  Moreover, preparation of the statutory plan would not 

preclude any future designation of Country Park; 

 

Other Views 

 

(xxxii) other views including designation of Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung as historical monuments; conducting a full EIA of the 

proposed land use zonings on Pak Sha O River Valley and Hoi Ha 

Wan Marine Park; release of all relevant information and 

documents; and preparation of layout plan would be considered 

where appropriate.  Other views and requests outside the purview 

of the Board would be relayed to relevant departments for 

consideration; 

 

Responses to Grounds of Comments 

 

(o) all the 36 comments (C1 to C36) mainly raised objection to Group A’s 

proposal regarding designation for “V” zone and the responses to those 

views were similar to those to the representations in Group B; 

 



 
- 25 - 

PlanD’s Views 

 

(p) the supportive view of R516 was noted; and  

 

(q) PlanD did not support the representations in both Group A and Group B 

and considered that no amendment should be made to the OZP to meet 

those representations. 

 

21. The Chairman then invited the representer and the representers’ representative to 

elaborate on their representations. 

 

R1 – Sai Kung North Rural Committee 

R4 – 翁盛亨堂司理 翁煌發 

 

22. Mr Li Yiu Ban made the following main points: 

 

(a) he was the Chairman of SKNRC;  

 

(b) he and other representatives of SKNRC visited Pak Sha O two months ago, 

and were warmly received by Mr Ho Chi Chiu, IIR of Pak Sha O.  The 

Ho Residence, which was a Grade 1 historic building, was the family 

house of Mr Ho.  Despite Pak Sha O was remote, the ancestors of the Ho 

family chose to spend a huge amount of money to build the spectacular Ho 

Residence in Pak Sha O as their family house many years ago.  The 

house was currently occupied by Mr Ho’s brother and a person who was 

very keen on conserving the house.  The Ho family respected the will of 

their ancestors and had put great efforts to maintain their family house 

throughout the years.  The villagers were no different from the green 

groups in recognising the historical value of the Ho Residence and Ho 

Ancestral Hall and the need to preserve the historic buildings; 

 

(c) as Pak Sha O was very remote and not served by road, the villagers were 

forced to move out to the urban areas for work and school.  With fewer 

and fewer people living in the village, the Government did not spend 
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resources to improve the infrastructure of the village and let the village 

dilapidate.  It was a common phenomenon as in most of the villages of 

the Country Park Enclaves.  In anticipation of a small demand for Small 

Houses, the Government only designated small “V” zones for villages in 

those newly prepared OZPs for the Country Park Enclaves.  It would 

deprive the villages of their opportunity to survive and further develop.  

Indeed, many of the old villagers who had emigrated to make a living at 

their young age would like to return to their villages to live in retirement, 

but they were very often disappointed by the dilapidated conditions of 

their villages when they came back; 

 

(d) the Government’s village policy in the colonial era was much better than 

today as it used to adopt different standards in the planning of 

infrastructure for villages and urban areas in the past.  Most of the 

existing infrastructure in the villages was provided during the 1950s to 

1970s.  Whether existing villages in Hong Kong could continue to 

survive would depend on the investment on infrastructure provision by the 

Government.  If the Government did not improve the living conditions of 

villages, many of the beautiful village landscapes in the rural area of Hong 

Kong would become dilapidated and vanish; 

 

(e) the Government had the responsibility to improve road access, electricity, 

water supply, and drainage and sewage services for villages.  The 

villagers expected the Government to construct a communal sewage 

system for each village for the protection of the environment, hence 

allowing the villages to further develop; and 

 

(f) he supported the World Wide Fund for Nature Hong Kong’s advocate for 

the Government to develop and adopt a holistic conservation policy and 

set up a conservation fund, which was similar to the proposal of Heung 

Yee Kuk.  With the conservation fund, the Government could exchange 

with, purchase or lease the villagers’ land if it considered that the private 

land owned by villagers was worthy for conservation.  If the villagers 

could retain ownership of the land inherited from their ancestors, they 
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would be willing to lease their land to the Government for conservation.  

However, the Government should not use planning as a tool to restrict the 

land owners’ right by designating their private land as conservation zones. 

 

R2 – Ho Chi Chiu, Indigenous Inhabitant Representative of Pak Sha O 

 

23. Mr Ho Chi Chiu made the following main points: 

 

(a) he was the IIR of Pak Sha O; 

 

(b) most of the villagers of Pak Sha O moved out in the 1960s to 1970s due to 

the lack of road and infrastructure provision in the village.  Many of the 

villagers emigrated to the United Kingdom (UK) as labour since Hong 

Kong was under British rule at that time.  The villagers engaged in 

manual work of the lower class in the UK, such as working in restaurants 

and food shops, and had a very hard life.  The villagers were reluctant to 

leave their homeland but they were forced to do so in order to improve 

their living conditions; 

 

(c) he had lived in the UK for some years and had contacts with many 

emigrant villagers of the New Territories.  He had also been a teacher of 

Chinese school in the UK to teach the younger generations of the Chinese 

emigrants.  The emigrant villagers sent their children to the Chinese 

schools to learn Chinese language as they wished their children to return 

to Hong Kong to work one day and live in their own village; 

 

(d) the elder emigrant villagers only had a limited social network in the UK as 

they did not speak English well and could not integrate with the 

community.  Many of them spent their lives in casinos which provided 

them with food and air-conditioning, and ended up losing their money in 

the casinos.  Although the old villagers wanted to come back to Hong 

Kong, many of them could not afford the high living cost.  The old 

villagers’ wish to return to their village was like the life cycle of salmon in 

which the adult salmon would strive to return to their natal streams to 
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spawn; and 

 

(e) he hoped that the Board could understand the wish of the Pak Sha O 

villagers and let them have the opportunity to build their houses in their 

homeland for living. 

 

24. As the presentations from the representer and the representers’ representative 

were completed, the Chairman invited questions from Members. 

 

25. A Member asked Mr Ho Chi Chiu (R2) the estimated number of emigrant 

villagers who would like to return to live in Pak Sha O.  In response, Mr Ho said that while 

he did not have an exact figure in hand, he roughly estimated that there should be more than 

200 male villagers of Pak Sha O who were over the age of 18 and most of them were residing 

in the UK at the moment.  Due to the high living cost in Hong Kong and the dilapidated 

conditions of the village houses in Pak Sha O, only a small number of emigrant villagers had 

returned to Hong Kong.  However, he would not preclude the need and wish of the future 

generations to return to Hong Kong, and hoped that the OZP would cater for the housing need 

of the villagers and their future generations. 

 

26. Noting that it might mainly be the elder emigrant villagers who would like to 

return to Pak Sha O to live in retirement, the same Member asked Mr Ho Chi Chiu how many 

villagers of Pak Sha O, out of the roughly 200 male villagers he estimated, were of the age of 

over 50 at the moment.  In response, Mr Ho said that although he did not have the enquired 

information in hand, he believed that the younger adult villagers (those at the age of 18 to 50) 

were willing to come back to Pak Sha O to build new houses or rebuild their old houses if 

they had the financial ability and the relevant policy permitted them to do so.  The younger 

villagers who were more educated would treasure the history of their village and be keen on 

preserving the old village.  The villagers’ willingness to return would depend on whether the  

Government would provide more infrastructural support to the village.  In the past, Hoi Ha 

was the most barren village in the area due to its remoteness from the Tai Po township.  

However, after road access was provided to Hoi Ha, the village developed progressively and 

many emigrant villagers returned to live in the village.  If the infrastructure in Pak Sha O 

could be improved, the emigrant villagers would return too. 
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27. In response to the Chairman, Mr Li Yiu Ban (representative of R1 and R4) said 

that it might be difficult for the IIR to provide the Board with an accurate figure on the 

number of adult villagers of his village since the villagers had already scattered in different 

places.  However, it should be noted that if the villagers did not return and apply for 

development of Small Houses, the mere designation of “V” zone on the OZP would not alter 

the physical environment of the village.  Indeed, the villagers only wished their right for 

Small House development be reflected on the OZP to comfort their mind.  While other 

people might worry about the abuse of the Small House application system, the issue could be 

dealt with separately through liaison between the Government and Heung Yee Kuk. 

 

28. As the representer and representers’ representative had finished their 

presentations and Members had no further question to raise, the Chairman said that the 

hearing procedures for Group A had been completed.  The Board would deliberate on the 

representations upon completion of the Group B hearing in the absence of all 

representers/commenters or their representatives and would inform them of the Board’s 

decision in due course.  The Chairman thanked the representer and representers’ 

representative of Group A for attending the hearing.  They left the meeting at this point. 

 

Group B 

(R516 to R1807 and C1 to C36) 

 

Presentation and Question Sessions 

 

29. The following representers, commenters and their representatives were invited to 

the meeting at this point: 

  

Representers, Commenters and Their Representatives 

 

R516 – Green Power 

R517 – World Wide Fund for Nature Hong Kong 

Mr Lau Shiu Keung, Tobi 

Mr Andrew Chan 

] 

] 

Representers’ representatives 
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R518/C3 – Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden Corporation 

R530 – Gary WJ Ades 

R531 – Tony Nip 

R536 – Mark Isaac Williams 

R538/C4 – Chiu Sein Tuck 

Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony 

 

Mr Chiu Sein Tuck 

- 

 

- 

Representer and Representers/Commenters’ 

representative 

Representer, Commenter and Representers/ 

Commenter’s representative 

 

R519 – The Conservancy Association 

R872 – Vicky Yung 

R1487 – Winnie Ching Heung Kwan 

Mr Ng Hei Man 

Mr Leung Tak Ming 

] 

] 

Representers’ representatives 

 

R520 – The Hong Kong Bird Watching Society 

R1328 – Lo Wai Yan 

Ms Woo Ming Chuan - Representers’ representative 

 

R521/C2 – Designing Hong Kong Limited 

R559 – Debby Chan 

R1331 – Ng Chun Wing, Miffy 

Mr Paul Zimmerman 

Ms Ng Chun Wing, Miffy 

- 

- 

Representers/Commenter’s representative 

Representer and Representers’/Commenter’s 

representative 

 

R523 – Friends of Hoi Ha 

Mr David Newbery - Representer’s representative 

 

R524 – The Professional Commons 

Mr Stanley Ng 

Mr Chau Chun Kit 

] 

] 

Representer’s representatives 
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R526 – Kaitak, Centre for Research and Development, Academy of Visual Arts, 

Hong Kong Baptist University 

Ms Wong Suk Ki - Representer’s representative 

 

R528 – Christophe Barthelemy 

R546 – Tim Collard 

Mr Christophe Barthelemy - Representer and Representer’s representative 

 

R529 – Ruy Barretto 

Mr Ruy Barretto - Representer 

 

R533 – Kwan Long Hei Matthew 

Mr Kwan Long Hei Matthew - Representer 

 

R769 – Leung Tak Ming 

Mr Leung Tak Ming - Representer 

 

R844 – Wilfred Siu 

Mr Paul W.K. Li - Representer’s representative 

 

R1243 – Christine Giles 

Ms Christine Giles - Representer 

 

R1390 – Nicola Newbery 

Mr Thomas Edwin Goetz 

Mrs Lauralynn Goetz 

] 

] 

Representer’s representatives 

 

R1802 – Hsu Wai Lun 

Mr Hsu Wai Lun - Representer 

 

C32 – Ho Wai Kin 

Mr Carey Geoffrey - Commenter’s representative 
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30. The Chairman extended a welcome and briefly explained the procedures of the 

hearing as follows: 

 

(a) DPO/STN would first brief Members on the background; 

 

(b) the representers or their representatives would then be invited to make oral 

submissions in turn according to their representation number, followed by 

the oral submissions by the commenters or their representatives.  To 

ensure the efficient operation of the meeting, each representer/commenter 

or his representative would be allotted 10 minutes for making oral 

submission.  There was a timer device to alert the representers/ 

commenters or their representatives 2 minutes before the allotted time was 

to expire, and when the allotted time limit was up; 

 

(c) a Q&A session would be held after all attending representers/commenters 

of Group B or their representatives had completed their oral submissions.  

Members could direct their questions to government representatives, 

representers/commenters or their representatives; and 

 

(d) after the Q&A session, the representers/commenters of Group B or their 

representatives and the government representatives would be invited to 

leave the meeting.  The Board would then deliberate on the 

representations in the absence of the representers/commenters, their 

representatives and the government representatives, and would inform the 

representers/commenters of the Board’s decision in due course. 

 

31. R528, R529 and the representatives of R517, R518, R519, R520, R521, R523 and 

C32 requested to make their oral submissions in their proposed order after other representers 

and commenters had made their presentations.  As no objection to the proposed arrangement 

was raised by other attendees, Members agreed to accede to the request. 

 

32. The Chairman then invited DPO/STN to brief Members on the representations 

and comments. 
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33. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr C.K. Soh, DPO/STN, repeated the 

presentation as recorded in paragraph 20 above. 

 

[Dr Frankie W.C. Yeung arrived to join the meeting and Professor S.C. Wong left the 

meeting temporarily at this point.] 

 

34. The Chairman then invited the representers, commenters and their representatives 

to elaborate on their submissions. 

 

R524 – The Professional Commons 

 

35. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Stanley Ng made the following 

main points: 

 

(a) he was the Chair of The Professional Commons and a town planner; 

 

(b) although DPO/STN mentioned in his presentation that no reports on 

adverse environmental impacts had been received in the area after the 

commencement of agricultural rehabilitation activities in Pak Sha O, it 

was not the case; 

 

(c) the Pak Sha O area was a valley.  Water flowing in the streams of the 

area would eventually flow into Hoi Ha Wan.  From the reefcheck coral 

cover data of the past 12 years from 2004 to 2016, it was revealed that 

there had been a significant decline of coral cover in Hoi Ha Wan last 

year; 

 

(d) The Professional Commons recommended in 2013 that the Country Park 

Enclaves of Hoi Ha and Pak Sha O should be designated as Country Park, 

otherwise there would be environmental disaster.  However, the 

Government insisted in gazetting the Hoi Ha OZP which only benefited 

the developers but put the environment at risk;  
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(e) in December 2015, some developers cleared vegetations in the Pak Sha O 

valley for surveying.  It was also noted that the restored farmland in Pak 

Sha O had regularly applied doses of fertilizer which polluted the nearby 

streams.  Some houses along the beach front at Hoi Ha village also 

pumped sewage into Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park continuously.  All such 

activities contributed to the increase in algae and sea urchin levels, decline 

of coral cover and dying of fish at Hoi Ha Wan.  Half a square kilometre 

of the coral cover in Moon Island was eaten by urchins in less than two 

months’ time, and the coral cover in Moon Island had dropped from 

31.9% to 2%.  The coral cover in Coral Beach was also in decline.  The 

Board should be responsible for the death of Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park; 

 

(f) environmental scientists at the University of Hong Kong had predicted 

that the significant decline of coral cover in Hoi Ha would happen.  

AFCD said that the decline of coral cover in Hoi Ha was the consequence 

of climate change, but there was no evidence of any coral cover change in 

other surrounding coral areas at Tung Ping Chau and Sai Kung.  As such, 

the cause of the problem was due to local circumstances; 

 

(g) the wetlands in Pak Sha O provided constant collection and delivery of 

fresh water to Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park.  However, the recent 

agricultural activities on the wetlands of Pak Sha O had increased the 

amount of nutrient pollution flowing down the stream.  Some critically 

endangered species, such as Chinese pangolin, were also affected; 

 

(h) to resolve the environmental problems, Pak Sha O should be designated as 

Country Park as soon as possible and no “AGR” zone should be 

designated at all.  Only minimal extension of the existing village to the 

less environmentally sensitive areas could be considered.  The 

architectural and historical assets of Pak Sha O village should also be 

protected; 

 

(i) if the Government wanted to allow development in Pak Sha O, the 

development area should be zoned as “Comprehensive Development 
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Area” such that a full EIA, taking into account the effect of the proposal 

on the endangered species and Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park, should be 

carried out before the commencement of any development; and 

 

(j) the Board should direct the Government to implement a recovery plan for 

the coral reef in Hoi Ha as soon as possible. 

 

R526 – Kaitak, Centre for Research and Development, Academy of Visual Arts, Hong Kong 

Baptist University 

 

36. Ms Wong Suk Ki made the following main points: 

 

(a) a book entitled “A Living Space: The Homes of Pak Sha O” was 

published in October 2015 by the Kaitak, Centre for Research and 

Development.  The idea of publishing the book originated from what 

happened about 10 years ago when she learned that there was a place like 

paradise in Hong Kong, which was Pak Sha O.  When she first visited 

the place, she was amazed by the spectacular landscape of the vernacular 

Hakka village cluster which she had never seen in Hong Kong; 

 

(b) unlike other single historic buildings preserved in Hong Kong, which 

might not be compatible with their neighbouring buildings, the village 

cluster of Pak Sha O was a living heritage.  The group of buildings 

manifested the genuine Chinese culture;  

 

(c) when she went to the village, she discovered that the interiors of some 

houses were decorated in western style.  She was interested to know what 

had happened to the village.  Therefore, she and her colleagues spent two 

years studying the village and interviewing the indigenous villagers and 

the tenants who were living there.  Her team had also interviewed some 

indigenous villagers who were residing abroad.  When the book was 

published, she held a book launch event to let the young people of Hong 

Kong know that Hong Kong was an interesting place to live in.  It would 

be a pity if the ambience of the village disappeared; and 
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(d) from her contacts with the indigenous villagers, she noted that although 

some elder emigrant villagers might wish to return to the village, they 

might not actually do so as they did not have the financial resources or 

they were already too old.  The younger generation generally had no 

passion for the place.  They might only be interested in selling their land 

and property and reaping the profit.  She queried the validity of the figure 

of roughly 200 male villagers in relation to Small House demand 

estimated by the IIR of Pak Sha O in the Group A hearing session. 

 

R533 – Kwan Long Hei Matthew 

 

37. Mr Kwan Long Hei Matthew made the following main points: 

 

(a) he was one of the researchers of the book “A Living Space: The Homes of 

Pak Sha O”; 

 

(b) although the OZP stated that it recognised the ecological importance of the 

area and the historical and cultural values of Pak Sha O village, it failed to 

recognise that any development could generate potential impacts on the 

surrounding areas of conservation concern, such as the lower sections of 

Hoi Ha Stream and Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park; 

 

(c) although a buffer zone was created between the “V” zone and the streams, 

any new development in the “V” zone might result in the deterioration of 

the habitats along the streams which were high in ecological value; 

 

(d) as the area was susceptible to flooding in wet season, the use of STS 

systems for sewage treatment and disposal in the “V” zone was 

impractical; 

 

(e) as Pak Sha O was located within WGG, the catchment areas should be 

carefully protected to avoid contamination of the water sources; 
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(f) the streams in the area possessed high ecological value with many species 

of conservation concern being found, including the rare Three-lined 

Bagrid fish.  They could be a resource for nature education; 

 

(g) the current farming activities in Pak Sha O should be more closely 

monitored and controlled as they had already caused damage to Hoi Ha 

Wan Marine Park; 

 

(h) the overall structure of the existing Hakka village should be preserved; 

 

(i) the “V” zone should be maintained as agricultural land so that no new 

houses would be erected in the area to block the view to the existing 

village; and 

 

(j) a developer had already bought large areas of agricultural land in the “V” 

zone.  He was highly suspicious of the Small House applications in the 

“V” zone which were submitted in a coordinated manner. 

 

R1243 – Christine Giles 

 

38. Ms Christine Giles made the following main points: 

 

(a) she was an indigenous villager of another village and had been living in 

Pak Sha O and Nam Shan Tung since 1986; 

 

(b) Pak Sha O had no flooding problem in the past.  However, when the 

wetland to the north of the village was turned to farmland, flooding 

occurred in the recent two years.  The farmers also applied fertilizers and 

insecticides to the farmland, which polluted the environment and 

generated bad odour; and 

 

(c) she hoped that the Government could help preserve the existing Hakka 

village of Pak Sha O as it was a beautiful place with architectural merit, 

and every person praised for the beauty in the area. 
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R1390 – Nicola Newbery 

 

39. Mr Thomas Edwin Goetz made the following main points: 

 

(a) he was a resident of Pak Sha O.  He and his wife rented a house in 1995 

from their landlord who was an indigenous villager of Pak Sha O currently 

residing in Liverpool.  Their landlord loved the pride of maintaining his 

ancestral house; 

 

(b) the villagers found Pak Sha O deep in a hidden valley over 150 years ago, 

which was a time when pirates were prevalent; 

 

(c) there was a 135 years old Catholic church in the village which was well 

preserved; 

 

(d) the Discovery Magazine of Cathay Pacific and the Sai Kung Magazine 

published two feature articles on Pak Sha O recently, introducing to 

people the history and beauty of the place; and 

 

(e) the preservation of Pak Sha O as a beautiful architectural heritage of the 

Hakka community was important to Hong Kong.  

 

R1802 – Hsu Wai Lun 

 

40. Mr Hsu Wai Lun made the following main points: 

 

(a) he had visited Pak Sha O village many times and had contacted many 

residents and indigenous villagers of Pak Sha O when he was involved in 

the publication of the book “A Living Space: The Homes of Pak Sha O”; 

 

(b) he knew two female indigenous villagers of Pak Sha O who did not want 

to sell their ancestral properties.  However, as the ownership of the 

properties was not in their hands, their ancestral houses were sold by their 

family members.  Every year when they returned to their home village for 
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worshipping, they could only stay outside their ancestral houses; 

 

(c) he wondered if the demand of the indigenous villagers for returning to live 

in the village was genuine, and if the demand should only be related to the 

male villagers but not the female villagers; 

 

(d) from his observation, there were about 10 households and less than 50 

people living in Pak Sha O currently, and none of the residents was 

indigenous villager; 

 

(e) the farmer who was working on the rehabilitated farmland was not an 

indigenous villager.  He only rented the farmland from a landlord; 

 

(f) although there was an IIR in Pak Sha O, he was not living in the village.  

There should be a village representative from the residents who were not 

indigenous villagers; and 

 

(g) if the Board allowed the conversion of agricultural land for house 

development, it would give a false message to the public. 

 

R520 – The Hong Kong Bird Watching Society 

R1328 – Lo Wai Yan 

 

41. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Woo Ming Chuan made the 

following main points: 

 

(a) she appreciated that the Board/PlanD had taken into consideration some of 

points submitted by the Hong Kong Bird Watching Society (HKBWS) in 

the preparation of the Pak Sha O OZP.  According to the Explanatory 

Statement (ES) of the OZP, Pak Sha O was encircled by Sai Kung West 

Country Park and comprised mainly woodland, scrubland, active 

agricultural land, low-lying freshwater marshes, streams and village 

settlements.  The woodland was ecologically-linked to the natural 

habitats in the Country Park and supported protected plant species; 
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(b) from 1999 to 2014, the HKBWS had recorded 175 species of birds in Pak 

Sha O which was one-third of the species recorded in Hong Kong.  

Amongst them, 57 species were of conservation concern such as 

Yellow-breasted Bunting, Japanese Paradise Flycatcher, and Speckled 

Piculet.  There were waterbirds and wetland dependent birds, woodland 

birds, open country birds, and 16 species of raptors in the area.  Such 

diversity implied that Pak Sha O was an area of very high ecological value.  

For example, the Brown Fish Owl, which was scarce in Hong Kong, was 

of Regional Concern and listed under Class II protection in China, and the 

woodlands in Pak Sha O were their breeding and roosting grounds.  Also, 

the natural streams and vegetation were suitable foraging grounds and 

perches for them.  In addition, over 1000 species of flora and fauna in the 

area were recorded.  As the area was of high biological diversity and 

conservation value, it should be adequately protected; 

 

(c) according to Chapter 10 of Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines 

(HKPSG) on conservation, significant landscapes, ecological and 

geological attributes and heritage features should be retained as 

conservation zones, and adjoining uses should be controlled to minimise 

adverse impacts and optimise conservation value.  The planning intention 

of the draft OZP was to conserve the high natural landscape and ecological 

significance in order to safeguard the natural habitat and natural system of 

the wider area.  Conservation zonings should therefore be provided to 

reflect the planning intention and conservation principles;  

 

(d) she then provided the Board with some information on land 

transaction/Small House grant application in Pak Sha O between the 

period of 2007 and 2015 as follows:  

 

 2007 to 2012 - some land within the new “V” zone was acquired by 

a developer; 

 2009 to 2011 - 14 Small House grant applications were received by 

LandsD; 
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 23.5.2012 - the developer sold the land of the 14 Small House sites 

to villager; 

 September 2012 - a farmer was hired to farm the land within the “V” 

which was freshwater marshes of high ecological value; 

 December 2012 - the Pak Sha O DPA Plan was exhibited for public 

inspection; 

 24,7.2015 - preliminary consideration of the draft OZP with a large 

area of 1.49 ha was proposed for “AGR” zone; 

 13.11.2015 - further consideration of the draft OZP, such area was 

proposed for a new “V” zone; and  

 4.12.2015 - the OZP was exhibited for public inspection; 

 

(e) during further consideration of the OZP by the Board, AFCD had 

reservation on the proposed “V” zone from agricultural point of view, but 

had no strong view from nature conservation perspective as the area had 

been disturbed by farming activities.  A Member of the Board also said 

that the stream abutting the village access path was disturbed and the 

ecological value of its riparian zone should not be significant.  According 

to the press release issued by the Board in 2011 on the adoption of 

approaches to deter ‘destroy first, build later’ activities, the Board was 

determined to conserve the rural and natural environment and would not 

tolerate any deliberate action to destroy the area hoping that the Board 

would give sympathetic consideration to subsequent development.  

However, Pak Sha O was clearly a case of ‘destroy first, build later’, and 

the area was degraded by the agricultural activities.  Making use of 

agriculture rehabilitation to degrade ecological value for development was 

not uncommon in the rural area, but Pak Sha O might be the first area in 

which Small House grant applications could be approved; and 

 

(f) the HKBWS requested the Board to note that Pak Sha O area was of high 

ecological and conservation values, not to tolerate and facilitate any 

“destroy first, build later” activities, and to delete the new “V” zone on the 

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

 

[Dr Frankie W.C. Yeung left the meeting at this point.] 

 

R516 – Green Power 

R517 – World Wide Fund for Nature Hong Kong 

 

42. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Lau Shiu Keung, Tobi made the 

following main points: 

 

(a) WWF-HK objected to the proposed amendment of the new “V” zone from 

nature conservation and ecological perspectives.  Pak Sha O was a site of 

ecological importance containing 10 habitats that supported over 1,000 

floral and fauna species.  The habitat mosaic of Pak Sha O showed 

various habitats including cultural village area, ruderal species, dry 

agricultural land, fung shui wood, grassland, marsh, seasonal wet 

grassland, etc.  There were 1148 species recorded including various 

species of fungi, plants, gasteropods, insects, non-insect arthropods, fish, 

amphibians, reptiles, birds and mammals; 

 

(b) many wildlife would require a mix of habitats and the existence of diverse 

habitats in a small place like Pak Sha O contributed to its high biodiversity 

which enhanced the balance of the ecology system, sustainable 

development, as well as human existence; 

 

(c) the ecological importance of Pak Sha O rested on its high biodiversity.  

According to the International Union for Conservation of Nature, Chinese 

Red Data Book, and Fellowes, there were 24 species of conservation 

concern in global/regional scale in Pak Sha O, of which three were 

critically endangered, seven were endangered, and one was of global 

concern.   Besides, there were 72 species of conservation concern in 

local scale, of which 17 were mammals, 35 were birds, seven 

turtles/frogs/snakes, 13 were dragonflies and butterflies, and one new 

species.  In view of such high biodiversity, Pak Sha O was of 
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conservation importance; 

 

(d) an example of species of global concern was Pseudobagrus trilineatus.  

Vulnerable species included Naja atra and Prionalurus bengalensis.  

There were 115 species of butterfly, 8 of them were rare species such as 

Dichorragia nesimachus formosanus, which accounted for 45% of all the 

butterfly species found in Hong Kong; 

 

(e) the proposed zonings were self-contradictory as the ecological importance 

of Pak Sha O was recognised by the OZP.  While paragraph 8.1 of the ES 

stated that “… to conserve the high natural landscape and ecological 

significance of the Area in safeguarding the natural habitat and natural 

system of the wider area”, the proposed zonings imposed development 

threat which would degrade the habitat quality and would result in 

agriculture habitat loss that the wildlife species depended on.  The “V” 

zone would cause indirect impacts such as disturbance, and water and 

light pollution to the adjoining areas including water course, woodland, 

marsh and grassland, resulting in the loss of biodiversity;  

 

(f) the proposed zonings were not in line with Chapter 10 of HKPSG.  

Instead of ‘to retain significant landscapes, ecological and geological 

attributes and heritage features as conservation zones’ (Section 2.1(i)) and 

‘to control adjoining uses to minimise adverse impacts on conservation 

zones and optimize their conservation value’ (Section 2.1 (iii)), the OZP 

was completely running in the opposite ‘to release adjoining uses to 

optimize adverse impacts on conservation zones and minimise their 

conservation value’; and 

 

(g) using Sha Tau Kok as an example, he showed how the “V” zone with the 

provision of vehicular access would adversely affect the natural habitats 

and the wildlife inhabiting the area.  He therefore requested that the “V” 

zone should be deleted from the OZP. 
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R523 – Friends of Hoi Ha 

 

43. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr David Newbery made the 

following main points on water quality issue: 

 

(a) water quality issue was very important in the planning of Pak Sha O 

because the area was within WGG and the water from the stream 

downstream was for public consumption, the stream flowing through Pak 

Sha O was designated as an EIS, and it flowed down into Hoi Ha Wan 

Marine Park/Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); 

 

(b) the village of Pak Sha O was the only source of pollution for the whole 

stream complex due to domestic waste, agricultural chemicals, and silt 

from agricultural and building activities.  If those waste products were 

improperly treated, the residue might pollute the drinking water, the EIS, 

Hoi Ha Wan, and the surrounding Country Park.  Threats to drinking 

water supply would be resulted when there was an increase in nutrient 

levels in the reservoirs which would lead to a reduction of oxygen levels, 

and a subsequent increase in algae and other harmful/poisonous organisms.  

The polluted water would spread disease and introduce poisonous 

chemicals and medical drugs into the drinking water.  There would be 

similar threats to the environment which would destroy the delicate 

ecological balance;  

 

(c) the water problems were recognised as it was stated in paragraph 4.1(h) of 

the ES of the OZP that “In general, the use of STS systems for sewage 

treatment and disposal was considered as an unacceptable means for new 

village developments in WGG” and paragraph 4.1(j) that “…. the use of 

pesticide within WGG was not allowed.  As for the use of other 

chemicals including fertilizers, prior approval should be sought from 

WSD”; 

 

(d) the area in the “V” zone was not appropriate for STS systems as it 

consisted former paddy fields ‘rehabilitated to farming’ that had a high 
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water table and was waterlogged, which meant that sewage would not be 

treated properly.  WSD had stipulated that STS systems were not suitable 

for WGG.  However, the OZP stated that ‘In general, the use of STS 

systems … was considered … unacceptable’.  That gave leeway for 

LandsD to approve STS systems on an individual basis.  ProPECC 5/93 

issued by EPD gave specifications for STS systems and required a 

“percolation test” to ensure that the ground was not waterlogged.  Under 

a secret agreement between EPD and LandsD in 2009, LandsD adopted 

the “Drainage and Health Requirement for Village Type Houses” which 

specified that ProPECC 5/93 was only to be used when the STS systems 

were within 15m to 30m of a stream, spring, well or beach.  Outside of 

30m, less restrictive specifications were used and percolation test was not 

required;  

 

(e) under the OZP, STS systems might be allowed on an ‘individual basis’ in 

WGG, and poorly treated sewage would enter the public water supply, EIS 

and Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park/SSSI.  The Board should insist to specify 

that STS systems were not allowed within the OZP and alternative 

methods were to be employed; 

 

(f) the introduction of agricultural fertilizers had affected the oxygen balance 

of the water ecosystems.  Agricultural activities could introduce large 

quantities of silt into watercourses.  Many pesticides were extremely 

toxic to water-based organisms and were harmful to the environment.  

For example, Chlorpyrifos and Chlorothalonil, which were frequently 

used by local farmers, were very highly toxic to aquatic organisms.  The 

ban on the use of agricultural pesticides and the use of fertilizers with 

permission was mentioned in the ES of the OZP but not in the Schedules 

of Uses.  ‘Agricultural Use’ should be a Column 2 use and a remark 

should be added to specify the ban on the use of pesticides and fertilizers.  

No agricultural activities should be allowed within 30m of any 

watercourse to prevent silt from entering the water; 
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(g) farming in Pak Sha O ceased 30 years ago.  The present agricultural 

activities only started after developers had bought most of the land.  The 

farming activities were mainly on land now zoned “V”, which was 

obviously a “Trash First, Develop Later” tactic.  As such, agriculture 

should not be allowed in Pak Sha O; and 

 

(h) water quality was an important issue for the Pak Sha O, the Board should 

therefore ban the use of STS systems for sewage disposal, restrict 

agricultural activities to genuine farming without the use of pesticides and 

with minimal use of fertilizers.  Those restrictions should be specified in 

the OZP clearly and unambiguously, with no potential loopholes. 

 

44. R528/R546 requested to let C32 make his oral submission first.  Noting that 

there was no objection from other representers, C32 was invited to make his oral submission. 

 

C32 – Ho Wai Kin 

 

45. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Carey Geoffrey made the 

following main points: 

 

(a) he was speaking for C32, his landlord, who was an indigenous villager of 

Pak Sha O.  The focus of his presentation was on landscape and visual 

impacts of developments in Pak Sha O valley, especially in relation to the 

unique built heritage embodied in the existing village.  Pak Sha O was a 

unique place and the Hakka heritage was worthy of protection; 

 

(b) the area, surrounded by Country Parks, was characterised by natural 

woodland, seclusive, peace and with a low level of existing developments.  

The proposed village houses in the new “V” zone would be incompatible 

with the existing landscape and buildings, causing serious adverse 

landscape impact to users of the Country Parks.  Future generations 

would lose sight of their indigenous ancestors living in harmony with the 

environment which was an important history of Hong Kong.  As such, 

the “V” zone should be deleted; 
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(c) according to the AMO, the two villages of Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung were outstanding vernacular Hakka villages, well preserved with 

historical and cultural heritage buildings including the Ho Residence and 

Ho Ancestral Hall (Grade 1), the Immaculate Heart of Mary Chapel 

(Grade 3), the King Siu Sai Kui and Hau Fuk Mun (proposed Grade 1).   

AMO’s assessment was insufficient in that it did not explicitly recognise 

the group value of the village as a whole.  The two villages were unique 

and untouched by modern buildings.  A permanent display in the Hong 

Kong Heritage Museum identified Pak Sha O as an archetypal Hakka 

village in Hong Kong’s history and a valuable public resource; 

 

(d) the planning intention of the OZP, amongst other, emphasised preserving 

the existing Hakka village setting and avoiding possible adverse impact on 

the heritage value of historic buildings arising from changes.  The setting 

there referred to both the natural condition of the valley as a whole and the 

current setting of the village itself.  The visually intrusive and out of 

context Small House development would result in permanent damage to 

the built heritage value of Pak Sha O.  He doubted to what extent the 

draft OZP could provide sufficient protection to the village setting as a 

whole; 

 

(e) the current control that any proposed house and building works would 

require planning permission was insufficient to guarantee the preservation 

of the existing village setting as it allowed demolition of 

structurally-sound buildings and/or construction of inappropriate buildings 

that did not reflect the vernacular architecture.   The OZP restrictions did 

not reflect the group value of the buildings or cultural heritage importance 

of the village as a whole.  It would not able to deter the activities by 

private developers who would unlikely be respecting the existing 

architectural style; 

 

(f) one of the key concerns for development in Pak Sha O was building height 

as the existing buildings were either of 1 storey or 2 storeys.  The OZP 

allowed 3-storey buildings, which would pose a significant potential 
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adverse impact on the heritage value of the village and thus more stringent 

height restriction would be required; 

 

(g) Small House development would not be compatible with the building style 

and façades of the existing village house.  Typical Small House 

development would ruin the sense of place and blending of village into the 

natural environment.   The “V” zone was also too close to the existing 

village with only 20m in between, and should thus be deleted; 

 

(h) he had no intention to restrict the right for development, but attempted to 

protect the heritage from being harmed for the sheer benefit of private 

developers.  Revitalisation should be done in a way that would protect 

the built heritage and architectural guidelines should be stipulated in the 

OZP, which included no unnecessary demolition but renovation; the 

proportion and scale of new development should replicate the surrounding 

houses; building height should not exceed the existing houses; building 

layout should replicate the existing structures/ruins; the main façades 

should be the same as the existing houses; imported architectonic elements 

should not be permitted; to respect the existing design, and external 

appearance of new development should remain the same; and 

 

(i) he concluded that the “V(1)” zone was not for no development at all, but 

should be for appropriate development. 

 

R528 – Christophe Barthelemy 

R526 – Tim Collard 

 

46. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Christophe Barthelemy made the 

following main points: 

 

(a) his presentation would focus on the ownership pattern in the Pak Sha O 

valley.  Since mid 2000, the developer(s) started purchasing land in the 

area, and by the end of 2011, large parts of the valley had been sold to a 

developer particularly areas within the “V” zone.  On 23.5.2012, the 
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developer sub-divided the agricultural lots and assigned/sold most of them 

to the indigenous villagers, but still controlled small plots of the land; 

 

(b) from 2009 to 2011, the villagers submitted 14 Small House grant 

applications, and in 2012, they applied to LandsD for transferring their 

application sites to those sub-divided lots in the “V” zone.   The 

developer was coordinating a large development scheme which was 

clearly a fraud in respect of the Small House policy.   In view of the 

latest court case on the illegal ‘Transfer of Small House’ in Sha Tin, the 

Board should be very careful and should delete the “V” zone.  According 

to his observation, it was only the developer’s Phase 1 development and 

the related works would cause massive adverse impacts on the heritage, 

landscape and ecological qualities of the valley.  Phase 2 development 

would probably follow, and the Small Houses developments would have 

overwhelming negative impacts on the unique qualities of Pak Sha O 

which the OZP had intended to preserve; 

 

(c) the “V” zone would destroy the landscape and historical qualities of Pak 

Sha O as the village access path leading to the village cluster was very 

close to the “V” zone boundary.  Besides, the cumulative effect of 

development could not be ignored.  With around 140 houses which could 

be developed within the “V” zone, the total population would increase 

from the existing 150 people to about 1,000.  The pressure on 

infrastructural provision would be tremendous and the adverse impacts 

would be un-manageable particularly on traffic, sewage and environmental 

pollution.  It was not acceptable to use public money to provide services 

and infrastructure for the benefit of private developers; and 

 

(d) he proposed to delete the “V” and “AGR” zones, and expand the “CA” 

zone with the remaining land zoned for “GB”. 

 

[Mr Thomas O.S. Ho left the meeting at this point.] 
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R521/C2 – Designing Hong Kong (DHK) 

R559 – Debby Chan 

R1331 – Ng Chun Wing, Miffy 

 

47. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Ng Chun Wing, Miffy made the 

following main points: 

 

(a) her presentation would focus on the ownership and money issues not yet 

covered by the other representers/commenters.  The environmental 

disaster of development brought by the Small House policy should not be 

allowed to spread into the Country Parks.  It was a choice between 

incremental development and conservation of Country Parks.  Pak Sha O 

was located within Sai Kung West Country Parks with outstanding 

landscape quality.  It was one of the Country Park Enclaves with high 

ecological, landscape, and recreation values for public benefits and should 

not be given up for private development; 

 

(b) they objected to any extension of the “V” zone outside from existing 

village cluster of the “V(1)” zone.  Their major proposals on the OZP 

included: (i) to delete the “V” zone from the north of the existing village 

cluster; and (ii) to delete ‘House (NTEH only)’ from Column 2 of the 

“AGR” and “GB” zones, or to replace “AGR” or “GB” zone by “AGR(2)”, 

“GB(1)” or “CA”; 

 

(c) they noted that the approval rates for planning application for Small House 

during the period from 2003 to 2012 were as high as over 60% and 56% in 

“AGR” and “GB” zones respectively, and hence ‘House (NTEH only)’ 

should be deleted from Column 2 of those two zones to ensure land use 

certainty as the planning intention of the two zones were not for 

accommodating Small House.  The “AGR(2)” and “GB(1)” zones where 

‘House (NTEH only)’ was not a Column 2 use did not take away the rights 

of the land owners of agricultural lots and also respected the farming 

efforts as well as need for conservation.  The “AGR(2)” zone was the 

best approach for Country Pak Enclaves as it would support the existing 
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agricultural activities and would avoid competition from other higher 

return uses such as Small House developments.  Enforcement action 

against eco-vandalism had been very difficult under the Ordinance, the 

Government should remove the incentives for development through the 

zoning mechanism; 

 

(d) as regards the evolution of the current “V” zone on the Pak Sha O OZP, 

the previous proposed “V” zone for Pak Sha O Village on the DPA Plan 

was reduced to cover mainly the core village clusters during the 

preliminary consideration of the draft OZP (No. S/NE-OZP/B).  Upon 

further consideration of the OZP (No. S/NE-OZP/C), the “V” zone was 

amended to “V(1)” to incorporate more restrictions, and a large area which 

was first designated for “AGR” on the draft OZP No. S/NE-OZP/B to the 

north of the “V(1)” zone, was zoned “V” to meet the Small House demand 

after a series of liaison with SKNRC and the IIR rather than with the 

villagers themselves.  As a result, there was an increase in area to 

accommodate an increase of 28 Small Houses in the area.  Noting the 

numerous press headlines on the selling of the Small House right and that 

the land involved in outstanding Small House applications in Pak Sha O 

were in fact owned by a private developer, she queried if there was a 

genuine Small House demand in the area; 

 

(e) her organisation had written to the Board on the suspected selling of Small 

House rights in Tai Tan, and the Secretary of the Board on 7.7.2016 

replied that the boundary of the “V” zone, amongst other, would be drawn 

up having regard to the ‘VE’, existing village cluster, local topography, 

site characteristics, Small House demand forecast as well as concerned 

departmental comments.  Whilst the 10-year Small House demand 

forecast was provided by the IIRs to LandsD without any justification, the 

figures would affect the size of the proposed “V” zone.  In the TPB Paper 

No. 10019 prepared for further consideration of the Pak Sha O OZP on 

13.11.2015, PlanD stated that the area mainly comprised private land 

falling within the ‘VE’ where about 14 Small House applications had been 

received by LandsD before the gazetting of the DPA Plan in December 
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2012.  She wondered to what extent those applications reflected the 

genuine Small House demand; 

 

(f) from 2009 to 2011, 14 Small House grant applications were received by 

LandsD.  She doubted how those indigenous villagers could apply for 

Small House on the land which was not owned by them.  According to 

LandsD, the 14 applicants had transferred their application sites to the 

proposed new “V” zone between May and December 2012 in which the 

land was previously owned by a developer.  The developer sub-divided 

the land and sold them to the 14 applicants on 23.5.2012.  The “V” zone 

was designated on the draft OZP and published on 4.12.2015.  The Board 

should take into account those transfers of land ownership in considering 

representations/comments to the OZP as the planning intention of the “V” 

zone was for development of Small House by ‘indigenous villagers’ and 

not others; 

 

(g) referring to the latest verdict of the Sha Tin ‘Front Men Scheme’ court 

case (No.DCCC25/2015), ‘Front Men Scheme’ meant that the male 

inhabitants with right to build Small House but with no land agreed with 

the real estate developer, who had the land but without right, that they 

would sell the right to the developer, who would then transfer the land to 

them.  However, the male inhabitants did not need to pay for the land or 

would pay below the market price.  They would then apply for Small 

House on behalf of the developer.  LandsD, when responding to whether 

selling indigenous villagers’ rights to build Small Houses involved 

criminal offences, stated that there was a warranty clause stipulated in the 

Small House grant, to warrant that the applicant would not make any 

arrangements to transfer his right and that that commitment would be 

based on trust between the applicants and LandsD.  The selling of Small 

House right was widely known for more than 20 years and the trust was 

gone; 

 

(h) with regards to the transfer of land ownership in Pak Sha O, an area of 

about 35,418.96m2 within the OZP boundary was bought by Xinhua 
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Bookstore Xian Jiang Group Ltd. (Xinhua Bookstore) from 2007 to 2012 

with an amount of HK$16,697,827.  In 2012, the developer divided the 

18 land lots into 47 land lots and transferred them to the villagers.  The 

land was mostly owned by Xinhua Bookstore and other villagers who 

were not the Small House applicants.  On 17.5.2012, the land lots were 

still owned by Xinhua Bookstore, but on 23.5.2012, it sub-divided them 

and sold the 14 Small Houses land lots to the applicants on the same date.  

All those arrangements were completed before publication of the DPA 

Plan.  She wondered if the sites of the remaining 38 outstanding Small 

House demand were all located on land owned by the developer within the 

“V” zone; 

 

(i) in the case of Pak Sha O Ha Yeung, the extension of the “V” zone 

proposed by the IIR was not close to the village cluster, but mostly on land 

owned by Xinhua Bookstore as well; 

 

(j) the general land sale price for building a Small House was around 

$300,000 in 2014 according to the Land Justice League, it was about $1.4 

million in Tai Po in 2011 according to Ming Pao, and about $250,000 to 

$1,150,000 in 2009-2015 based on their own research in Uk Tau, Tai Tan, 

Ko Tong area.  However, the Small House land sale price in Pak Sha O 

were as low as $40,000 to $115,000 in 2012; and 

 

(k) the applicants were ordinarily residing overseas.  According to the author 

of the book “A Living Space: The Homes of Pak Sha O”, the overseas 

villagers had no intention to return to live in Pak Sha O, and they just 

wanted to get as much as they could in selling their land.  All the existing 

residents in Pak Sha O were tenants instead of villagers.  According to 

their estimates, the future population of the Sai Kung Country Park 

Enclaves would grow from the present 1,183 to about 5,000. 

 

48. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Paul Zimmerman made the 

following main points: 
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(a) he supplemented that the above researches presented to the Board were 

carried out by DHK or other concern groups and such researches should 

have been done by the Board or PlanD.  Indeed, LandsD should have all 

the land transfer records and it was ridiculous that they were not included 

in the TPB papers for consideration of the Pak Sha O OZP.  He doubted 

whether it was a coincidence that the proposed “V” zone overlapped with 

the land of a private developer.  According to the latest information he 

obtained on the deals related to transferring Small House rights, it was 

noted that the land sale price would cost about $1,800 per ft2, the ‘ding’ 

right was about $1 million, construction was about $1.8 million, village 

representative involving in the deal would get half a million dollar, and the 

premium for the developer was $2.5 million.  That involved a huge 

amount of money; 

 

(b) Pak Sha O was a beautiful place completely surrounded by Country Parks 

and was not included into any Country Park only for the historical reason 

that there were still people farming in the 1960s and 1970s.  It was since 

1991 that the Government realised the need to protect the Country Park 

Enclaves.  The Ombudsman 2011 Report stated that Government had 

started internal discussions on protection of the Country Park Enclaves in 

1991.  The policy bureau for environmental protection was responsible 

for protecting the Country Park Enclaves, but between 2000 and 2010, it 

failed to put the protection of the Country Park Enclaves on the priority 

list for action.  Until the Tai Long Sai Wan incident, PlanD had only 

prepared two statutory plans for the priority sites, which was far from 

satisfactory; 

 

(c) according to paragraph 8.2 (f) of the Paper, PlanD stated that there was 

sufficient control in the current administrative system to ensure that Small 

House development within the “V” zone would not entail unacceptable 

impacts on the surrounding environment.  However, it was a known fact 

that there would be no control on Small House within the “V” zone.  

Besides, according to AFCD’s criteria of 2011, the mere existence of 

private land would not be automatically taken as a determining factor for 
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its exclusion from the boundary of a Country Park.  The effectiveness of 

the Ordinance in achieving the nature conservation objective was not as 

strong as under the CPO as it could not curb eco-vandalism.  In addition, 

in a paper previously submitted to the Legislative Council (LegCo) by 

EPD, it stated that developments in the Country Park Enclaves might not 

be compatible with the natural environment of the Country Parks, or might 

degrade the integrity and landscape quality of the Country Parks as a 

whole.  After the Tai Long Sai Wan incident, there were public 

aspirations to better protect the Country Park Enclaves and safeguard them 

against any development that would undermine public enjoyment of the 

natural environment; and 

 

(d) in the 2010/11 Policy Address, the Government had pledged that statutory 

plans should be used for countryside protection to meet conservation and 

social development needs.  In another LegCo brief submitted by EPD in 

2013, it stated that PlanD/the Board would not allocate the resources for 

habitat/amenity improvement.  It was under the CPO that the 

Government would manage, improve, enforce.  There were a lot of 

incidents where PlanD could not carry out enforcement action, thus land 

filling and authorised parking were found in “V” zones adjacent to 

conservation areas.  He wondered how PlanD could claim that there was 

sufficient control in the current administrative system to ensure that 

permitted Small House development would not entail unacceptable 

impacts on the surrounding environment.  

 

[The meeting was adjourned for lunch break at 12:45 p.m.] 

 

[Mr Jeff Y.T. Lam and Mr Andy S.H. Lam left the meeting at this point.] 
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49. The meeting was resumed at 2:05 p.m.  

 

50. The following Members and the Secretary were present at the resumed meeting: 

 
Mr Michael W.L. Wong  Chairman 
 
Professor S.C. Wong  Vice-chairman 
 
Mr Lincoln L.H. Huang 
 
Mr H.W. Cheung 
 
Mr Dominic K.K. Lam 
 
Mr Patrick H.T. Lau  
 
Mr Stephen H.B. Yau 
 
Mr H.F. Leung 
 
Dr F.C. Chan 
 
Mr David Y.T. Lui  
 
Mr Peter K.T. Yuen  
 
Mr Philip S.L. Kan  
 
Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon 
 
Mr K.K. Cheung 
 
Mr Wilson Y.W. Fung 
 
Dr C.H. Hau 
 
Mr Alex T.H. Lai 
 
Dr Lawrence K.C. Li 
 
Miss Winnie W.M. Ng 
 
Ms Sandy H.Y. Wong 
 
Mr Franklin Yu 
 
Deputy Director of Environmental Protection (1) 
Mr C.W. Tse 
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Chief Engineer (Works), Home Affairs Department 
Mr Martin W.C. Kwan 
 
Assistant Director (Regional 3), Lands Department 
Mr Edwin W.K. Chan 
 
Director of Planning 
Mr K.K. Ling 

 

 

[Profession S.C. Wong returned to join the meeting at this point.] 

 

Sha Tin, Tai Po and North District 

 

Agenda Item 3 (Continued) 

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)] 

 

Consideration of Representations and Comments  

in respect of Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 

(TPB Paper No. 10141) 

[The item was conducted in Cantonese and English.] 

 

Group B (Continued) 

 

Presentation and Question Sessions 

 

51. The following government representatives, the representers, commenters and their 

representatives were invited to the meeting at this point: 

 

Government Representatives 

 

Mr C.K. Soh  

 

- DPO/STN, PlanD 

 

Mr David Y.M. Ng 

 

- STP/CPE1, PlanD 

 

Mr K.S. Cheung - SNCO(S), AFCD 
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Representers, Commenters and Their Representatives  

 

R516 – Green Power 

R517 – World Wide Fund for Nature Hong Kong 

Mr Lau Shiu Keung, Tobi  

Mr Andrew Chan 

] 

] 

Representers’ representatives 

 

R518/C3 – Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden Corporation 

R530 – Gary WJ Ades 

R531 – Tony Nip 

R536 – Mark Isaac Williams 

R538/C4 – Chiu Sein Tuck 

Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony 

 

Mr Chiu Sein Tuck 

- 

 

- 

Representer and Representers/ Commenters’ 

representative 

Representer, Commenter and Representers/ 

Commenter’s representative 

 

R519 – The Conservancy Association 

R872 – Vicky Yung 

R1487 – Winnie Ching Heung Kwan 

Mr Ng Hei Man - Representers’ representative 

 

R520 – The Hong Kong Bird Watching Society 

R1328 – Lo Wai Yan 

Ms Woo Ming Chuan - Representers’ representative 

 

R521/C2 – Designing Hong Kong Limited 

R559 – Debby Chan 

R1331 – Ng Chun Wing, Miffy 

Ms Ng Chun Wing, Miffy - Representer and Representers/Commenter’s 

representative 

 

R523 - Friends of Hoi Ha 

Mr David Newbery - Representer’s representative 
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R526 – Kaitak, Centre for Research and Development, Academy of Visual Arts, 

Hong Kong Baptist University 

Ms Wong Suk Ki - Representer’s representative 

 

R528 – Christophe Barthelemy 

R546 – Tim Collard 

Mr Christophe Barthelemy - Representer and Representer’s representative 

 

R529 – Ruy Barretto 

Mr Ruy Barretto - Representer 

 

R533 – Kwan Long Hei Matthew 

Mr Kwan Long Hei Matthew - Representer 

 

R1243 – Christine Giles 

Ms Christine Giles - Representer 

 

R1802 – Hsu Wai Lun 

Mr Hsu Wai Lun - Representer 

 

C32 – Ho Wai Kin 

Mr Carey Geoffrey - Commenter’s Representative 

 

52. The Chairman extended a welcome and invited the representers, commenters and 

their representatives to elaborate on their submissions. 

 

R519 – The Conservancy Association 

R872 – Vicky Yung 

R1487 – Winnie Ching Heung Kwan 

 

53. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Ng Hei Man made the following 

main points: 
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Genuine Demand of Small House 

 

(a) he had concerns on whether the proposed “V” zone of 0.7 ha on the draft 

Pak Sha O OZP was designated to satisfy the genuine need of Small 

House.  The existing land within the proposed “V” zone was mostly for 

agricultural uses.  According to information on land ownership, various 

land lots within the “V” zone were owned or partially owned by a private 

developer in December 2015.  It was also noted that the private 

developer had already acquired nearly 60% of the land within the 

proposed new “V” zone in mid-2012; 

 

[Dr Lawrence K.C. Li arrived to join the meeting at this point.] 

 

(b) in the paper prepared by PlanD (TPB Paper No. 10019) for further 

consideration of the Pak Sha O OZP by the Board on 13.11.2015, it was 

disclosed that 14 Small House (Small House) applications within the 

proposed “V” zone were received by LandsD between 2009 and 2011.  

However, 10 of the lots were already owned by the developer before 

mid-2012 and were subdivided in May 2012 and then transferred to 

various individuals.  He doubted why those indigenous villagers could 

apply for Small House where the land was owned/partially owned by a 

developer.  It would probably end up for profit-making purpose and he 

had much concern on whether there were alternatives to secure genuine 

Small House demand;   

 

Alternative to Secure Genuine Demand 

 

(c) the supply and demand for Small House in Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung were shown in Table 1 of TPB Paper No. 10141.  According to 

the table, land for Small House within the “V” zones (including “V(1)”) of 

the two villages was not sufficient to meet the overall demand.  Taking 

the case of Tai Long Wan OZP for reference, addressing Small House 

demand outside the village was used as a means to preserve the heritage 

and environment of an area.  It was stated in paragraph 8.1.3 of the ES of 
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the Tai Long Wan OZP No. S/SK-TLW/5 that to safeguard the natural and 

heritage features and to minimize human disturbance, only the existing 

village areas were zoned “V” and future demand for Small House would 

be addressed outside the area;   

 

(d) in the papers (TPB papers No. 9965 and 10019) submitted to the Board for 

preliminary and further considerations of the Pak Sha O OZP, PlanD 

stated that additional land had been reserved in Pak Tam Au to cater for 

the Small House demand in Pak Sha O.  In the Board’s meeting held on 

14.4.2015 for consideration of further representations in respect of To 

Kwa Ping and Pak Tam Au OZP No. S/NE-TKP/1, the IIR of Pak Tam Au 

agreed to allow cross-village Small House applications from Pak Sha O 

and said he had already accepted at least five applications.  Although the 

“V” zone of Pak Tam Au was reduced, it could still accommodate 46 

Small Houses and Members considered that it had already taken into 

consideration the need to accommodate cross-village applications from 

villages falling within other WGGs including those in Pak Sha O where 

the “V” zone was insufficient to accommodate the outstanding Small 

House applications.  In the meeting for consideration of representations 

and comments on OZP No. S/NE-TKP/1 on 6.10.2014, Members 

considered that the reduced “V” zone in Pak Tam Au was reasonable.  

The designation of the “V” zone for Pak Tam Au was based on the 

presumption that it would accommodate some of the cross-village 

demands and thus the “V” zones designated for Pak Sha O area were 

comparatively small.  After satisfying Small House demands of 35 (10 

for outstanding demand and 25 for 10 year forecast) from Pak Tam Au, 

there was still surplus land for cross-village applications.  Although the 

“V” zone in Pak Tam Au could not cater the total Small House demands 

of 93 from Pak Sha O, it was in line with the incremental approach 

adopted by PlanD; 

 

Environmental Aspects 

 

(e) a large “V” zone would generate potential environmental damage as 
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additional transport supporting facilities would be induced due to the 

increased demand for car parking spaces.  It was common in rural areas 

that village and visitor cars were simply parked on the footpath along the 

roads, or parked in spaces created as a result of vegetation clearance and 

land filling.  Village expansion would also trigger additional road 

widening works or new road.  The road works along the existing footpath 

to Pak Sha O Village would inevitably encroach onto the adjacent 

woodland (and even the EIS).  Such secondary impacts should not be 

neglected when planning the “V” zone in Pak Sha O;  

 

(f) in considering a planning application at To Kwa Peng (No. 

A/DPA/NE-TKP/4) for 16 Small Houses on 22.7.2011, the Board had 

acted as a gatekeeper for the environment and rejected the application 

even though PlanD had no objection to the application.  The rejection 

reasons, among others, included that the sites were remote and the 

applicant had failed to demonstrate that proper access arrangement could 

be provided, and the proposed development would affect the natural 

environment and ecology of the area which was surrounded by Country 

Park.  The situation of Pak Sha O was similar to To Kwa Peng as both 

villages could be accessible by merely a narrow footpath with no proper 

vehicular access.  Any upgrading or widening works of the existing 

footpath would unavoidably pose adverse ecological and landscape 

impacts on the adjacent Country Parks; and 

 

(g) he concluded that there was no justification provided to support genuine 

Small House demand; land had been reserved in Pak Tam Au for 

cross-village applications to meet the genuine need; village expansion 

would lead to additional transport supporting facilities which would cause 

great disturbance to the adjacent environment and Country Park.  As such, 

he requested the Board to delete the proposed “V” zone in order to prevent 

undesirable impact to the existing natural environment. 
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R529 – Ruy Barretto 

 

54. A written submission summarizing Mr Ruy Barretto’s presentation was circulated 

for Members’ reference on request of Mr Barretto.  He also deposited a copy of the District 

Court’s Verdict (DCCC 25/2015) on a case regarding the ‘Transfer of Small House’ in Sha 

Tin, a copy of TPB Paper 9965 attaching a Planning Report on Pak Sha O, and a copy of his 

previous submission in 2013 in respect of the Pak Sha O DPA to supplement his presentation 

for Members’ reference. 

 

55. With the aid of a visualizer, Mr Barretto made the following main points:  

 

(a) he had been involved in nature and heritage conservation for more than 40 

years.  He noted that the rural landscape in the beautiful countryside of 

Hong Kong had been degrading due to the ineffective planning and 

enforcement work.  It was time for the Board to rectify the problems;   

 

(b) PlanD had incorrectly treated the excavation works in Pak Sha O in 2012 

as agricultural rehabilitation instead of ‘Destroy First, Build Later’ 

activities.  With the aid of three photographs taken in September 2012, 

he showed the continued destruction process through bulldozing, the 

so-called rehabilitation work, and drainage works.  According to the 

Planning Report on Pak Sha O, excavation works with vegetation 

clearance (not farming) to the north of the Pak Sha O Village cluster was 

detected in 2012.  On 31.10.2012, the Board was directed to prepare a 

DPA Plan for the area.  It was clear that the ‘destroy first’ activities had 

triggered the preparation of the DPA Plan.   

 

Abuse of the planning process 

 

(c) the new “V” zone, which covered a beautiful landscape, was incorporated 

in the OZP suddenly without adequate justifications.  There was no 

further study to assess if the new “V” zone was suitable or technically 

feasible for development.  It had also by-passed the formal consultation 

process.  Besides, PlanD failed to inform the Board on the transfer 
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activities of the lots within the new “V” zone; 

 

(d) the “V” zone facilitated fraud on the Small House Policy as most of the 

land within the zone had been sold to developers.  Records showed that 

many lots within the “V” zone were purchased by a developer between 

2007 to 2012 and the land was then sub-divided into 47 lots and 

transferred or partially transferred to some villagers.  Some portions of 

the land in strategic location were retained by the developer for the 

purpose of controlling the whole piece of land.  A farmer was employed 

to farm on the land, which PlanD called it agricultural rehabilitation.  

Agricultural activities were intended to path the way for future Small 

House development.  The transfer of Small House activities were 

considered by the Court in DCCC 25/2015 as frauds, which were usually 

concealed as the applicants for Small House did not genuinely own the 

lots for the application.  The government could not brush aside such 

transfer of ownerships or development schemes as not relevant to 

designation of the proposed “V”.  In addition, the Court had held that the 

entirety of actions done for the fraud should be considered.  So far, there 

were 14 Small House grant application within the “V” zone, which could 

end up in 47 applications for the 47 sub-divided lots.  The future Small 

Houses were not intended for the indigenous villagers and the proposed 

“V” zone would facilitate the abuse of the Small House Policy instead of 

meeting the genuine need for Small House demand.  The Board had the 

duty to protect public interests and needed to ensure the genuine need but 

not applications driven by concealed fraud.  As such, a cautious approach 

should be adopted and the “V” zone should be reduced; 

 

Environment and Ecological Aspects 

 

(e) as commented by WSD in 2013 relating to the DPA Plan, though they had 

no objection to the “V” zone, they agreed with the views of EPD that as 

the area was within the WGG and there was no plan for providing public 

sewer, the “V” zone should be kept to the absolute minimum.  Those 

comments were now watered out and the government had made 
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compromise to maximize the “V” zone; 

 

(f) Hong Kong was subject to the Convention on Biological Diversity and 

thus had the obligation to follow the international articles and principles 

where applicable.  Pak Sha O was a major ecological area which should 

be protected.  Zoning an area of high ecological diversity to “V” was a 

breach of the Convention; and 

 

(g) to sum up, the land within the “V” zone was not suitable for development.  

It was an abuse of the planning process as the “V” zone had not been 

assessed adequately, and the OZP failed to protect the valuable ecology of 

the area.  He therefore proposed to delete the “V”. 

 

R518/C3 – Kadoorie Farm and Botanic Garden Corporation 

R530 – Gary WJ Ades 

R531 – Tony Nip 

R536 – Mark Isaac Williams 

R538/C4 – Chiu Sein Tuck 

 

56. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony made the 

following main points: 

 

(a) Pak Sha O was a Country Park Enclave.  Taking the OZPs of some 

Enclaves as examples, he showed what the Board had done to protect the 

rural village settings and natural environment in Enclaves.  A large “V” 

zone was proposed for the Pak Lap OZP at the beginning.  After noting 

that many lots were already owned by developers, the size of the “V” zone 

was largely reduced to include mainly the existing village cluster, the 

approved Small Houses and outstanding Small House applications.  

Similarly, the southern portion of the “V” zone of the To Kwa Peng and 

Pak Tam Au OZP was finally excluded from the zone on similar 

considerations;   

 

[Mr H.F. Leung left the meeting at this point.] 
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The case of Tai Long Wan  

 

(b) the Tai Long Wan OZP was another good example to illustrate the 

Board’s intention to protect the rural environment.  The Tai Long Wan 

OZP was prepared in 2000/2001 when there were 133 Small House 

applications and seven of them were already approved.  Almost the same 

as Pak Sha O Village, numerous lots had already been owned by a 

development company.  During consideration of the objections of the Tai 

Long Wan OZP No. S/SK-TLW/1, PlanD thus recommended to reduce the 

“V” zones from 7.9 ha to 1.9 ha and to cover only the existing village 

settlements and approved Small House applications, which excluded most 

lots owned by the developer.  Planning permission would be required for 

demolition, addition, alteration and/or modification works to an existing 

building; 

 

(c) PlanD’s proposal on the “V” zone above was based on the following 

consideration:  (i) demand for new Small House should be met outside 

by cross-village applications; (ii) the building rights and approved 

applications would be respected; (iii) the scale and character of the 

villages would be retained and potential threats to the existing landscape 

quality and heritage would be minimised; (iv) given the inadequate 

infrastructural provision and difficulties in additional provision, the 

reduction of “V” zones would be more pragmatic and help avoid 

unnecessary development expectations; 

 

(d) the Board, in considering the representations and comments to the Tai 

Long Wan OZP, decided to propose amendments to the Tai Long Wan 

OZP by reducing the size of the “V” zone, moving NTEH from Column 1 

to Column 2 of the Notes for the “V” zone, deleting ‘House (other than 

NTEH)’ under Column 2 of Notes for the “V” zone, and adding a remark 

to the Notes for the “V” zone to require planning permission for any 

demolition, addition, alteration and/or modification to an existing building.  

The Board also agreed to revise the ES of the OZP to spell out clearly that 

the design of any new Small Houses would need to be in harmony with the 
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surrounding historical houses and should not affect the integrity of the 

historical village and their high group value.  The stringent control under 

the “V” zone did not have significant adverse impact on the living of the 

residents  there and the public could continue to enjoy the spectacular 

natural features; 

 

Issues and Problems of the Pak Sha O OZP 

 

(e) the proposed “V” zone for Pak Sha O Village on the DPA Plan was 

reduced to cover mainly the core village clusters during the preliminary 

consideration of the draft OZP.  Upon further consideration, the “V” 

zone was amended to “V(1)” to incorporate more restrictions, and an 

additional area to the north of the “V(1)” zone was designated as “V” to 

meet the Small House demand; 

 

(f) though there was consensus that the environment and village setting of 

Pak Sha O should be protected, the proposed “V” zone would destroy the 

environment and the landscape of the area.  The potential environmental 

problems of the “V” zone included more vegetation clearance and tree 

felling, water pollution during the construction and operation phases, and 

disturbance to rare species and their habitats.  Those problems had been 

found in Ko Tong and Tai Tan and would probably occur in Pak Sha O.  

Another example was the Lam Tsuen Valley which was also within the 

WGG with an EIS.  To protect the water resources from being 

contaminated, developments would be strictly controlled.  However, the 

construction of STS systems and discharge of sewerage were easily 

observed in the Lam Tsuen area.  He doubted if government departments 

could actually control wastewater discharging into WGG and EIS.  The 

Water Pollution Control Ordinance was hardly enforceable, as it was very 

difficult to catch the culprits red-handed and collect evidence on the spot.  

He wondered how the government could effectively control potential 

wastewater discharge in Pak Sha O; 
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(g) Small House of 3 storeys and site area of 65m2 each was always permitted 

in the “V” zone.  There would be potential visual and landscape impacts.  

Without the imposition of other restrictions, it would be difficult to 

request landscape submission nor low-profile buildings, and there would 

also be potential land filling activities.  The construction of Small Houses 

had generated serious environmental pollution to the rural areas and land 

filling within riparian zone close to “V” in WGG was observed.  For the 

case of Pak Sha O, the access path being the main passage into the area 

would probably be surrounded by Small Houses if the “V” zone was 

retained; 

 

(h) having noted that the approval rate of Small House applications in the 

“AGR” zone was more than 60%, he raised doubts on the intention of 

zoning a small piece of land as “AGR” on the OZP, which was within the 

‘VE’;   

 

(i) in the further consideration of the draft Pak Sha O OZP, whilst the Board 

had intended to protect Pak Sha O and had suggested to protect the old 

buildings by planting more trees and requiring future Small Houses to 

follow the existing deposition of houses, it was noted that the government 

departments could only liaise with the owner for planting trees on a good 

will basis.  He wondered how such liaison could work.  Even the 

SKNRC, when consulting the draft OZP after its gazettal, opined that it 

would be difficult to follow through the Board’s advice on planting trees 

in between the south-western corner of the “V” zone and the existing 

village since most of the land concerned were under private ownership; 

 

(j) given the outstanding applications and acute shortage of land, PlanD 

argued that a new “V” zone was proposed to balance the needs between 

development and conservation.  He doubted whether there was actually 

an acute shortage of land and the Small House was for meeting the 

genuine need of the indigenous villagers.  He noted that there were a 

number of ruins in Pak Sha O having building lot status and there were 

many luxury residential developments in the market which were in fact 
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from Small Houses.  The proposed “V” zone would encourage the selling 

of the Small House rights; 

 

(k) he further said that the example of Tai Long Wan could shed light on 

providing a statutory framework for control on Small House development.  

On the Tai Long Wan OZP, the Board had decided to protect the area by 

imposing restrictions on the “V” zone so as to ensure any new Small 

Houses would be in harmony with the surrounding historical houses and 

should not affect the integrity of the historical villages.  So far, no 

planning application for Small Houses within the said “V” zone had been 

approved by the Board.  Whereas, in other “V” zones where planning 

application was not required for Small Houses, the Board was not able to 

ensure the visual harmony, disposition of houses, nor planting of more 

trees for the development; and 

 

(l) to sum up, while the Board and PlanD intended to protect the environment 

and village setting of Pak Sha O, it might not be achievable through the 

current “V” zoning in view of the damages being observed in the existing 

“V” zones on other OZPs.  The situation would be worsened as planning 

permission for Small House was not required.  Besides, it would not be 

more receptive to the local villagers as many lots were owned by a 

developer.  There was no shortage of land for meeting Small House 

demand as land had been reserved in Pak Tam Au for cross-village 

application and there were still land available in the village.  He 

requested the Board to adopt a pragmatic approach in planning for a better 

environment in Pak Sha O. 

 

57. As the presentations from the representers, commenters and their representatives 

were completed, the Chairman invited questions from Members. 

 

58. A Member asked the following questions: (i) whether the land transaction, 

ownership transfer and lot subdivision cases in Pak Sha O, as quoted by some representers, 

had been taken into account when drawing up the “V” zone on the OZP; (ii) whether the 

implications of the recent court case, in which some indigenous villagers in Sha Tin were 
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convicted for transfer of Small House right, would be considered by the Government in the 

preparation of the OZP; and (iii) whether the stringent control on Small House development 

set by the Board for Tai Long Wan could be applied to controlling Small House development 

in Pak Sha O.  

 

59. In response, Mr C.K. Soh, DPO/STN, referred to a plan on the PowerPoint which 

showed the land status and the locations of the sites that were subject to outstanding 

applications for Small House grant in Pak Sha O, and said that the change in land ownership 

was all along not a planning consideration in the designation of land use zonings on the OZP.  

While the information presented by some representers might lead people to think that there 

were cases of illegal transfer of Small House right, LandsD had advised that the Small House 

applicants would be required to expressly warrant that they had never made any arrangements 

to transfer their rights to develop Small House or their eligibility to apply for Small House 

grant.  If the applicants obtained government approval by deception through false 

representation or fraud, criminal prosecution action could be instigated against them.  

Referring to another plan which showed the distribution of private land owned by companies 

and individuals in Pak Sha O, Mr Soh said that the sites which were subject to outstanding 

Small House applications were located not only within the area currently zoned as “V” and 

many of such sites were not owned by companies.  Although people might base on their 

observation of changes in land ownership to suspect that there were deceptive activities 

relating to Small House development in the village, PlanD was not in the position to ascertain 

any such allegations and it was more appropriate for the relevant enforcement authorities to 

initiate the necessary investigation.   

 

60. Mr Soh continued to say that as the primary objective of the OZP was to conserve 

the natural landscape of Pak Sha O, over 90% of the area had been designated with 

conservation zonings.  Meanwhile, suitable areas were delineated on the OZP to meet the 

Small House demand of the villagers and there were already measures to preserve the existing 

vernacular Hakka village setting of the area.  As regards the planning in Tai Long Wan, the 

general planning intention of the Tai Long Wan OZP was to conserve the scenic natural 

environment and the historic value of the old village houses with traditional architecture and 

layout in that area, which was similar to the planning intention of the Pak Sha O OZP to 

preserve the existing village setting.  However, as Tai Long Wan was also a site of high 

archaeological interest, the need to conserve the high archaeological value of the area was an 
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additional planning consideration.  The “V” zone currently designated on the Pak Sha O 

OZP could accommodate about 28 Small Houses, which could meet only part of the 

outstanding Small House demand of the villagers.  Even though the “V” zone in Pak Tam 

Au could accommodate some of Pak Sha O’s Small House demand, the number of surplus 

sites available in Pak Tam Au was only about 10. 

 

61. The Chairman asked if there were any reasons why the requirement for planning 

permission for Small House development in the “V” zone of Tai Long Wan (i.e. requiring the 

new village houses to be in harmony with the historical houses and not to affect the integrity 

of the existing village setting) was not similarly imposed in the “V” zone of Pak Sha O.  In 

response, Mr C.K. Soh said that PlanD had thoroughly considered how the “V” zone for Pak 

Sha O should be delineated.  On the first DPA Plan No. DPA/NE-PSO/1, a larger “V” zone 

covering the current “V(1)” zone of the OZP and its immediate outer area had been delineated.  

The Board, after considering the representations to the draft DPA Plan, considered that there 

should be more protection to the existing village setting, and therefore proposed amendments 

to the DPA Plan requiring planning permission for new NTEH and any demolition, 

modification or redevelopment of an existing building within the “V” zone. 

 

62. Mr Soh continued to explain that when preparing the draft OZP, PlanD 

considered that if the original boundary of the “V” zone on the DPA Plan was maintained, it 

might convey a wrong message to the villagers that new Small House developments, which 

were incongruous with the historic village setting, could be allowed adjacent to the existing 

village.  Notwithstanding that the Board could impose design and landscaping requirements 

through the planning application mechanism, the outcome would still be the construction of a 

number of 3-storey Small Houses with 65m2 built-over-area in juxtaposition with the old 

village.  This was not the best way of preserving the vernacular Hakka village setting.  As 

such, in the draft OZP No. S/NE-PSO/B presented to the Board for preliminary consideration, 

only the existing village area was zoned “V”, within which any demolition, modification or 

redevelopment of an existing building would require planning permission, and the 

agricultural land to the north of the village was zoned “AGR”.  It was expected that if the 

villagers intended to build new Small House, they would propose their new houses in the 

“AGR” zone and apply for planning permission.  However, the “AGR” zoning could not 

give a clear indication to the villagers on what areas would be suitable for new Small House 

development and what areas should be avoided.  Therefore, in the revised draft OZP No. 
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S/NE-PSO/C presented to the Board for further consideration, a “V” zone was delineated 

(and the original “V” zone covering the existing village area was renamed as “V(1)”).  The 

“V” zone, with a 20m buffer from the existing streams and some distance from the old village, 

could provide certainty to the villagers on where the new Small Houses should suitably be 

built. 

 

63. Mr Soh supplemented that although the IIR of Pak Sha O had also requested that 

some vacant building lots to the immediate south of the current “V(1)” zone be included 

within the “V(1)” zone, his request was not acceded to in the preparation of the OZP as most 

of those building lots did not have the entitlement to achieve the intensity of a typical modern 

Small House.  If the villagers wanted to build new houses on those building lots which fell 

within the “GB” zone, they could apply to the Board for planning permission but had to 

demonstrate to the Board how their proposed houses would be compatible with the old 

village.  

 

64. In response to the enquiry from a Member on the demand and supply situations of 

Small House in Pak Sha O, Pak Sha O Ha Yeung and Pak Tam Au, Mr C.K. Soh said that the 

total outstanding Small House demand in Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung was 44 and 

there were about 33 sites available for Small House development.  In Pak Tam Au, the 

outstanding Small House demand was 10 while the total number of sites available for Small 

House development was about 46.  Although the IIR of Pak Tam Au had indicated that he 

would not object to villagers from other villages within the WGG in Sai Kung North to apply 

for Small House development in Pak Tam Au through cross-village application, he also 

advised that the Small House demand forecast of Pak Tam Au was about 25.  As such, there 

might only be about 10 surplus Small House sites available in Pak Tam Au to cater for the 

cross-village applications from other villages, and the figure was similar to the number of 

Small House sites in deficient in Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung to meet their total 

outstanding demand. 

 

65. In response to the same Member’s question on whether appraisals on the historic 

and cultural values of Pak Sha O had been conducted, Mr C.K. Soh said that AMO had 

conducted an appraisal on the historic value of the Ho’s Residence and Ancestral Hall, 

including assessment on the ambience of the existing Hakka village and the surrounding 

environment, and the appraisal was available on AMO’s website for public inspection.  
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66. By referring to the land status plan previously shown by Mr C.K. Soh, the same 

Member asked why the footprint of some ruined structures to the immediate south of the 

“V(1)” zone did not tally with the private lot boundaries and whether the villagers owning 

those private lots needed to purchase the government land covered by the ruins if they were 

allowed to build Small House in that area.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that the 

discrepancy between the lot boundaries and the physical footprints might be due to the 

inaccurate land survey in the past.  As regards the development of new Small Houses on 

those lots, since the area was currently zoned “GB”, the villagers had to apply for planning 

permission from the Board.  However, as there was a general presumption against 

development in the “GB” zone, the land owners should provide strong justifications to the 

Board to support their applications, which might include their claims for building entitlement.  

In general, the Board would only permit development on such lot up to its building 

entitlement, which normally would not be as large as the parameters of a typical 3-storey 

modern Small House with 65m2 built-over-area. 

 

67. Noting that surrounding areas of Pak Sha O village were relatively natural except 

the rehabilitation of some land to the north for agricultural use and that the currently 

designated “V” zone on the OZP would not be able to meet all the outstanding Small House 

demand for Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung, a Member asked if it was possible to 

accommodate more Small House demand of Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung in Pak Tam 

Au, with a view to better conserving the natural landscape of Pak Sha O.  In response, Mr 

C.K. Soh said that among the outstanding Small House applications in Pak Sha O, Pak Sha O 

Ha Yeung and Pak Tam Au, certain numbers were cross-village applications from other 

remote villages such as Nam Shan Tung and Cheung Sheung.  The area and boundary of the 

“V” zone in Pak Tam Au had been thoroughly discussed by the Board previously and the 

current “V” zone was considered appropriate.  It might not be possible therefore to expand 

the “V” zone in Pak Tam Au at the moment.  During the preparation of the Pak Sha O OZP, 

PlanD had explained to the villagers that land suitable for “V” zone had already been 

designated on the OZP as far as possible even though the area of the “V” could not 

accommodate all their outstanding Small House demand.  The villagers might need to find 

sites in other villages for building their Small Houses or apply to the Board for planning 

permission if they intended to build their Small Houses outside the “V” zone on the OZP. 

 



 
- 74 - 

68. Noting that the transfer of land ownership was not a planning consideration in the 

designation of “V” zone, the same Member asked if any government departments would be 

responsible for investigating the suspected cases of deceptive transfer of Small House right 

and if the convicted offence in relation to deceptive transfer of Small House right should be 

taken into consideration in the preparation of the OZP.  In response, the Chairman said that 

in the recent court case quoted by the representers, it was the Independent Commission 

Against Corruption which instigated investigation and charged some indigenous villagers for 

defrauding the Government.  While some representers had raised that some land transaction 

cases in Pak Sha O were suspicious, it might not be appropriate to ask DPO to comment on 

the legitimacy of those transactions and to take them into account in the planning process. 

 

[Mr David Y.T. Lui left the meeting at this point.] 

 

69. In response to a Member’s questions on whether there were agricultural activities 

in the area currently zoned “AGR” and why the area was zoned “AGR”, Mr C.K. Soh said 

that the current “AGR” zone on the OZP was part of a larger “AGR” zone proposed on the 

draft OZP No. S/NE-PSO/B.  Subsequently on the revised draft OZP No. S/NE-PSO/C, land 

considered suitable for Small House development in that large “AGR” zone was rezoned to 

“V” with its peripheral areas designated as “GB”, leaving the subject area as “AGR”.  

Before the designation of the subject area as “AGR”, PlanD had conducted site inspections 

which revealed that the soil in the area had been ploughed.  AFCD also advised that the 

potential of the subject area for agricultural rehabilitation was similar to that of the cultivated 

land to its west, though no agricultural activities were currently being undertaken in the 

subject area. 

 

70. In response to the same Member’s question on why the western part of the current 

“V” zone was not zoned “AGR” and the subject “AGR” zone be zoned “V”, Mr C.K. Soh 

said that such a proposal had been considered.  Taking into account the need to provide a 

20m buffer from the existing streams, only some small area within the current “AGR” would 

be considered suitable to be rezoned to “V”.  The designation of “AGR” zone on the OZP 

was not only to reflect current agricultural activities, but also to include those areas which 

were considered to have good potential for agricultural rehabilitation by AFCD. 
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71. Noting from the presentation of a representer that a government document 

entitled “Drainage and Health Requirement for Village Type Houses” might have stated that 

percolation test was not necessary for construction of STS systems, the same Member asked 

if such information was correct.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that as Pak Sha O was 

located within the upper indirect WGG, WSD and EPD considered that the use of STS 

systems as a means for sewage treatment and disposal was not acceptable.  While it was 

queried by a representer why the ES of the OZP stated that the use of STS systems in the area 

was only ‘in general’ unacceptable, it should be noted that the crux of the matter was not on 

whether STS systems could be used, but on whether there was demonstrably effective means, 

such as proper wastewater treatment plant, to ensure that the effluent water quality was 

acceptable to the concerned government departments.  If STS systems for Small House were 

proposed in an area where the ground conditions might not allow effective treatment of 

sewage, EPD might request a percolation test to be carried out by the project proponent to 

demonstrate that the site was capable of effective sewage treatment.  The requirement for 

percolation test for the proposed STS systems would be considered by LandsD and EPD on 

an individual case basis when processing Small House applications. 

 

72. The Chairman asked Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony (R531) whether he considered the 

STS system an effective means for treatment of sewage in Pak Sha O or not.  In response, 

Mr Nip said that his major concern was the water pollution impact of Small House 

development.  STS system was all along regarded by EPD and the Drainage Services 

Department (DSD) as a source of water pollution when they justified the need for provision 

of public sewers in rural areas.  The ground condition of Pak Sha O was generally wet as the 

area used to be paddy fields in the 1960s and was largely covered by freshwater marsh and the 

riparian zones of the natural streams.  As such, the use of STS systems in Pak Sha O was not 

suitable technically.  Although it was stated in the ES of the OZP that the use of STS 

systems for sewage treatment in Pak Sha O was generally unacceptable as the area was 

located within the upper indirect WGG, he could still observe the use of STS systems by 

villagers in Lam Tsuen which was also located within the upper indirect WGG.  He wished 

to point out that the relevant government departments were loose in the control of sewage 

treatment in areas within the WGGs. 

 

73. In response to the Chairman, Mr David Newbery (representative of R523) 

supplemented that the main document that was used by the Government for regulating the 
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construction of STS systems in Hong Kong was EPD’s ProPECC 5/93 on “Drainage Plans 

subject to Comment by EPD” which set out the design criteria for STS systems.  In a STS 

system, the sewage was discharged into a soakaway pit which was a pit of rubble.  The 

purification of the soakaway pit took place as the liquid sewage percolated through the soil 

and the aerobic bacteria in the soil ate up the dirt of the sewage.  The further the sewage 

could percolate in the soil, the cleaner the sewage would become.  ProPECC 5/93 had 

specified minimum setback distances from the STS systems for various environmentally 

sensitive water bodies to ensure that the seepage from the STS systems would not pollute the 

water sources.  For instance, the minimum setback distance for a stream supplying drinking 

water was 30m, that for a well was 50m, and that for a beach was 30m to 100m depending on 

circumstances.  However, those setback distances were set based on perfect soil conditions.  

If the soil conditions were not perfect, EPD would require the carrying out of percolation test.  

The percolation test involved the digging of a hole in the soil and filling up the hole with 

water to see how fast the water would flow away from the hole completely.  In order for 

sewage to get proper purification, the sewage had to be soaked into the soil and flow for a 

certain rate in the soil.  If the percolation test was conducted in a water-logged ground, the 

water filled in the hole would not percolate or flow away at all.  Therefore, if a STS system 

was used in a water-logged ground, the sewage would stay in the pit and only flow away very 

slowly.  As there was no air in the water-logged soil, there was no aerobic bacteria to purify 

the sewage but the breeding of anaerobic bacteria which could lead to serious pollution and 

infectious diseases.  Unfortunately, it was noted that EPD and LandsD had reached an 

internal agreement in 2009, under which LandsD would only refer to ProPECC 5/93 when the 

proposed STS system was within 15m to 30m of a stream, and if the proposed STS system 

was beyond 30m from a stream, percolation test would not be required and the less restrictive 

specifications would be followed. 

 

74. A Member asked if there were any measures to address the potential sewage 

impacts arising from the Small House development in the “V” zone on the surrounding 

natural environment.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that the existence of villages in WGGs 

was not uncommon in the rural areas.  For protection of the quality of water sources, WSD 

and DSD had endeavoured to provide public sewers for all the villages that fell within WGGs 

by phases in recent years.  However, it was possible that some older village houses within 

WGGs might still use their original STS systems, which were constructed before the 

availability of public sewers, for sewage treatment.  For the new Small House to be built 
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within villages that were provided with public sewers, they needed to be connected to the 

public sewers and could not use STS systems for sewage treatment.  There was clear 

guidelines adopted by LandsD for such an arrangement.  For the current “V” zone in Pak 

Sha O which was located within WGG, EPD and WSD had indicated clearly that the use of 

STS systems for sewage treatment was not acceptable and other effective means should be 

used. 

 

75. Noting that Mr Carey Geoffrey (C32) had mentioned that a previously 

well-preserved house in Pak Sha O village had deteriorated after it was acquired by a new 

owner, the same Member enquired the current condition of the house.  In response, Mr C.K. 

Soh said that the house mentioned by Mr Geoffrey within the “V(1)” zone was on private 

land.  According to the Notes of the OZP, planning permission was required for any 

demolition, modification or redevelopment of an existing building within the “V(1)” zone.  

However, if the house owner just left the house idle and did not provide proper maintenance 

to the house, the current control of the OZP could not help. 

 

76. In response to the same Member’s question on whether the Convention on 

Biological Diversity had been addressed in the OZP, Mr C.K. Soh said that AFCD had 

developed action plans for Hong Kong under the Convention on Biological Diversity.  

AFCD had previously advised that the designation of suitable areas as development zones and 

conservation zones in the OZPs prepared for the Country Park Enclaves was not against the 

Convention. 

 

77. In response to a Member’s questions on whether the existing access to Pak Sha O 

would be upgraded when new Small Houses were allowed in the “V” zone, Mr C.K. Soh said 

that there was currently no direct vehicular access serving Pak Sha O village.  People could 

arrive by vehicles to Hoi Ha Road only and had to walk along a village path branching off 

from Hoi Ha Road to Pak Sha O village.  The “V” zone in Pak Sha O would accommodate 

about 28 new houses.  There was no plan to provide a vehicular access to the “V” zone.  

The future residents in the “V” zone had to follow the current mode of access.  

 

78. Noting that some representers had mentioned that ‘destroy first, build later’ 

activities had occurred in Pak Sha O before, leading to the preparation of the DPA Plan, a 

Member asked if the said allegation could he established and whether the rehabilitation of 
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land in Pak Sha O for agricultural use was regarded as ‘destroy first, build later’ activities.  

In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that vegetation clearance in an area north of Pak Sha O village 

was detected a few years ago.  PlanD had accelerated the preparation of the Pak Sha O DPA 

Plan as a stopgap measure to prevent any unauthorised activities.  However, after the 

vegetation clearance, the area was found being used for agricultural activities until now and 

no other typical destroy activities were detected.  The rehabilitation of land for agricultural 

use in Pak Sha O would not be interpreted as a ‘destroy’ action.  While some people might 

suggest that the intention behind the agricultural rehabilitation was to lead the Government to 

zone the area as “V”, it should be noted that the drawing up of the “V” zone was based on a 

number of planning considerations including the actual site conditions and the suitability of 

the area for development.  Land ownership was not a major planning consideration.  Indeed, 

the sites of the 37 outstanding Small House applications in Pak Sha O all scattered around 

and only some of them were covered by the current “V” zone. 

 

79. A Member asked if the rezoning of the current “V” zone to “V(1)” a viable option 

for imposing more stringent control on the future developments on the current “V” zone.  In 

response, Mr C.K. Soh said that if the “V” zone was rezoned to “V(1)”, any future Small 

House development within the zone would require planning permission.  Such a requirement 

would inevitably increase the cost of the villagers in making the planning applications. 

 

80. In response to the Chairman, Mr Ruy Barretto (R529) said that the court had held 

that the entirety of the actions should be considered for the fraud.  In the subject case, the 

landlord first subdivided his land and transferred the ownership of the land to 14 applicants to 

submit Small House grant applications to LandsD.  The land was then cleared, excavated, 

formed and drained off without government permission, and under the guise of farming.  

The works being done were typical development-type works, which were done slowly with 

the hope that no one would be aware of the intention behind.  After the destruction, the DPA 

Plan was prepared immediately.  It was obvious that the landowner had done a series of 

actions to pave the way for the Government to zone his land for development but PlanD 

denied and did not regard such actions as ‘destroy first, build later’ actions. 

 

81. In response to the Chairman, Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony (R531) supplemented that 

water pollution in village areas was mainly from two sources, namely the seepage from STS 

systems and the discharge of wastewater from illegally connected drainage pipes.  Village 
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houses built after 1984 were generally required to use STS systems for discharge of 

wastewater and sewage treatment.  However, as the capacity of STS systems might not be 

able to treat all the domestic wastewater, many villagers resorted to using their self-connected 

drain pipes to discharge domestic wastewater.  Such kind of illegal drainage connection was 

common in rural villages, including those within WGGs, but it was hard to prosecute people 

for illegal drainage connection as the proof of evidence was difficult.  It was also useless to 

file complaints to the Government on illegal discharge of wastewater.  While STS systems 

would unlikely be allowed for use in Pak Sha O, he wondered if the provision of a sewage 

treatment plant for the area, which necessitated regular desludging and maintenance, was a 

viable solution and whether the future residents would still make similar illegal drainage 

connection and discharge their domestic wastewater to the nearby streams. 

 

82. In response to the Chairman, Mr Christophe Barthelemy (R528) said that he drew 

Member’s attention that the land where there was outstanding Small House applications in 

Pak Sha O were controlled by developers.  The Small House demand forecast figure of 49 

houses was unreliable and had not been verified.  When the IIR of Pak Sha O was asked by a 

Member in the Group A hearing session on the number of emigrant villagers who would 

return to Pak Sha O, he was unable to provide a figure.  DPO/STN was also incorrect in 

saying that there were farming activities by villagers in Pak Sha O as the farming was not 

done by villagers.  It was the people employed by Xinhua Bookstore, which was the major 

landowner of Pak Sha O, who destroyed the land and farmed in the area.  Moreover, there 

were no farming activities in the land zoned “AGR”.  The land had just been destroyed and 

left idle since August 2015.  DPO/STN was misleading in saying that the future residents in 

the “V” zone would use the existing village path for access.  With the planning of more than 

nine Small Houses in the “V” zone, it was a government requirement for provision of 

emergency vehicular access. 

 

83. In response to the Chairman, Ms Ng Chun Wing, Miffy (R1331) said that the 

public had never seen the land status plan marked with the sites of the outstanding Small 

House applications as shown by DPO/STN earlier at the meeting, but such information was 

important to the public.  According to her initial vetting, she found that apart from the 14 

outstanding Small House applications which were supposed to be manipulated by a developer, 

another eight applications also fell within the land once owned by the developer.  She 

reminded Members that the 14 applicants for Small Houses originally filed their applications 



 
- 80 - 

on other sites outside Pak Sha O in 2009 to 2011.  Then in 2012, they purchased those sites 

in Pak Sha O from the developer and transferred their Small House applications to Pak Sha O.  

From the plan, the majority of the land in the north-eastern part of the “V” zone outside the 

‘VE’ was owned by the developer.  The developer might follow the previous practice by 

transferring the land ownership to the villagers and arranging villagers to apply for Small 

Houses in that part of the “V” zone.  It should also be noted that the 14 said outstanding 

Small House applications were still being processed and not yet been approved by LandsD.  

She wondered why PlanD would take those 14 outstanding Small House applications into 

account and designate the “V” zoning for the sites.  While only the rough locations of the 

outstanding Small House applications were presented by DPO/STN on the plan, she noted 

that the boundaries of the sites subject to outstanding Small House applications were clearly 

shown in the TPB Papers for consideration of planning applications in the Tai Tan, Uk Tau, 

Ko Tong and Ko Tong Ha Yeung DPA Plan. 

 

84. In response to the enquiry from a Member, Mr C.K. Soh showed Members the 

location of the lots (i.e. Lots 825 S.A and 825 S.B in D.D. 290) owned by Xinhua Bookstore 

Xian Jiang Group Ltd. (R3) at Pak Sha O Ha Yeung, and said that as the lots were covered by 

woodland on the slope, PlanD did not support R3’s proposal of rezoning the lots from “GB” 

to “V”.  If the land owner wished to develop the lots, he could apply for planning permission 

from the Board. 

 

85. A Member asked if it was possible to shift the “V” zone eastwards from the 

current location to the area near the “Government, Institution or Community” zone covering 

the public toilet.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that such a proposal was also raised by the 

IIR of Pak Sha O as that area was nearer Hoi Ha Road.  However, as the area was outside 

‘VE’, the proposal was not considered feasible from the land administration point of view. 

 

86. A Member asked if the current residents in Pak Sha O village were all not 

indigenous villagers, as mentioned by some representers, and hence the applicants of the 

aforesaid 14 Small House applications were not currently residing in Pak Sha O.  In 

response, Mr C.K. Soh said that there had not been a formal survey on whether the current 

residents in Pak Sha O village were indigenous villagers or not.  From his observation, the 

current residents were not indigenous villagers although the IIR of Pak Sha O would return to 

the village occasionally.  For the 37 outstanding Small House applications in Pak Sha O, 35 
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were applications submitted by indigenous villagers of Pak Sha O. 

 

87. In response to the same Member’s question on whether the area south of the 

existing village and north of Immaculate Heart of Mary Chapel was suitable for village type 

development, Mr C.K. Soh said that such a proposal had also been made by some 

representers.  As the area south of the village was on a higher terrain, building of Small 

Houses in that area would affect the landscape and existing village setting, and was 

considered not appropriate. 

 

88. As the representers/commenters or their representatives had finished their 

presentations and Members had no further question to raise, the Chairman said that the 

hearing procedures for Group B had been completed.  The Board would deliberate on the 

representations in the absence of all representers/commenters or their representatives and 

would inform them of the Board’s decision in due course.  The Chairman thanked them and 

the government representatives for attending the hearing.  They all left the meeting at this 

point.  

 

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

 

Deliberation Session 

 

89. As the hearing had been conducted in two groups and the views presented by the 

representers in Group A were largely different from those presented by the green groups and 

others in Group B, Members agreed that Dr Lawrence K.C. Li and Mr Edwin W.K. Chan, 

who only attended the part of the Group B hearing in the afternoon, and Professor S.C. Wong, 

who had left the meeting temporarily for some time in the morning, should be allowed to stay 

in the meeting but should refrain from participating in the discussion. 

 

Group A Representations 

 

90. The Chairman recapitulated that the Group A representers mainly considered that 

the “V” zone in Pak Sha O was inadequate and there was no “V” zone in Pak Sha O Ha 

Yeung.  The representers mainly proposed to rezone land from “GB” to “V”. 
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91. A Member considered that the current boundary of the “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O 

should be maintained in order to preserve the existing vernacular Hakka village setting.  The 

current arrangement of zoning vegetated areas surrounding the village cluster as “GB” to 

screen off new developments was also appropriate. 

 

92. A Member considered that the current “V” zone in Pak Sha O should not be 

enlarged to meet the villagers’ request as the size of the “V” zone was decided taking into 

account the Small House demand and supply situation and the incremental approach all along 

adopted by the Board.  The Member also noted that most of the Small House demand in Pak 

Sha O was from villagers residing overseas, who might have already settled down in their 

current place and hence the actual demand for residing in Pak Sha O should not be keen. 

 

93. The Chairman summarised Members’ views on the Group A representations that 

the boundary of the “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O should not be altered and the “V” zone should 

not be enlarged to meet the representations.  Members agreed. 

 

Group B Representations 

 

94. The Chairman recapitulated that in respect of the “V” zone in Pak Sha O, the 

Group B representers had raised different proposals including the deletion of the entire “V” 

zone, reduction of the size of the “V” zone, rezoning the “V” zone to “V(1)”, or adopting the 

current control mechanism of the Tai Long Wan OZP which required planning permission for 

all Small House developments in the “V” zone and that the design of the proposed Small 

Houses should meet certain criteria to ensure compatibility with the existing village houses.  

Some Members had also enquired if the location of the “V” zone could be shifted.  

 

95. A Member considered that the existing Hakka village in Pak Sha O should be 

preserved for its high historical and cultural values.  The Member noted that the area had no 

direct vehicular access and there was no sewage and drainage systems in the area.  For any 

large-scale development in the area, the provision of electricity, water supply and drainage 

services was necessary.  Without the provision of road access and basic infrastructure, the 

designation of a “V” zone in the area for development appeared impractical.  The Member 

also considered that further development of the village should follow its central axis which 

extended from the lowland in the north towards the chapel in the south at a higher level.  As 
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such, it was reasonable to expand the “V(1)” zone to the area to its south to allow further 

development of the village as that area was previously erected with buildings but had become 

ruins.  However, the new village houses in that area should not be of the scale of the typical 

3-storey Small Houses which were incompatible with the existing old village houses.  With 

the extension of the “V(1)” zone, the size of current “V” zone could be reduced accordingly.  

Besides, the new Small Houses in the “V” zone should be compatible in architectural style as 

the old village houses in the “V(1)” zone.  Noting that the outstanding Small House demand 

in Pak Sha O could not be met even with the size of the current “V” zone unchanged, the 

Member suggested to allow villagers of Pak Sha O to apply for cross-village Small House 

applications in other “V” zones which were located closer to the new town area, which had 

better infrastructure support. 

 

96. At the request of the Chairman, the Secretary said that the Tai Long Wan OZP 

and the subject Pak Sha O OZP were the only two OZPs which required planning permission 

for Small House development in the “V” zone.  More stringent control on Small House 

development was required by the Board in Tai Long Wan as the area possessed high historical 

and archeological values.  Since the imposition of such control, no planning application for 

Small House development had been approved in Tai Long Wan as the criteria requiring the 

new village houses to be in harmony with the historical houses and not affecting the integrity 

of the existing village setting could not be met in the applications.  Compared with Tai Long 

Wan, the existing village setting in Pak Sha O was even more intact.  Therefore, planning 

permission was required for all new Small Houses in the “V” zone of Pak Sha O when the 

DPA Plan was prepared.  Since the exhibition of the DPA Plan, no planning application for 

Small House development in Pak Sha O had been approved.  When the OZP was prepared 

to replace the DPA Plan, the Board agreed that a smaller “V” zone (i.e. the current “V(1)” 

zone) covering only all the existing village houses should be designated to preserve the 

village setting, and that any demolition, modification or rebuilding of the existing village 

house should require planning permission.  Separately, an area considered suitable for new 

Small House development near the existing village was identified to cater for the villagers’ 

Small House demand.  The Chairman supplemented that the requirement for planning 

permission for Small House development in the “V” zone should only be considered in 

exceptional circumstances that warranted more stringent control, as it was impractical for the 

Board to consider all applications for Small House development in Hong Kong. 
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97. A Member said that while the designation of the “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O was to 

protect the existing buildings with historical and architectural merits in the village, the 

designation of the “V” zone was to allow new Small House developments meeting the needs 

of the villagers.  As the built form of the new Small Houses would not be compatible with 

that of the old village houses, it was a pragmatic and balanced approach to designate the “V” 

at another location to accommodate the new Small Houses.  The developments on the new 

“V” zone should not create adverse impacts on the ambience and setting of the existing 

village covered by the “V(1)” zone, otherwise an alternative location for the “V” zone should 

be considered. 

 

98. Another Member concurred with the Member’s views and said that the current 

arrangement of having a “V(1)” zone and a separate “V” zone nearby was a good balance for 

preserving the existing village and catering for the Small House demand of the villagers.  

Besides, the “V” zone was reasonably buffered from the “V(1)” zone by the woodland 

in-between and the 20m setback distance.  The Member considered that the demand for 

Small House in Pak Sha O did exist as there was a considerable number of outstanding Small 

House applications submitted by the local villagers.  While some representers had pointed 

out that the Small House demand in Pak Sha O was fake, the Board was not in a position to 

judge the validity of such allegation.  Any fraud cases should be dealt with by the law 

enforcement agent.  As regards the proposal of shifting the “V” zone eastwards, the Member 

said that, if pursued, the proposal might become a precedent case for a “V” zone not 

overlapping with the ‘VE’.  The Chairman supplemented that the designation of a “V” zone 

totally outside a ‘VE’ was not in line with the current policy. 

 

99. A Member agreed that without sufficient evidence, it was difficult for the Board 

to judge if the transfer of Small House right in Pak Sha O alleged by some representers was 

valid, and considered that the Board should base on relevant planning considerations in 

designating the “V” zone.  While the need for preserving the existing vernacular Hakka 

village setting in Pak Sha O was indisputable, the indigenous villagers’ right and demand for 

Small House development should be respected.  The Member believed that those indigenous 

villagers of Pak Sha O who would return to the village to build new Small Houses would 

equally recognise the need to preserve the setting of their old village and would not mind to 

have the design and style of their new Small Houses be compatible with the existing Hakka 

village setting.  Noting that the “V” zone was actually not far away from the “V(1)” zone, 
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consideration might be given to rezoning the current “V” zone to “V(1)” so that planning 

permission would be required for new Small House development and the Board could have 

control on new Small House developments.  If the Board agreed that new Small House 

development in Pak Sha O should require planning permission, the criteria for approving the 

applications should be set out in the OZP as in the case of Tai Long Wan, but what would be 

the appropriate criteria could be further considered.  The Member also considered that there 

was no need to adjust the boundary of the current “V” zone as it was drawn up based on a 

number of planning considerations and its area could only meet part of the outstanding Small 

House demand of Pak Sha O. 

 

[Mr Stephen H.B. Yau and Mr K.K. Cheung left the meeting at this point.] 

 

100. Noting a Member’s concern that there might not be strong justifications to require 

planning permission for the “V” zone, a Member suggested that the “V” zone could merge 

with the current “V(1)” zone so that the whole area would become more integral. 

 

101. A Member remarked that the boundary of the current “V” zone was drawn based 

mainly on the alignment of two existing streams and the provision of buffer areas from the 

streams.  As such, the north-eastern part of the “V” zone did not accord with the ‘VE’ 

boundary.  If the primary objective of the OZP was to conserve the ambience of the Hakka 

village of Pak Sha O, the Board might consider how the appearance of the future 

developments in the eastern part of the “V” zone could be better controlled, noting that it was 

the entry point to Pak Sha O.  The Member suggested rezoning only the eastern part of the 

current “V” zone to “V(1)” for better controlling the visual appearance of the new 

developments in that area and retaining other parts of the current “V” zone. 

 

102. A Member considered that the current “V(1)” and “V” zones should not be 

merged as the two zones were to delineate the old and new village areas respectively.  If the 

two zones were merged, new Small Houses might be built close to the existing village and 

affect the village setting.  There could be several options in controlling the new Small House 

developments, including maintaining the status quo where new Small Houses would be 

permitted as of right in the “V” zone; or rezoning the current “V” zone to “V(1)” so that new 

Small Houses could be controlled to make sure that they would be visually compatible with 

the old Hakka village houses; or applying the Tai Long Wan approach such that the new 
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Small Houses would require planning permission and they had to be in harmony with the 

existing village setting according to the principles set out in the OZP.  As regards the 

boundary of the current “V” zone, the Member opined that the “V” zone should not include 

areas outside the ‘VE’. 

 

103. In response to the Member’s views on the boundary of the “V” zone, Mr K.K. 

Ling, Director of Planning, said that the boundary of the ‘VE’ was drawn up based on a 

distance of 300 feet measured from the last village house.  For the boundary of the “V” zone, 

it was determined after thorough consideration of various planning considerations including 

actual site conditions.  As some areas within a ‘VE’ might not be suitable for Small House 

development, such as woodland and slope, and they would not be included in the “V” zone.  

On the other hand, some areas adjoining the ‘VE’ might be considered suitable for Small 

House development, such as the north-eastern part of the current “V” zone, and they might be 

included in the “V” zone.  There had been previous cases where the “V” zones had included 

areas outside the ‘VE’. 

 

104. A Member considered that for conserving the ambience of the existing village, 

the eastern part of the current “V” zone should not be zoned “V” as it was the entry point to 

the old village area.  As the “V(1)” zone covering the old village and the “V” zone covering 

the new village area were basically taken as two entities, it was not necessary to require the 

new Small Houses in the “V” zone to be of the same architectural style as the old village 

houses.  New Small Houses following the typical built-form of 3 storeys and 65m2 

built-over-area could be allowed in the “V” zone, provided that the basic infrastructure would 

be in place and the new houses would be in harmony with the existing village setting.  The 

Member also reiterated the previous proposal of expanding the “V(1)” zone southwards to 

cover the ruins so as to create a ‘living village’ for the revitalisation and further growth of the 

old village.  For the new houses in the expanded “V(1)” zone to be compatible with the 

existing village houses, the Member opined that they should be subject to more restrictive 

control on building height and architectural design. 

 

105. In response to the Member’s proposal of expanding the “V(1)” zone southwards, 

Mr K.K. Ling said that the area concerned was a gentle slope currently covered with mature 

trees with large tree crowns.  Those mature trees surrounding the existing village cluster had 

contributed greatly to the preservation of the integrity of the village.  The ruins in the area 
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were mainly pigsty.  If the authenticity of the old village cluster was to be preserved, it 

might not be appropriate to fell those trees to allow for new buildings in the village.  A 

Member concurred with Mr Ling’s views and considered that the boundary of the current 

“V(1)” zone should not be changed.  If the land owners of the ruins wanted to develop their 

lots which fell within the “GB” zone, they could apply for planning permission from the 

Board. 

 

106. In response to a Member’s question on whether planning application for 

construction of road access to the “V” zone would be considered by the Board, the Chairman 

said that the submission of any planning application should follow the provisions of the OZP.  

However, as DPO/STN had mentioned that there was no plan to provide direct vehicular 

access to the area, the possibility of approving any such proposal should be slim.  

 

[Mr Alex T.H. Lai left the meeting at this point.] 

 

107. At this point, the Chairman noted that Members generally considered that the 

boundary of the current “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O needed not be revised.  Members agreed.  

The meeting then focused on discussing whether changes to the boundary of the “V” zone 

and the development control under the “V” zone would be necessary. 

 

108. A Member considered that the northern and eastern boundaries of the “V” zone, 

which followed the alignment of the exiting streams, were rational.  As the current “V” zone 

was unable to meet even the outstanding Small House demand, it should not be reduced.  

Besides, as the proposed new village area had already been segregated from the old village 

area, requiring the design of the new Small Houses in the “V” zone to be congruent with the 

old village houses in the “V(1)” zone was not necessary.  Two other Members shared the 

same views. 

 

109. A Member considered that some conditions might be imposed for the new Small 

House developments in the “V” zone to control their architectural style and ensure that they 

would not generate adverse environmental impacts.  Two other Members opined that if 

conditions could be imposed to better control the new Small House developments in the “V” 

zone, the boundary of the current “V” zone could be retained. 
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110. On the Member’s concern on the potential environmental impacts, Mr K.K. Ling 

said that the ES of the OZP had already stated that the use of STS systems for sewage 

treatment and disposal would not be accepted for new village developments located within 

WGGs, including those in the subject “V” zone.  It might therefore not be necessary to 

specify any requirements in the ES to address the potential environmental concern.  Mr C.W. 

Tse, Deputy Director of Environmental Protection (1), supplemented that for the subject “V” 

zone located within WGG, EPD and WSD would not accept the use of STS systems. 

 

111. In response to the Chairman’s enquiry, Mr Edwin W.K. Chan, Assistant Director 

(Regional 3), LandsD, said that within the ‘VE’ and “V” zone, if the land owned by a villager 

was an agricultural lot, the villager needed to apply to LandsD for Small House grant.  

LandsD would consult EPD on the proposed sewage disposal and treatment arrangements if 

the site was located within WGG.  However, if the land was a building lot, there might not 

be any lease condition governing sewage disposal, but the development would still be subject 

to control of the relevant Ordinances on environmental protection. 

 

112. A Member did not support excluding the north-eastern part of the “V” zone that  

fell outside the ‘VE’ from the “V” zone as it would significantly reduce the supply of land to 

the villagers, which was already inadequate in meeting the outstanding Small House 

applications.  The Member also considered it difficult to assess whether the new Small 

House in the “V” zone was compatible with the old village houses in practice. 

 

113. A Member said that if the indigenous villagers had the genuine need for Small 

House development, their right should be respected and adequate land should be reserved for 

them in the “V” zone.  Nevertheless, the information provided by some representers 

revealed that some private dealings between a developer and some villagers might exist in 

relation to some Small House developments in the “V” zone.  The Member had some 

reservations on whether the Small House demand in Pak Sha O was genuine, and considered 

that if the incremental approach was to be adopted, the north-eastern part of the “V” zone 

which fell outside the ‘VE’ could be excluded from the “V” zone for the time being.  The 

exclusion of the said area from new Small House development would have the merit of 

retaining the view from the entry point to the existing old village cluster. 
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114. As the size of the current “V” zone would not be able to meet the outstanding 

Small House demand, a Member suggested to exclude the entire eastern part of the “V” zone 

for better preserving the view towards the existing old village cluster.  The Member 

considered that the Small House demand of Pak Sha O could be met by land in other “V” 

zones located nearer the new town areas. 

 

115. In summing up, the Chairman noted that while a few Members considered that the 

“V” zone could be reduced and the Small House demand of Pak Sha O could be met by 

cross-village Small House applications, the majority number of Members were of the view 

that the boundary of the current “V” zone could be retained to provide land to meet the Small 

House demand.  Members also generally considered that planning permission should be 

required for new Small House developments in the ”V” zone.  Members agreed. 

 

116. At the request of the Chairman, the Secretary briefed Members that in the Notes 

of the Tai Long Wan OZP, ‘House (NTEH only)’ use was put under Column 2 of the “V” 

zone requiring planning permission; and in the ES of the OZP, it was stated that planning 

permission was required to ensure that the new village houses would be in harmony with the 

historical houses and would not affect the integrity of the existing village setting.  Similarly, 

in the ES of the subject Pak Sha O OZP, it was stated that planning permission was required 

for new house development and demolition, modification or redevelopment of an existing 

building in the “V(1)” zone to avoid any change to the existing vernacular Hakka village 

setting with possible adverse impact on the heritage value of historic buildings and integrity 

and ambience of the existing village setting. 

 

117. In response to a Member’s question on whether there had been any planning 

application for Small House development in Tai Long Wan processed by the Board before, 

the Chairman said five applications were rejected by the Rural and New Town Planning 

Committee last year, mainly because the applicants failed to demonstrate that the new village 

houses would be in harmony with the existing historic houses, and would not affect the 

integrity of the village setting and result in adverse visual impact on the historic village. 

 

118. In response to a Member’s question on whether the new Small Houses in the “V” 

zone should be required to be in harmony with Hakka style or with the historical houses, the 

Chairman said that the specific amendments to the ES of the OZP could be worked out by the 
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Secretariat by making reference to the intent of the Tai Long Wan OZP and submitted to the 

Board for consideration in a subsequent meeting. 

 

119. A Member said that it was worthwhile to consider the objective of requiring 

planning permission for Small House development in the “V” zone and the criteria for 

assessing the Small House applications in the “V” zone.  The Chairman remarked that in the 

case of Tai Long Wan, the intent for planning permission had been set out in the ES of the 

OZP.  Mr K.K. Ling said that it would be left to the applicant to demonstrate that the 

proposed development met with the planning intention when they made the planning 

applications. 

 

120. A Member considered that some environmental objectives could also be added to 

the ES of the OZP requiring that no adverse environmental impacts, in particular the possible 

impact associated with the use of STS systems, should be created by the new Small House 

developments in the “V” zone.  In response, Mr K.K. Ling said that the ES of the OZP had 

already indicated that the use of STS systems for sewage treatment and disposal was 

unacceptable in the area. 

 

121. As regards the “AGR” zoning, a Member queried why an area zoned “GB” along 

a stream and to the north of the “AGR” zone, which had been under cultivation, was not 

zoned as “AGR”.  In response, the Secretary said that the “GB” zone had a presumption 

against development.  As explained by DPO/STN, the concerned area served as a 20m 

buffer between the “V” zone and the stream, and was zoned “GB” to give a clear signal that 

the area was not suitable for development. 

 

122. In response to a Member’s question on why the “AGR” zone was not zoned as 

“GB” to avoid possible future developments, the Chairman said that the “AGR” zone was to 

facilitate agricultural rehabilitations.  The Board would examine planning applications for 

Small House development in the “AGR” zone prudently. 

 

123. The Chairman noted that Members generally had no objection to the designation 

of the “AGR” zone in Pak Sha O.  Members agreed. 
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124. The Chairman concluded that the boundaries of the “V”, “V(1)” and “AGR” 

zones in Pak Sha O would be retained, the Notes of the “V” zone would be amended to the 

effect that any new NTEH within the “V” zone would require planning permission from the 

Board, and the ES of the OZP would also be suitably amended to explain the planning 

intention.  The specific amendments to the draft OZP should be submitted to the Board for 

consideration before gazetting. 

 

125. Members noted and agreed that the grounds and proposals of the representations 

and comments had adequately been responded to in paragraphs 6.14 to 6.48 of the Paper. 

 

126. After deliberation, the Board noted the supportive view of Representation No. 

R516(part).  The Board also decided to partially uphold Representations No. R516(part) and 

R517 to R1807 and considered that the Notes of the Plan should be amended to the effect that 

any new New Territories Exemption House (NTEH) within the “Village Type Development” 

(“V”) zone would require planning permission from the Board. 

 

127. The Board also decided not to uphold Representations No. R1 to R349 and R351 

to R515 and the remaining part of Representations No. R516 to R1807, and considered that 

the Plan should not be amended to meet the representations.  The reasons were: 

 

“ Designation of “V” Zone  

 

(a) the boundaries of the “V” zone have been drawn up having regard to the 

village ‘environs’, Small House demand forecast, outstanding Small 

House application, local topography and site constraints and the high 

conservation value of the existing village clusters.  Only land suitable for 

Small House development has been included in the “V” zone whilst 

environmentally/ecologically sensitive areas and steep topography have 

been excluded; 

 

(b) the purpose of the planning control within “V(1)” zone is to enable the 

Town Planning Board (the Board) to consider the potential impacts of 

individual NTEH development on the existing vernacular Hakka village 

setting.  Each application will be considered on its individual merits; 



 
- 92 - 

 

(c) the current “Green Belt” (“GB”) zoning surrounding and to the immediate 

south of the existing village core of Pak Sha O village is considered 

appropriate with the intention to provide a green buffer, thereby 

preserving the outstanding vernacular Hakka village and the natural 

settings and landscape value of the area; 

 

(d) the “GB” zone at Pak Sha O Ha Yeung provides planning control against 

undesirable encroachment of village expansion upon the natural 

environment thereby preserving the distinctive natural settings and 

landscape value of the Area; 

 

Unjustified Small House Demand Forecast 

 

(e) the Small House demand forecast is only one of the factors in drawing up 

the “V” zones and the forecast is subject to variations over time; 

 

Adverse Environmental Impacts from Small House Development 

 

(f) there is sufficient control in the current administrative system to ensure 

that individual Small House development within the “V” zone would not 

entail unacceptable impacts on the surrounding environment; 

 

Insufficient Protection to the Historic Hakka Settlements at Pak Sha O Village 

and Concern on ‘Destroy First, Build Later’ 

 

(g) the “V” zone is proposed to balance the needs between Small House 

development and preservation of historic settlements at Pak Sha O; 

 

Designation of “Agriculture” (“AGR”) Zone not Justified 

 

(h) the “AGR” zone is considered appropriate to facilitate agricultural 

rehabilitations; 
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To Rezone Environmentally Sensitive Areas from “GB” to “GB(1)” or 

“Conservation Area”(“CA”) 

 

(i) the woodland developed from abandoned agricultural land and native 

woodland on the surrounding hillside, natural streams and their riparian 

zones have been zoned “GB” which is a conservation zoning with a 

general presumption against development and it is considered appropriate 

in providing planning protection to the natural environment of the Area; 

 

To Impose More Stringent Control on ‘Agricultural Use’ 

 

(j) permission from the Board is required for any works relating to excavation 

of land (within the “GB” and “CA” zones), and diversion of streams or 

filling of land/pond (within the “V”, “AGR”, “GB” and “CA” zones).  

There is no strong justification for imposing more stringent control on 

‘Agricultural Use’ and irrigation ditches for farming activities in the 

relevant zones; 

 

(k) prior approval for the use of chemicals including fertilizers must be sought 

from the Water Supplies Department.  There should be sufficient 

safeguards for the protection of the Ecologically Important Stream; 

 

To Delete ‘House’ or ‘Small House’ Use from Column 1 or Column 2 of the 

Notes of the “AGR”and/or “GB” Zones 

 

(l) ‘House’ use requires planning permission from the Board and each 

application will be considered by the Board based on its individual merits 

taking into account the prevailing planning circumstances, relevant 

guidelines and relevant departments’ comments.  There is no strong 

justification to impose further restrictions on these zones; 

 

To Restrict the Built Form of New Development within “V(1)” Zone 

 

(m) according to the Notes of the “V(1)” zone, proposed house and any 
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demolition, or addition, alteration and/or modification to or 

replacement/redevelopment of an existing building requires planning 

permission from the Board.  Each application would be considered by the 

Board based on its individual merits.  There is no strong justification to 

impose further restrictions on the “V(1)” zone; 

 

To Control Public Works Implemented or Co-ordinated by Government 

 

(n) flexibility has been provided in the covering Notes of the Plan for public 

works coordinated and implemented by Government generally necessary 

for the benefits of the public, emergency repairs and/or environmental 

improvement.  It would not be in the public interest to require 

government departments to obtain prior planning approval before 

undertaking these works as this might cause unnecessary delay to such 

essential works and adversely affect the public.  There are administrative 

mechanisms to ensure that the environmental impacts of such works 

would be properly addressed; 

 

To Designate the Area as Country Park 

 

(o) incorporation of the Area into Country Park is under the jurisdiction of the 

Country and Marine Parks Authority governed by the Country Parks 

Ordinance (Cap. 208) which is outside the purview of the Board.  

Preparation of the statutory plan would not preclude any future 

designation of Country Park; 

 

Other Views 

 

(p) the “Ho Residence and Ho Ancestral Hall” in Pak Sha O has been 

accorded with Grade 1 status and become one of the candidates of the 

pool of highly valuable heritage buildings for consideration of monument 

declaration in future.  Preparation of the draft OZP is not a designated 

project and not subject to the Environmental Impact Assessment 

Ordinance; 
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(q) the preparation of new village layout plan for village will depend on a 

number of factors such as implementation prospect of the layout plan, 

manpower and priority of works within the Planning Department.  The 

need for preparation of new village layout for the “V” zone to be covered 

by the OZP will be reviewed as appropriate in due course; 

 

(r) relevant information on the preparation of the draft OZP and documents 

on Small House application including Town Planning Board Guidelines 

No. 10 on “Application for Development within Green Belt Zone under 

Section 16 of the Ordinance” and the “Interim Criteria for Consideration 

of Application for New Territories Exempted House/Small House in New 

Territories” are available at the Board’s website; 

 

(s) each application would be considered by the Board on its individual 

merits, taking into account relevant guidelines which can be found at the 

Board’s website; and 

 

(t) other views and requests are outside the purview of the Board.  They 

would be relayed to relevant government departments for consideration as 

appropriate.” 

 

128. As the Chairman had to leave the meeting, the Vice-chairman took up 

chairmanship of the meeting at this point. 

 

[Mr Michael W.L. Wong and Dr Lawrence K.C. Li left the meeting at this point, and Dr 

Lawrence W.C. Poon and Dr C.H. Hau arrived to join the meeting at this point.] 
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 TPB Paper No. 10156 

For Consideration by 

the Town Planning Board 

on 19.8.2016       

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO  

THE DRAFT PAK SHA O OUTLINE ZONING PLAN NO. S/NE-PSO/1 

ARISING FROM THE CONSIDERATION OF  

REPRESENTATIONS AND COMMENTS ON  

THE DRAFT PAK SHA O OUTLINE ZONING PLAN NO. S/NE-PSO/1 

 

 

1. Purpose  

 

This paper is to seek Members’ agreement that: 

 

(a) the proposed amendments to the Notes of the draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning 

Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 (the draft OZP) set out at Annex I are suitable for 

publication for public inspection under section 6C(2) of the Town Planning 

Ordinance (the Ordinance); and  

 

(b) the revised Explanatory Statement (ES) of the draft OZP (Annex II) is suitable 

for publication together with the proposed amendments. 

 

 

2. Background 

 

2.1 On 4.12.2015, the draft OZP was exhibited for public inspection under section 5 

of the Ordinance. During the plan exhibition period, a total of 1,806 valid 

representations and 36 comments on the representations were received. 

 

2.2 After considering the representations and comments on 22.7.2016, the Town 

Planning Board (the Board) decided to partially uphold Representations No. 

R516 (part) and R517 to R1807 by amending the Notes of the draft OZP to the 

effect that any new New Territories Exempted House (NTEH) in the “Village 

Type Development” (“V”) zone (Plan 1) would require planning permission 

from the Board (Annex I). The Board also considered that the ES of the draft 

OZP should be suitably amended to explain the planning intention of “V” zone, 

and the proposed amendments to the draft OZP should be submitted to the Board 

for agreement prior to gazetting under section 6C(2) of the Ordinance. 

 

 

3. Proposed Amendments to the Draft OZP 

 

3.1  Noting that Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung are outstanding vernacular 

Hakka villages in the Area and are well-preserved, and that the heritage value 

of historic buildings partly lies in their original physical environment, any 

change to the vernacular Hakka village setting with possible adverse impact on 

the heritage value of historic buildings and integrity and ambience of the 

existing village setting should be avoided. To this end, a “V” zone separated 

from the old villages is designated for village expansion, whilst the existing 
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village clusters are zoned “V(1)” where new house development (New 

Territories Exempted House only) and any demolition of or any addition, 

alteration and/or modification to or replacement/redevelopment of an existing 

building requires planning permission from the Board. To avoid possible 

adverse visual impact to the vernacular Hakka village setting, house 

development (New Territories Exempted House only) in the separated “V” 

zone also requires planning permission from the Board. 

 

3.2 Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Draft OZP (Annex I)  

 

Under Column 1 of “V” zone, it is proposed to delete ‘House (NTEH only) 

(other than on land designated “V(1)”)’, and ‘Eating Place’, ‘Library’, ‘School’ 

and ‘Shop and Services’ on the ground floor of a NTEH (other than on land 

designated “V(1)”), and for Column 2 to replace ‘House (not elsewhere 

specified)’ by ‘House (NTEH only)’. Accordingly, the planning intention of “V” 

zone has been revised to reflect these changes. In addition, to ensure that new 

houses including rebuilding of NTEH and replacement of existing domestic 

building by NTEH in other zones would not adversely affect the vernacular 

Hakka village setting, planning permission from the Board also should be 

required. The Covering Notes and the Notes for “G/IC”, “AGR” and “GB” zones 

have been updated accordingly. The proposed amendments are highlighted 

(additions in bold and italics and deletion crossed-out) at Annex I for Members’ 

consideration. 

 

3.3 Proposed Revision to the ES of the Draft OZP (Annex II) 

 

The ES (paragraphs 9.1.1 and 9.1.3) of the draft OZP has been revised to explain 

the planning intention and planning control for “V” zones aiming to preserve the 

vernacular Hakka village setting of Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung. The 

proposed revisions are highlighted (additions in bold and italics and deletion 

crossed-out) at Annex II for Members’ consideration. 

 

 

4. Decision Sought 

 

Members are invited to agree that the proposed amendments to the Notes of the draft 

Pak Sha O OZP No. S/NE-PSO/1 as shown at Annex I are suitable for publication for 

public inspection in accordance with section 6C(2) of the Ordinance; and the revised 

ES at Annex II is suitable for publication together with the proposed amendments. 

 

 

Attachments 

Annex I Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning 

Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1  

Annex II Proposed Revisions to the Explanatory Statement of the Draft Pak Sha O 

Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1  

Plan 1   Site Plan – “V” and “V(1)” Zones at Pak Sha O Village on the Draft Pak Sha O 

Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1 
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(7) Alignment of roads and boundaries between zones may be subject to minor adjustments 

as detailed planning proceeds. 

 

(8) The following uses or developments are always permitted on land falling within the 

boundaries of the Plan except (a) where the uses or developments are specified in 

Column 2 of the Notes of individual zones or (b) in the Remarks in the Notes of the 

zone or (c) as provided in paragraph (9) in relation to areas zoned “Conservation Area”: 

 

(a) maintenance, repair or demolition of a building; 

 

(b) provision, maintenance or repair of plant nursery, amenity planting, open space, 

rain shelter, refreshment kiosk, footpath, bus/public light bus stop or lay-by, 

cycle track, taxi rank, public utility pipeline, electricity mast, lamp pole, 

telephone booth, telecommunications radio base station, automatic teller machine 

and shrine;  

 

(c) maintenance or repair of road, watercourse, nullah, sewer and drain; 

 

(d) geotechnical works, local public works, road works, sewerage works, drainage 

works, environmental improvement works, marine related facilities and 

waterworks (excluding works on service reservoir) and such other public works 

co-ordinated or implemented by Government;  and 

 

(e) rebuilding of New Territories Exempted House; 

 

(f) replacement of an existing domestic building, i.e. a domestic building which 

was in existence on the date of the first publication in the Gazette of the notice 

of the draft development permission area plan, by a New Territories Exempted 

House; and 

 

(g)(e) provision, maintenance or repair of a grave of an indigenous New Territories 

villager or a locally based fisherman and his family members for which 

permission has been obtained from Government. 

  

(9) In areas zoned “Conservation Area”, 

 

(a) the following uses or developments are always permitted: 

 

(i) maintenance or repair of plant nursery, amenity planting, sitting out area, 

rain shelter, refreshment kiosk, road, watercourse, nullah, public utility 

pipeline, electricity mast, lamp pole, telephone booth, shrine and grave; 

 

(ii) geotechnical works, local public works, road works, sewerage works, 

drainage works, environmental improvement works, marine related 

facilities, waterworks (excluding works on service reservoir) and such 

other public works co-ordinated or implemented by Government; and 

 

(iii) provision of amenity planting by Government; and 

 

 

Annex I 
 

Proposed Amendments to the Covering Notes of  

the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1 

 



 

 

 

 

VILLAGE TYPE DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

Column 1 

Uses always permitted 

 

Column 2 

Uses that may be permitted with or 

without conditions on application 

to the Town Planning Board 

 

Agricultural Use 

Government Use (Police Reporting Centre, 

 Post Office only) 

House (New Territories Exempted  

 House only) (other than on land 

designated “Village Type 

Development(1)”) 

On-Farm Domestic Structure 

Religious Institution 

 (Ancestral Hall only) 

Rural Committee/Village Office 

  

 

Eating Place 

Flat 

Government Refuse Collection Point 

Government Use (not elsewhere specified) # 

Hotel (Holiday House only) 

House (not elsewhere specified) 

House (New Territories Exempted House only) 

Institutional Use (not elsewhere specified) # 

Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture 

Public Clinic 

Public Convenience 

Public Utility Installation # 

Religious Institution (not elsewhere specified) # 

Residential Institution # 

School # 

Shop and Services 

Social Welfare Facility # 

Utility Installation for Private Project 

 

In addition, the following uses are always 

permitted on the ground floor of a New 

Territories Exempted House (other than on 

land designated “Village Type 

Development(1)”): 

 

 

Eating Place 

Library 

School 

Shop and Services 

 

 

 

 

(Please see next page) 

Proposed Amendments to the Schedule of Uses and Planning Intention of the Notes of  

the “Village Type Development” Zone on  

the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1 

 



 

 

VILLAGE TYPE DEVELOPMENT (Cont’d) 

 

Planning Intention 

 

The planning intention of this zone is to preserve the vernacular Hakka village setting of the 

existing Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung villages and designate both existing recognized 

villages and areas of land considered suitable for village expansion in harmony with the 

surroundings.  Land within this zone is primarily intended for development of Small Houses 

by indigenous villagers.  It is also intended to concentrate village type development within this 

zone for a more orderly development pattern, efficient use of land and provision of 

infrastructures and services.  The planning intention of the “Village Type Development(1)” 

sub-area is to preserve the existing village setting.   Selected commercial and community uses 

serving the needs of the villagers and in support of the village development not adversely 

affecting character of the villages are always permitted on the ground floor of a New 

Territories Exempted House (other than on land designated “Village Type Development(1)”).  

Other commercial, community and recreational uses may be permitted on application to the 

Town Planning Board.   

 

 

Remarks 

 

(a) No new development, or addition, alteration and/or modification to or redevelopment 

of an existing building (except development or redevelopment to those annotated 

with #) shall result in a total development and/or redevelopment in excess of a 

maximum building height of 3 storeys (8.23m) or the height of the building which was 

in existence on the date of the first publication in the Gazette of the notice of the draft 

development permission area plan, whichever is the greater.   

 

(b) On land designated “Village Type Development(1)”, any demolition of or addition, 

alteration and/or modification to or replacement/redevelopment of an existing building, 

i.e. a building which was in existence on the date of first publication in the Gazette of 

the notice of the draft development permission area plan, requires planning permission 

from the Town Planning Board. 

 

(c) Based on the individual merits of a development or redevelopment proposal, minor 

relaxation of the building height restriction stated in paragraph (a) above may be 

considered by the Town Planning Board on application under section 16 of the Town 

Planning Ordinance. 

 

(d) Any diversion of streams or filling of pond, including that to effect a change of use to 

any of those specified in Columns 1 and 2 above or the uses or developments always 

permitted under the covering Notes (except public works co-ordinated or implemented 

by Government, and maintenance, repair or rebuilding works), shall not be undertaken 

or continued on or after the date of the first publication in the Gazette of the notice of 

the draft development permission area plan without the permission from the Town 

Planning Board under section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance. 



 

 

 

 

 

GOVERNMENT, INSTITUTION OR COMMUNITY 

 

 

 

Column 1 

Uses always permitted 

 

 

Column 2 

Uses that may be permitted with or 

without conditions on application 

to the Town Planning Board 

 

Ambulance Depot 

Animal Quarantine Centre 

 (in Government building only) 

Broadcasting, Television and/or Film Studio 

Eating Place (Canteen, 

 Cooked Food Centre only) 

Educational Institution 

Exhibition or Convention Hall 

Field Study/Education/Visitor Centre 

Government Refuse Collection Point 

Government Use (not elsewhere specified) 

Hospital 

Institutional Use (not elsewhere specified) 

Library 

Market 

Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture 

Public Clinic 

Public Convenience 

Public Transport Terminus or Station 

Public Utility Installation 

Public Vehicle Park 

 (excluding container vehicle) 

Recyclable Collection Centre 

Religious Institution 

Research, Design and Development Centre 

Rural Committee/Village Office 

School  

Service Reservoir 

Social Welfare Facility  

Training Centre 

Wholesale Trade 

  

 

Animal Boarding Establishment 

Animal Quarantine Centre 

 (not elsewhere specified) 

Columbarium 

Correctional Institution 

Crematorium 

Driving School 

Eating Place (not elsewhere specified) 

Funeral Facility 

Holiday Camp 

House (other than rebuilding of New  

 Territories Exempted House or  

 replacement of existing domestic 

 building by New Territories 

 Exempted House permitted under 

 the covering Notes) 

Off-course Betting Centre 

Office 

Petrol Filling Station 

Place of Entertainment 

Private Club 

Radar, Telecommunications Electronic  

 Microwave Repeater, Television 

 and/or Radio Transmitter Installation 

Residential Institution 

Sewage Treatment/Screening Plant 

Shop and Services 

Utility Installation for Private Project 

Zoo 

  

Proposed Amendments to the Schedule of Uses of the Notes of  

the “Government, Institution or Community” Zone on the  

Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1 

 



 

 

 

 

AGRICULTURE 

 

 

 

Column 1 

Uses always permitted 

 

 

Column 2 

Uses that may be permitted with or 

without conditions on application 

to the Town Planning Board 

 

Agricultural Use 

Government Use (Police Reporting Centre 

only) 

On-Farm Domestic Structure 

Public Convenience 

Religious Institution (Ancestral Hall only) 

Rural Committee/Village Office 

  

 

Animal Boarding Establishment 

Barbecue Spot 

Field Study/Education/Visitor Centre 

Government Refuse Collection Point 

Government Use (not elsewhere specified) 

House (New Territories Exempted House only), 

 other than rebuilding of New Territories  

 Exempted House or replacement of  

 existing domestic building by New  

 Territories Exempted House 

 permitted under the covering Notes) 

Picnic Area 

Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture 

 (Horse Riding School, Hobby Farm,  

 Fishing Ground only) 

Public Utility Installation 

Religious Institution (not elsewhere specified) 

School 

Utility Installation for Private Project 

 

 

Planning Intention 

 

This zone is intended primarily to retain and safeguard good quality agricultural land/farm/fish 

ponds for agricultural purposes.  It is also intended to retain fallow arable land with good 

potential for rehabilitation for cultivation and other agricultural purposes. 

 

 

 

  

Proposed Amendments to the Schedule of Uses of the Notes of  

the “Agriculture” Zone on the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1 

 



 

 

 

 

 

GREEN  BELT 

 

 

 

Column 1 

Uses always permitted 

 

   

Column 2 

Uses that may be permitted with or 

without conditions on application 

to the Town Planning Board 

 

Agricultural Use 

Barbecue Spot 

Government Use (Police Reporting 

 Centre only) 

Nature Reserve 

Nature Trail 

On-Farm Domestic Structure 

Picnic Area  

Public Convenience 

Tent Camping Ground 

Wild Animals Protection Area 

Animal Boarding Establishment 

Broadcasting, Television and/or Film Studio 

Burial Ground 

Columbarium (within a Religious Institution 

or extension of existing Columbarium 

only) 

Crematorium (within a Religious Institution or 

 extension of existing Crematorium only) 

Field Study/Education/Visitor Centre 

Government Refuse Collection Point 

Government Use (not elsewhere specified) 

Helicopter Landing Pad 

Holiday Camp 

House (other than rebuilding of New 

Territories Exempted House or 

replacement of existing domestic 

building by New Territories Exempted 

House permitted under the covering 

Notes) 

Petrol Filling Station 

Place of Recreation, Sports or Culture 

Public Transport Terminus or Station 

Public Utility Installation 

Public Vehicle Park 

 (excluding container vehicle) 

Radar, Telecommunications Electronic 

 Microwave Repeater, Television 

 and/or Radio Transmitter Installation 

Religious Institution  

Residential Institution 

Rural Committee/Village Office 

School 

Service Reservoir 

Social Welfare Facility 

Utility Installation for Private Project 

 

 

Proposed Amendments to the Schedule of Uses of the Notes of  

the “Green Belt” Zone on the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE- PSO/1 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.1 “Village Type Development” (“V”) : Total Area 1.20 ha 

 

9.1.1 The planning intention of this zone is to preserve the vernacular Hakka 

village setting of the existing Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung villages 

and designate both existing recognized villages and areas of land considered 

suitable for village expansion in harmony with the surroundings. Land 

within this zone is primarily intended for development of Small Houses by 

indigenous villagers. It is also intended to concentrate village type 

development within this zone for a more orderly development pattern, 

efficient use of land and provision of infrastructures and services. The 

planning intention of the “Village Type Development(1)” sub-area is to 

preserve the existing village setting.   Selected commercial and community 

uses serving the needs of the villagers and in support of the village 

development not adversely affecting character of the villages are always 

permitted on the ground floor of a New Territories Exempted House (other 

than on land designated “Village Type Development(1)”).  Other commercial, 

community and recreational uses may be permitted on application to the 

Town Planning Board.    

  

9.1.2 Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung are two recognized villages in the Area.  

The boundaries of this zone are drawn up having regard to the village 

‘environs’, the number of outstanding Small House applications, Small 

House demand forecast, local topography and site constraints and the high 

conservation value of the existing village clusters, including Ho Residence 

and Ho Ancestral Hall (Grade 1) at Pak Sha O and King Siu Sai Kui and Hau 

Fuk Mun (proposed Grade 1) at Pak Sha O Ha Yeung, of the two villages.  

Areas of difficult terrain, dense vegetation, stream courses and burial grounds 

have been avoided as far as possible. 

 

9.1.3 Noting that Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung are outstanding vernacular 

Hakka villages in the Area and are well-preserved, and that the heritage value 

of historic buildings partly lies in their original physical environment, any 

change to the existing vernacular Hakka village setting with possible adverse 

impact on the heritage value of historic buildings and integrity and ambience 

of the existing village setting should be avoided. Within the “V(1)” sub-area, 

To this end, a “V” zone separated from the old villages is designated for 

village expansion, whilst the existing village clusters are zoned “V(1)” 

where new proposed house development (New Territories Exempted House 

only) and any demolition of or any addition, alteration and/or modification to 

or replacement/redevelopment of an existing building requires planning 

permission from the Board.  Prior consultation with AMO of LCSD should be 

made if any development, redevelopment or rezoning proposals might affect 

the above historic buildings, new items pending grading assessment and their 

immediate environs. To avoid possible adverse visual impact to the 

vernacular Hakka village setting, house development (New Territories 

Exempted House only) in the separated “V” zone also requires planning 

permission from the Board.  

Annex II 

Proposed Revisions to the Explanatory Statement of the “Village Type Development” Zone of 

the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 

(This does not form part of the proposed amendments to 

the draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1) 

 

Paragraphs 9.1.1 and 9.1.3 of the Explanatory Statement are proposed to be amended : 



   

 

 

 

9.1.4 Except for those specified, no new development, or addition, alteration and/or 

modification to or redevelopment of an existing building shall result in a total 

development and/or redevelopment in excess of a maximum building height 

of 3 storeys (8.23 m) or the height of the building which was in existence on 

the date of the first publication in the Gazette of the notice of the draft DPA 

plan, whichever is the greater. 

 

9.1.5 To provide flexibility for innovative design adapted to the characteristics of 

particular sites, minor relaxation of the building height restriction may be 

considered by the Board through the planning permission system.  Each 

proposal will be considered on its individual planning merits. 

 

9.1.6 Some areas are overlooked by steep natural hillsides and may be affected by 

potential natural terrain landslide hazards.  For future development in these 

areas, the developer(s) may be required to carry out natural terrain hazard 

study and provide suitable hazard mitigation measures, if found necessary, as 

part of the development. 

 

9.1.7 In accordance with the Environment, Transport and Works Bureau’s 

Technical Circular (Works) No. 5/2005, under the current administrative 

practice, for development proposals/submissions that may affect natural 

streams/rivers, the approving/processing authorities at various stages of the 

development should consult and collate comments from the Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Conservation Department (AFCD) and relevant authorities and 

incorporate relevant comments/advice as conditions of approval wherever 

possible.  Accordingly, the Lands Department (LandsD) when processing 

Small House grant applications in close proximity to existing stream courses, 

should consult concerned departments including AFCD and the Planning 

Department to ensure that all relevant departments would have adequate 

opportunity to review and comment on the applications. 

 

9.1.8 As diversion of streams or filling of pond may cause adverse drainage 

impacts on the adjacent areas and adverse impacts on the natural environment, 

permission from the Board is required for such activities. 

 

9.1.9 There is neither existing nor proposed public sewer in the Area.  In addition, 

the Area falls entirely within the upper indirect WGG.  For any village type 

development, it should be demonstrated that the water quality within WGG 

will not be affected by the proposals.  In general, the use of septic tank and 

soakaway systems for sewage treatment and disposal is considered as an 

unacceptable means for new village developments located in WGGs.  There 

should be demonstrably effective means (such as proper waste water 

treatment plant) to ensure that the effluent water quality is acceptable to 

concerned government departments. 
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[Mr. Stephen H.B. Yau left the meeting at this point.] 

 

 

Agenda Item 5 

[Open Meeting (Presentation and Question Sessions only)] 

 

Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 Arising 

from the Consideration of Representations and Comments on the Draft Pak Sha O Outline 

Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 

(TPB Paper No. 10156)  

[The meeting was conducted in Cantonese] 

 

40. The Secretary reported that since The Conservancy Association (CA) and Kaitak, 

Centre for Research and Development, Academy of Visual Arts of Hong Kong Baptist 

University (HKBU) had submitted representations No. R519 and R526 respectively on the 

draft Pak Sha O Outline Zoning Plan No. S/NE-PSO/1 (the draft OZP), the following 

Members had declared interests in the item: 

 

Dr C.H. Hau 

 

 

- being the Vice-chairman of CA which had 

submitted representation R519 and comment 

C1 

 

Mr Stephen H.B. Yau 

 

- being the Chairman of the Social Work 

Advisory Committee of the Department of 

Social Work in HKBU, and Kaitak, Centre for 

Research and Development, Academy of 

Visual Arts of HKBU had submitted 

representation R526 

 

Ms Christina M. Lee 

 

- being a part-time student of HKBU 

 

Mr Philip S.L. Kan 

 

- being a former member of the Court of HKBU 

atyyu
Rectangle

atyyu
Text Box
Mintues of the TPB Meeting held on 19.8.2016

atyyu
Text Box
Enclosure IV



- 37 - 

 

41. The proposed amendment to the draft OZP was proposed after the consideration 

of R519 and R526, amongst others.  Members agreed that Dr C.H. Hau’s interest of being 

the Vice-chairman of CA (R519 and C1) was direct and he should be invited to leave the 

meeting temporarily for the item.  Members noted that Dr C.H. Hau had already left the 

meeting temporarily.  Members also noted that Mr Stephen H.B. Yau and Ms Christina M. 

Lee had already left the meeting.  As Mr Philip S.L. Kan had no involvement in the subject 

matter, Members agreed that his interest was remote and Mr Kan should be allowed to stay at 

the meeting. 

 

42. Mr C.K. Soh, District Planning Officer/Sha Tin, Tai Po and North, Planning 

Department (DPO/STN, PlanD) and Ms Channy C. Yang, Senior Town Planner/Country Park 

Enclave (STP/CPE), PlanD were invited to the meeting at this point. 

 

43. The Chairman extended a welcome and invited DPO/STN to brief Members on 

the Paper.  With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr. C.K. Soh made a presentation and 

covered the following main points as detailed in the Paper: 

 

Background 

 

(a) on 4.12.2015, the draft OZP was exhibited for public inspection under 

section 5 of the Town Planning Ordinance (the Ordinance).  A total of 

1,806 valid representations and 36 comments were received; 

 

[Mr Ivan C.S. Fu left the meeting at this point.] 

 

(b) after considering the representations and comments on 22.7.2016, the Town 

Planning Board (the Board) decided to partially uphold Representations No. 

R516 (part) and R517 to R1807 by amending the Notes of the draft OZP to 

the effect that any new New Territories Exempted House (NTEH) in the 

“Village Type Development” (“V”) zone would require planning permission 

from the Board.  The Board also considered that the Explanatory Statement 

(ES) of the draft OZP should be suitably amended to explain the planning 

intention of the “V” zone, and the proposed amendments to the draft OZP 
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should be submitted to the Board for agreement prior to gazetting under 

section 6C(2) of the Ordinance; 

 

(c) Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung were outstanding and well-preserved 

vernacular Hakka villages in the area.  The heritage value of the historic 

buildings partly laid in their original physical environment, any change to 

the vernacular Hakka village setting with possible adverse impact on the 

heritage value of historic buildings and integrity and ambience of the 

existing village setting should be avoided.  The existing conditions of the 

Hakka villages and their surrounding areas were shown on a video clip; 

 

Proposed Amendments to the OZP 

 

(d) a “V” zone separated from the old villages was designated for village 

expansion, while the existing village clusters were zoned “V(1)” where new 

house development (NTEH only) and any demolition of or any addition, 

alteration and/or modification to or replacement/redevelopment of an 

existing building required planning permission from the Board; 

 

(e) to avoid possible adverse visual impact on the Hakka village setting, house 

development (NTEH only) in the separated “V” zone also required planning 

permission from the Board; 

 

Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the draft OZP 

 

(f) under Column 1 of the “V” zone, to delete ‘House (NTEH only) (other than 

on land designated “V(1)”)’, and ‘Eating Place’, ‘Library’, ‘School’ and 

‘Shop and Services’ on the ground floor of an NTEH (other than on land 

designated “V(1)”).  For Column 2, to replace ‘House (not elsewhere 

specified)’ by ‘House (NTEH only)’.  Accordingly, the planning intention 

of the “V” zone would be revised to reflect those changes; 

 

(g) to ensure that new houses including rebuilding of NTEH and replacement of 
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existing domestic building by NTEH in other zones would not adversely 

affect the Hakka village setting, planning permission from the Board should 

also be required.  In that regard, the Covering Notes and the Notes for the 

“Government, Institution or Community” (“G/IC”), “Agriculture” and 

“Green Belt” zones would be revised accordingly; 

 

Proposed Revision to the ES of the draft OZP 

 

(h) the ES (paragraphs 9.1.1 and 9.1.3) of the draft OZP would be revised to 

explain the planning intention and planning control for the “V” zones 

aiming to preserve the vernacular Hakka village setting of Pak Sha O and 

Pak Sha O Ha Yeung; 

 

(i) upon Members’ agreement to the proposed amendments to the draft OZP, 

the proposed amendments would be published under section 6C(2) of the 

Ordinance for public inspection. 

 

44. The Chairman then invited questions and comments from Members. 

 

45. The Secretary reminded Members that those Members who had not taken part in 

the deliberation part of the hearing should refrain from discussing the subject matter. 

 

46. In response to three Members’ questions on the different requirement of the “V” 

and “V(1)” zones with respect to village type house development, the rationale for planning 

control of the “V” and “V(1)” zones, planning control on developments in the “G/IC” zone 

and sewage treatment of the area, Mr C.K. Soh, DPO/STN, said that in the “V(1)” zone 

designated for the vernacular Hakka villages, any new development, demolition of or addition, 

alteration and/or modification to or replacement/redevelopment of an existing building 

required planning permission from the Board while in the “V” zone, new and redevelopment 

of house (NTEH only) required planning permission.  The “V(1)” zone was to preserve the 

Hakka villages which were of heritage value.  Prior consultation with the Antiquities and 

Monument Office (AMO) of the Leisure and Cultural Services Department (LCSD) should be 

made if any development or redevelopment might affect the historic buildings.  To avoid the 



- 40 - 

 

possible adverse visual impact on the vernacular Hakka village setting, house 

development/redevelopment in the separated “V” zone and other zones including the “G/IC” 

zone required planning permission from the Board.  The requirements for development in 

the “V” and “V(1)” zones had been detailed in paragraph 9.1.3 of the revised ES.  Since the 

area fell entirely within the upper indirect water gathering ground, it should be demonstrated 

in a planning application that any village type development would not affect the water quality 

of the area.  The use of septic tank and soakaway systems for sewage treatment and disposal 

was generally not acceptable.  The project proponent should demonstrate to the satisfaction 

of relevant government departments that the proposed sewage treatment facilities would meet 

the relevant standards and requirements.  The requirements on sewage treatment had been 

stipulated in paragraph 9.1.9 of the revised ES.  With respect to the pollution issue of the 

Hoi Ha Wan Marine Park raised by some representers, the Director of Agriculture, Fisheries 

and Conservation had already engaged a consultant to look into the matter. 

 

[Mr K.K. Cheung left the meeting at this point.] 

 

47. In response to two Member’s respective questions on the possible impacts of the 

“V” zone on the trees of the area and how the development and redevelopment of the existing 

buildings, which were neither historic nor graded buildings, in the “V(1)” zone would be 

handled, Mr C.K. Soh said that as the existing tree groups would serve as a buffer between 

the “V” and “V(1)” zones, the delineation of the “V” zone had avoided encroaching upon the 

area covered by trees.  For development and redevelopment of the historic and graded 

buildings within the “V(1)” zone, prior consultation with AMO of LCSD was required and 

such work should be carried out in accordance with the requirements laid down by the 

relevant departments.  As for those buildings which were neither historic nor graded 

buildings, planning permission from the Board was still required for any development, 

redevelopment, addition, alteration or demolition works. 

 

48. Due to the low-lying nature of the area zoned “V”, a Member expressed concern 

on the risk of flooding and enquired if site formation would be required for village type 

development.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that some form of site formation would not be 

unusual but such works which formed part of the house development thereon would be 

subject to planning permission of the Board.  The Member cautioned that if landfilling in the 
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form of the site formation works was carried out within the “V” and “V(1)” zones, it would 

not be subject to planning control under the OZP, and might increase the risk of flooding.  

Mr K.K. Ling said that in some low-lying “V” zones in north-west New Territories, 

landfilling activities within the zones required planning permission from the Board.  As a 

precautionary measure, it would be advisable to add in Remarks (d) of the “V” zone that 

planning permission would be required for any filling of land so as to allow the Planning 

Authority to take enforcement action against unauthorized landfilling activities within the 

“V” zone, which also covered the “V(1)” zone.  Members agreed to the proposed 

amendment and noted that the Secretariat of the Board would make necessary refinement to 

the Notes and ES of the draft OZP as appropriate. 

 

49. After deliberation, Members agreed that subject to the addition of the requirement 

for planning permission for landfill activities in Remarks (d) of the Notes and ES of the “V” 

zone which also covered the “V(1)” zone: 

 

(a) the proposed amendments to the draft Pak Sha O OZP No. S/NE-PSO/1 as 

shown at Annex I of the Paper were suitable for publication for public 

inspection in accordance with section 6C(2) of the Ordinance; and 

 

(b) the proposed revisions to the Explanatory Statement of the draft Pak Sha O 

OZP No. S/NE-PSO/1 at Annex II of the Paper was suitable for publication 

together with the draft OZP. 

 

50. The Chairman thanked the representatives of PlanD for attending the meeting.  

They left the meeting at this point. 

 

[Dr C.H. Hau returned to join the meeting while Mr Andy S.H. Lam and Ms Bernadette H.H. 

Linn left the meeting at this point.] 
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就《白沙澳分區計劃大綱草圖編號 S / N E - P S O / 1》的建議修訂  

作出的有效進一步申述及規劃署的回應摘要  

進一步申述的編號  

( T P B / R / S / N E -

P S O / 1 - )  

及進一步申述人  

進一步申述的理由／建議  規劃署的回應  

F 1：  

胡明川  

( a )  在 與 舊 村 分 隔 的 地 方 劃 設 「 鄉 村 式 發

展」地帶作鄉村擴展之用，做法不當，

因為在該處發展鄉村將令水浸的風險增

加；此外，把常耕農地劃為「鄉村式發

展」地帶，沒有尊重和保護農地。  

( b )  劃為「鄉村式發展」地帶的地方以前是

濕地，後來遭農業活動破壞，把之劃為

「 鄉 村 式 發 展 」 地 帶 或 會 立 下 不 良 先

例。  

( c )  保留常耕農地，刪除「鄉村式發展」地

帶。  

( a )  見 文 件 第 3 . 5 至 3 . 7 和 3 . 9 至

3 . 1 3 段。   

 

 

 

( b )  見文件第 3 . 5、 3 . 8 和 3 . 1 3 段。  

 

 

 

( c )  見 文 件 第 3 . 5 至 3 . 7 和 3 . 9 和

3 . 1 3 段。  

文件 V I I  
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進一步申述的編號  

( T P B / R / S / N E -

P S O / 1 - )  

及進一步申述人  

進一步申述的理由／建議  規劃署的回應  

F 2：  

Karen Kam  

( a )  歡迎建議對草圖作出的修訂。  

( b )  「鄉村式發展」地帶的面積仍然過大，

有部分地方並不在「鄉村範圍」內。不

應在「鄉村範圍」外興建小型屋宇，亦

不宜在這片淨土進行任何新增的發展。   

( a )  備悉。  

( b )  見 文 件 第 3 . 5 至 3 . 7 、 3 . 9 和

3 . 1 3 段。  

 


	12. The Chairman said that the representations and comments would be considered collectively in two groups.
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	16. The following government representatives, representer and representers’ representative were invited to the meeting at this point:
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	39. Mr Thomas Edwin Goetz made the following main points:
	40. Mr Hsu Wai Lun made the following main points:
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	42. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Lau Shiu Keung, Tobi made the following main points:
	43. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr David Newbery made the following main points on water quality issue:
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	C32 – Ho Wai Kin
	45. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Carey Geoffrey made the following main points:
	46. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Christophe Barthelemy made the following main points:
	47. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Ng Chun Wing, Miffy made the following main points:
	48. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Paul Zimmerman made the following main points:
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	53. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Ng Hei Man made the following main points:
	54. A written submission summarizing Mr Ruy Barretto’s presentation was circulated for Members’ reference on request of Mr Barretto.  He also deposited a copy of the District Court’s Verdict (DCCC 25/2015) on a case regarding the ‘Transfer of Small Ho...
	55. With the aid of a visualizer, Mr Barretto made the following main points:
	56. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony made the following main points:
	57. As the presentations from the representers, commenters and their representatives were completed, the Chairman invited questions from Members.
	58. A Member asked the following questions: (i) whether the land transaction, ownership transfer and lot subdivision cases in Pak Sha O, as quoted by some representers, had been taken into account when drawing up the “V” zone on the OZP; (ii) whether ...
	59. In response, Mr C.K. Soh, DPO/STN, referred to a plan on the PowerPoint which showed the land status and the locations of the sites that were subject to outstanding applications for Small House grant in Pak Sha O, and said that the change in land ...
	60. Mr Soh continued to say that as the primary objective of the OZP was to conserve the natural landscape of Pak Sha O, over 90% of the area had been designated with conservation zonings.  Meanwhile, suitable areas were delineated on the OZP to meet ...
	61. The Chairman asked if there were any reasons why the requirement for planning permission for Small House development in the “V” zone of Tai Long Wan (i.e. requiring the new village houses to be in harmony with the historical houses and not to affe...
	62. Mr Soh continued to explain that when preparing the draft OZP, PlanD considered that if the original boundary of the “V” zone on the DPA Plan was maintained, it might convey a wrong message to the villagers that new Small House developments, which...
	63. Mr Soh supplemented that although the IIR of Pak Sha O had also requested that some vacant building lots to the immediate south of the current “V(1)” zone be included within the “V(1)” zone, his request was not acceded to in the preparation of the...
	64. In response to the enquiry from a Member on the demand and supply situations of Small House in Pak Sha O, Pak Sha O Ha Yeung and Pak Tam Au, Mr C.K. Soh said that the total outstanding Small House demand in Pak Sha O and Pak Sha O Ha Yeung was 44 ...
	65. In response to the same Member’s question on whether appraisals on the historic and cultural values of Pak Sha O had been conducted, Mr C.K. Soh said that AMO had conducted an appraisal on the historic value of the Ho’s Residence and Ancestral Hal...
	66. By referring to the land status plan previously shown by Mr C.K. Soh, the same Member asked why the footprint of some ruined structures to the immediate south of the “V(1)” zone did not tally with the private lot boundaries and whether the village...
	67. Noting that surrounding areas of Pak Sha O village were relatively natural except the rehabilitation of some land to the north for agricultural use and that the currently designated “V” zone on the OZP would not be able to meet all the outstanding...
	68. Noting that the transfer of land ownership was not a planning consideration in the designation of “V” zone, the same Member asked if any government departments would be responsible for investigating the suspected cases of deceptive transfer of Sma...
	69. In response to a Member’s questions on whether there were agricultural activities in the area currently zoned “AGR” and why the area was zoned “AGR”, Mr C.K. Soh said that the current “AGR” zone on the OZP was part of a larger “AGR” zone proposed ...
	70. In response to the same Member’s question on why the western part of the current “V” zone was not zoned “AGR” and the subject “AGR” zone be zoned “V”, Mr C.K. Soh said that such a proposal had been considered.  Taking into account the need to prov...
	71.  Noting from the presentation of a representer that a government document entitled “Drainage and Health Requirement for Village Type Houses” might have stated that percolation test was not necessary for construction of STS systems, the same Member...
	72. The Chairman asked Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony (R531) whether he considered the STS system an effective means for treatment of sewage in Pak Sha O or not.  In response, Mr Nip said that his major concern was the water pollution impact of Small House deve...
	73. In response to the Chairman, Mr David Newbery (representative of R523) supplemented that the main document that was used by the Government for regulating the construction of STS systems in Hong Kong was EPD’s ProPECC 5/93 on “Drainage Plans subjec...
	74. A Member asked if there were any measures to address the potential sewage impacts arising from the Small House development in the “V” zone on the surrounding natural environment.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that the existence of villages in WGG...
	75. Noting that Mr Carey Geoffrey (C32) had mentioned that a previously well-preserved house in Pak Sha O village had deteriorated after it was acquired by a new owner, the same Member enquired the current condition of the house.  In response, Mr C.K....
	76. In response to the same Member’s question on whether the Convention on Biological Diversity had been addressed in the OZP, Mr C.K. Soh said that AFCD had developed action plans for Hong Kong under the Convention on Biological Diversity.  AFCD had ...
	77. In response to a Member’s questions on whether the existing access to Pak Sha O would be upgraded when new Small Houses were allowed in the “V” zone, Mr C.K. Soh said that there was currently no direct vehicular access serving Pak Sha O village.  ...
	78. Noting that some representers had mentioned that ‘destroy first, build later’ activities had occurred in Pak Sha O before, leading to the preparation of the DPA Plan, a Member asked if the said allegation could he established and whether the rehab...
	79. A Member asked if the rezoning of the current “V” zone to “V(1)” a viable option for imposing more stringent control on the future developments on the current “V” zone.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that if the “V” zone was rezoned to “V(1)”, any...
	80. In response to the Chairman, Mr Ruy Barretto (R529) said that the court had held that the entirety of the actions should be considered for the fraud.  In the subject case, the landlord first subdivided his land and transferred the ownership of the...
	81. In response to the Chairman, Mr Nip Hin Ming Tony (R531) supplemented that water pollution in village areas was mainly from two sources, namely the seepage from STS systems and the discharge of wastewater from illegally connected drainage pipes.  ...
	82. In response to the Chairman, Mr Christophe Barthelemy (R528) said that he drew Member’s attention that the land where there was outstanding Small House applications in Pak Sha O were controlled by developers.  The Small House demand forecast figur...
	83. In response to the Chairman, Ms Ng Chun Wing, Miffy (R1331) said that the public had never seen the land status plan marked with the sites of the outstanding Small House applications as shown by DPO/STN earlier at the meeting, but such information...
	84. In response to the enquiry from a Member, Mr C.K. Soh showed Members the location of the lots (i.e. Lots 825 S.A and 825 S.B in D.D. 290) owned by Xinhua Bookstore Xian Jiang Group Ltd. (R3) at Pak Sha O Ha Yeung, and said that as the lots were co...
	85. A Member asked if it was possible to shift the “V” zone eastwards from the current location to the area near the “Government, Institution or Community” zone covering the public toilet.  In response, Mr C.K. Soh said that such a proposal was also r...
	86. A Member asked if the current residents in Pak Sha O village were all not indigenous villagers, as mentioned by some representers, and hence the applicants of the aforesaid 14 Small House applications were not currently residing in Pak Sha O.  In ...
	87. In response to the same Member’s question on whether the area south of the existing village and north of Immaculate Heart of Mary Chapel was suitable for village type development, Mr C.K. Soh said that such a proposal had also been made by some re...
	88. As the representers/commenters or their representatives had finished their presentations and Members had no further question to raise, the Chairman said that the hearing procedures for Group B had been completed.  The Board would deliberate on the...
	Deliberation Session
	89. As the hearing had been conducted in two groups and the views presented by the representers in Group A were largely different from those presented by the green groups and others in Group B, Members agreed that Dr Lawrence K.C. Li and Mr Edwin W.K....
	90. The Chairman recapitulated that the Group A representers mainly considered that the “V” zone in Pak Sha O was inadequate and there was no “V” zone in Pak Sha O Ha Yeung.  The representers mainly proposed to rezone land from “GB” to “V”.
	91. A Member considered that the current boundary of the “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O should be maintained in order to preserve the existing vernacular Hakka village setting.  The current arrangement of zoning vegetated areas surrounding the village clust...
	92. A Member considered that the current “V” zone in Pak Sha O should not be enlarged to meet the villagers’ request as the size of the “V” zone was decided taking into account the Small House demand and supply situation and the incremental approach a...
	93. The Chairman summarised Members’ views on the Group A representations that the boundary of the “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O should not be altered and the “V” zone should not be enlarged to meet the representations.  Members agreed.
	94. The Chairman recapitulated that in respect of the “V” zone in Pak Sha O, the Group B representers had raised different proposals including the deletion of the entire “V” zone, reduction of the size of the “V” zone, rezoning the “V” zone to “V(1)”,...
	95. A Member considered that the existing Hakka village in Pak Sha O should be preserved for its high historical and cultural values.  The Member noted that the area had no direct vehicular access and there was no sewage and drainage systems in the ar...
	96. At the request of the Chairman, the Secretary said that the Tai Long Wan OZP and the subject Pak Sha O OZP were the only two OZPs which required planning permission for Small House development in the “V” zone.  More stringent control on Small Hous...
	97. A Member said that while the designation of the “V(1)” zone in Pak Sha O was to protect the existing buildings with historical and architectural merits in the village, the designation of the “V” zone was to allow new Small House developments meeti...
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	99. A Member agreed that without sufficient evidence, it was difficult for the Board to judge if the transfer of Small House right in Pak Sha O alleged by some representers was valid, and considered that the Board should base on relevant planning cons...
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	100. Noting a Member’s concern that there might not be strong justifications to require planning permission for the “V” zone, a Member suggested that the “V” zone could merge with the current “V(1)” zone so that the whole area would become more integral.
	101. A Member remarked that the boundary of the current “V” zone was drawn based mainly on the alignment of two existing streams and the provision of buffer areas from the streams.  As such, the north-eastern part of the “V” zone did not accord with t...
	102. A Member considered that the current “V(1)” and “V” zones should not be merged as the two zones were to delineate the old and new village areas respectively.  If the two zones were merged, new Small Houses might be built close to the existing vil...
	103. In response to the Member’s views on the boundary of the “V” zone, Mr K.K. Ling, Director of Planning, said that the boundary of the ‘VE’ was drawn up based on a distance of 300 feet measured from the last village house.  For the boundary of the ...
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	109. A Member considered that some conditions might be imposed for the new Small House developments in the “V” zone to control their architectural style and ensure that they would not generate adverse environmental impacts.  Two other Members opined t...
	110. On the Member’s concern on the potential environmental impacts, Mr K.K. Ling said that the ES of the OZP had already stated that the use of STS systems for sewage treatment and disposal would not be accepted for new village developments located w...
	111. In response to the Chairman’s enquiry, Mr Edwin W.K. Chan, Assistant Director (Regional 3), LandsD, said that within the ‘VE’ and “V” zone, if the land owned by a villager was an agricultural lot, the villager needed to apply to LandsD for Small ...
	112. A Member did not support excluding the north-eastern part of the “V” zone that  fell outside the ‘VE’ from the “V” zone as it would significantly reduce the supply of land to the villagers, which was already inadequate in meeting the outstanding ...
	113. A Member said that if the indigenous villagers had the genuine need for Small House development, their right should be respected and adequate land should be reserved for them in the “V” zone.  Nevertheless, the information provided by some repres...
	114.  As the size of the current “V” zone would not be able to meet the outstanding Small House demand, a Member suggested to exclude the entire eastern part of the “V” zone for better preserving the view towards the existing old village cluster.  The...
	115. In summing up, the Chairman noted that while a few Members considered that the “V” zone could be reduced and the Small House demand of Pak Sha O could be met by cross-village Small House applications, the majority number of Members were of the vi...
	116. At the request of the Chairman, the Secretary briefed Members that in the Notes of the Tai Long Wan OZP, ‘House (NTEH only)’ use was put under Column 2 of the “V” zone requiring planning permission; and in the ES of the OZP, it was stated that pl...
	117. In response to a Member’s question on whether there had been any planning application for Small House development in Tai Long Wan processed by the Board before, the Chairman said five applications were rejected by the Rural and New Town Planning ...
	118. In response to a Member’s question on whether the new Small Houses in the “V” zone should be required to be in harmony with Hakka style or with the historical houses, the Chairman said that the specific amendments to the ES of the OZP could be wo...
	119. A Member said that it was worthwhile to consider the objective of requiring planning permission for Small House development in the “V” zone and the criteria for assessing the Small House applications in the “V” zone.  The Chairman remarked that i...
	120. A Member considered that some environmental objectives could also be added to the ES of the OZP requiring that no adverse environmental impacts, in particular the possible impact associated with the use of STS systems, should be created by the ne...
	121. As regards the “AGR” zoning, a Member queried why an area zoned “GB” along a stream and to the north of the “AGR” zone, which had been under cultivation, was not zoned as “AGR”.  In response, the Secretary said that the “GB” zone had a presumptio...
	122. In response to a Member’s question on why the “AGR” zone was not zoned as “GB” to avoid possible future developments, the Chairman said that the “AGR” zone was to facilitate agricultural rehabilitations.  The Board would examine planning applicat...
	123. The Chairman noted that Members generally had no objection to the designation of the “AGR” zone in Pak Sha O.  Members agreed.
	124.  The Chairman concluded that the boundaries of the “V”, “V(1)” and “AGR” zones in Pak Sha O would be retained, the Notes of the “V” zone would be amended to the effect that any new NTEH within the “V” zone would require planning permission from t...
	125. Members noted and agreed that the grounds and proposals of the representations and comments had adequately been responded to in paragraphs 6.14 to 6.48 of the Paper.
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	128. As the Chairman had to leave the meeting, the Vice-chairman took up chairmanship of the meeting at this point.

