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Proposed Rezoning of the Site from “OU(CDWRA)” to “OU(CDWRA)1” for Comprehensive Residential Development with 
Wetland Restoration Area at Various Lots in DD104 and Adjoining Government Land, Wing Kei Tsuen, Nam Sang Wai, Yuen 
Long – S12A Amendment of Plan Application 
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Figure 5.1 Proposed Amendments to the Statutory Notes of the “OU(CDWRA)” Zone 
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Previous s.16 Applications covering the application site

A. Rejected Application

Application No. Proposed Use(s)/
Development(s)

Zoning Date of
Consideratio

n

Main
Reason(s) for

Rejection
1. A/DPA/YL-NSW/

24
Comprehensive development
including residential and
recreational facilities and a
holiday centre for elderly

“Unspecified
Use”

24.6.1994
(s.17 review)

1 to 5

2. A/DPA/YL-NSW/
26

Comprehensive development
including residential with
recreation facilities, a holiday
centre for elderly and a
nature reserve

“Unspecified
Use”

26.10.1995
(Appeal)

6 to 12

3. A/YL-NSW/6 Passive recreational and
supporting residential
development and a nature
reserve

“REC” 25.8.1995 13 to 17

4. A/YL-NSW/45 Temporary open storage area
for unlicensed private
vehicles with ancillary office
and caretaker's quarters for a
period of 12 months

“REC” 3.7.1998 18 to 22

5. A/YL-NSW/156 Proposed Comprehensive
Residential Development
including Wetland
Restoration and Management
Proposal

“OU
(CDWRA)”

10.6.2005 23 to 25

Rejection Reasons

1. The proposed development is not in line with the planning intention of the approved Nam
Sang Wai DPA Plan for the area, which is primarily to protect and conserve the landscape
and ecological value of the area and its scenic quality necessary to sustain Mai Po Nature
Reserve and the Deep Bay area

2. The proposed development is not in line with the Town Planning Board's "Guidelines for
Applications for Developments Within Deep Bay Buffer Zones". Being within Buffer Zone
2, new development on the site should demonstrate that it will have minimal adverse
impacts on the environment, traffic, ecology, sewerage and drainage of the area. The
applicant have not demonstrate that the proposed development will have insignificant
impacts on the environment and ecology of the area

3. With a plot ratio of about 0.4 and a building height up to 6 storey, the proposed scale an
intensity of the development are excessive

4. The ecological assessment has not demonstrated that the proposed development will have
insignificant adverse impacts on the area

5. The environmental impact assessment has not demonstrated that the proposed development
will have insignificant noise and water quality impacts on the Deep Bay environs



6. The proposed residential development is not in line with the planning intention for the area
on the approved Nam Sang Wai Development Permission Area Plan which is primarily to
protect and conserve the landscape and ecological value of the area and its scenic quality
necessary to sustain Mai Po Nature Reserve (MPNR)

7. Falling within Deep Bay Buffer Zone 2, the proposed residential development will not meet
the Town Planning Board's Guidelines on Application for Developments within Deep Bay
Buffer Zones in that there is insufficient information in the submission to demonstrate that
the proposed development can support the conservation of MPNR and Inner Deep Bay or
the development will have insignificant impact on the ecology including the MPNR and
Inner Deep Bay

8. The proposed development, with a plot ratio of 0.299, a site coverage of 13%, a design
population of 1,192 and building height up to 3-storey plus one level of carport is too
intensive and is not in line with the low-density residential development in ecologically
sensitive area

9. The Town Planning Board is not convinced that the proposed development will have
insignificant adverse impacts on the area, including the MPNR and the Inner Deep Bay Area

10. Insufficient information has been provided in the submission to demonstrate that the funding
arrangement for maintaining the proposed nature reserve is feasible

11. Approval of the application will create an undesirable precedent. The cumulative impact of
development in terms of human disturbance will adversely affect this ecologically sensitive
area

12. Approval of the proposed development will set an undesirable precedent for un co-ordinated
conservation proposals leading to eventual fragmentation of the natural habitat within the
Buffer Zones areas

13. The proposed residential development is not in line with the planning intention within the
'Recreation' zone and there are insufficient justifications to warrant a departure from this
planning intention

14. The proposed funding of $250,000 per year estimated in the Supplementary Information
Paper is considered not sufficient to maintain the long-term sustainability of the wetland
park and the consequence of improper maintenance will have a detrimental effect on the
habitat

15. The proposed funding of $30,000 to $40,000 per year estimated in the Supplementary
Information Paper is considered not sufficient to maintain the long-term sustainability of the
nature reserve and the consequence of improper maintenance will have a detrimental effect
on the habitat

16. Approval of the proposed development will set an undesirable precedent and the cumulative
adverse impacts in terms of loss of wetland habitat and increased level of human activities
from this other similar applications in this ecologically sensitive area will be undesirable

17. As the proposed development will involve filling of fishponds and the establishment of a
nature reserve within the Deep Bay Buffer Zone 1, it will be premature to approve the
subject application before the completion of the "Study on the Ecological Importance of Fish
Ponds" and "Ramsar Site Management Consultancy Study"

18. The proposed development is not in line with the planning intention of the "Recreation"
zone which is intended for recreational uses. There is no strong justification in the
submission for a departure from this planning intention even on a temporary basis

19. The proposed development is not compatible with the adjacent land-uses, including the
existing fish ponds and fish culture activity to its west, south and east, and the village



developments of Wing Kei Tsuen and Pok Wai Village to its east and north-east respectively
20. The proposed development is not in line with the "Town Planning Board Guidelines for

Application for Developments within Deep Bay Buffer Zones" in that there is insufficient
information in the submission to demonstrate that the proposed development and the
vehicular access would have insignificant adverse impacts on the environment, ecology,
drainage and traffic in the area, particularly on the fish ponds surrounding the site

21. The proposed vehicular access is unsatisfactory as there are several sub-standard road bends
en route and as no footpath is provided

22. The approval of the application would set an undesirable precedent for similar applications,
which would result in further degradation of the environment of the area

23. The proposed development at the application site, which fell within the Wetland Buffer Area,
did not comply with the Town Planning Board Guidelines for Application for Developments
within Deep Bay Area in that there was insufficient information in the submission to
demonstrate that the proposed development would not have negative off-site disturbance
impact on the fish ponds and wetland within the Wetland Conservation Area and that there
was also insufficient information on the maintenance and management plan, in particular the
arrangement of funding and monitoring proposal to ensure the long-term management of the
restored wetland

24. There was insufficient information in the submission to demonstrate that the proposed
development would not have adverse ecological, environmental, sewage, traffic, drainage
and electricity safety impacts on the surrounding areas

25. There was insufficient justification in the submission on the desirability of the development
layout in optimising the scope for wetland restoration as part of the proposed comprehensive
development



Y/YL-NSW/7

Relevant Extracts of the Town Planning Board Guidelines for
Application for Developments within Deep Bay Area under Section 16 of the Town

Planning Ordinance
(TPB PG-No. 12C)

Wetland Buffer Area (WBA)

(a) The intention of the WBA is to protect the ecological integrity of the fish ponds and
wetland  within  the  Wetland Conservation Area (WCA) and  prevent  development  that
would  have  a negative off-site disturbance impact on the ecological value of fish ponds.

(b) An Ecological Impact Assessment (EcoIA) would need to be submitted for application for
planning permission within the WBA. Development/ redevelopment which may have
negative impacts on the ecological value of the WCA would not be supported by the Board,
unless the EcoIA can demonstrate that the negative impacts could be mitigated through
positive measures. The assessment study should also demonstrate that the development
would not cause net increase in pollution load to the Deep Bay.

(c) Proposals for residential/recreational developments on degraded sites to remove/replace
existing open storage or container back-up uses and/or to restore lost wetlands may be given
sympathetic consideration by the Board subject to satisfactory ecological and other impact
assessments. For those disturbed areas directly abutting the WCA, the development should
provide a wetland and visual buffer to separate the development from the WCA to minimise
its impact on the wetland and to restore some of the lost fish ponds to an appropriate form
of wetland adjoining the WCA.
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Government Departments’ Detailed Comments

1. Comments of the Secretary for Education (SEd):

The applicants are advised to follow the prevailing Hong Kong Planning Standards
and Guidelines (HKPSG) on the requirement of kindergarten provision.

SoA and GFA for a 6-classroom kindergarten

(a) Please note that the ‘Schedule of Accommodation for kindergarten premises’
(SoA) has been revised to improve the learning environment by increasing the
indoor floor area for each student by 20%.  The revised recommended SoA
for a 6-classroom kindergarten has come into effect from October 2017 which
is recommended for reserving space in developing new kindergartens as far as
practicable, and is available for reference in Appendix 3 of the “Operation
Manual for Pre-primary Institutions” (OM).  He wishes to point out that the
total area for all items excluding toilet and outdoor play area as stated in the
revised SoA for a 6-classroom kindergarten is 551m2, and he trusts that the
toilet and sanitary facilities for students and staff should be adequately
provided and outdoor play area should be provided whenever possible in the
proposed kindergarten.  For some kindergarten premises having marked in
GIC sites, the GFA for 6-classroom kindergarten approximate 900m2.

(b) Noting from the supporting planning statement that the proposed kindergarten
would be located on first floor of the GIC Block.  Please refer to relevant
requirements as stated in the OM: “to ensure that children gain easy access,
pre-primary institutions should ideally, be located on the ground floor or the
podium floor”f“In case of child care centres and kindergartens for children
over 2 years of age, the height shall not be more than 24m above ground level”
(items 1.1.1 and 1.2.1. of OM refer).

Safety concerns on loading/unloading (L/UL) spaces for school buses

(c) While parking and L/UL requirements for kindergarten school buses are
beyond Education Bureau’s purview, the developer may refer to the Table 11,
Section 2 of Chapter 8 “Internal Transport Facilities” of the HKPSG for
relevant requirements as necessary.  The developer is also advised to note the
following safety concerns on L/UL space in respect of the kindergarten
students’ use:

i. Designated L/UL period for kindergarten school buses so as to avoid
possible danger to kindergarten students owning to the clash in using the
space with other uses; and

ii. The safety of kindergarten students walking between the L/UL spaces
to the kindergarten premises should be ensured at all time.

(d) The developer should ascertain the premises for the proposed kindergarten can
meet the various requirements laid down in:
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i. The Education Ordinance, Education Regulations and relevant statutory
requirements; and

ii. “Operation Manual for Pre-primary Institutions”.

2. Comments of the Director of Electrical and Mechanical Services (DEMS):

The following requirements on electricity safety shall be complied by the
applicants and their contractor(s):

(a) Please observe the requirements of minimum safety clearance, minimum
vertical clearance and preferred working corridor of the concerned overhead
lines as stipulated in Clause 2.3.5, 2.3.6 and 2.3.14 under Chapter 7 - Utility
Services of the HKPSG published by the Planning Department and ensure they
shall be maintained at any time during and after construction.

(b) No scaffolding, crane and hoist shall be built or operated within 6m from the
outermost 400kV conductors at all times.  Warning notices should be posted
at conspicuous locations to remind operators and workers of the site boundary.
CLP Power shall be consulted on the safety precautions required for carrying
out any works near the concerned overhead lines.

(c) In any time during and after construction, CLP Power shall be allowed to get
access to the working corridor area of the concerned overhead lines for carrying
out any operation, maintenance and repair work including tree trimming.

(d) The Electricity Supply Lines (Protection) Regulation and the “Code of Practice
on Working near Electricity Supply Lines” established under the Regulation
shall be observed by the applicants and their contractors when carrying out
works in the vicinity of the electricity supply lines.

(e) As regards the electric and magnetic fields arising from the transmission
overhead lines, the applicant should be warned of possible undue interference
to some electronic equipment in the vicinity, if any.
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