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APPLICATION FOR PERMISSION
UNDER SECTION 16 OF THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE

APPLICATION NO. A/H5/414

Applicant : Board Profit Limited and Come First Limited represented by
Masterplan Limited

&te : 33 -35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

Site Area ¢ About 715.7m?,

Lease : Inland Lot (IL) 1923 S.C ss.1 and IL 1923 S.C ss.2

- Permit for development of European type and design subject to
the standard non-offensive trade clause and rate and range clause

Plan . : Draft Wan Chai Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H5/28
Zoning -+ “Residential (Group B)” (“R(B)”)

(a) Subject to a maximum building height (BH) of 120mPD or the
height of the existing building, whichever is the greater

(b) Minor relaxation of the BH restriction (BHR) may be considered
‘ by the Town Planning Board on application under section 16 of
the Town Planning Ordinance (the Ordinance)

Application + Proposed Minor Relaxation of BHR for Permitted Flat Use

1.  The Proposal

1.1  The applicant seeks planning permission for proposed minor relaxation of BHR
from 120mPD to 129.95mPD (i.e. +9.95m or +8.29% in terms of mPD'} for
permitted flat use at the Site. The Site falls mainly within “R(B)” zone? on the
draft Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/28 (Plan A-1). According to the Notes of the OZP,
while ‘Flat’ use is always permitted within the “R(B)” zone, minor relaxation of
the BHR may be considered by the Town Planning Board (the Board) on its
individual merits.

12 According to the applicant, the increase in BH is to accommodate all of the
permissible gross floor area (GFA) whilst maintaining a floor-to-floor height of
3.15m for the typical floor. There will be two entrances for the proposed

1 +11.97% in terms of absolute BH with the mean street level at 36.9mPD,
2 A minor portion of the Site (i.e. about 29.3m?) falls within area shown as ‘Road’ which will be maintained as a
right of way with no building structure. Hence, it will be treated as minor boundary adjustment of “R(B)” zone.
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development; one will be located at the northeastern side of the Site which is the
existing right-of-way at +36.95mPD (LG2/F of the propesed development)
(Drawing A-2), and the other at the southwestern side of the Site which is
accessible from Kennedy Road through the pedestrian stairway connected to
Spring Garden Lane at +45.7mPD (G/F of the proposed development) (Drawing
A-4). The topmost two floors (i.e. 24/F and 25/F) are having the setback terrace
(Drawing A-8) and the greenery area is about 53m®.

1.3 According to the applicant, the Site is about 715.7m? but about half of which has
to be reserved for right-of-way for adjacent development. After accommodating
all the necessary building features at ground floor, the remaining area is
impracticable to provide internal car parking or loading and unloading (L/UL)
facilities. Therefore, except one car parking space for the disabled, no internal -
transport facilities will be provided in the proposed development. The layout plan,
floor plans, section plan, planter location plan and photomontages of the proposed
development are shown at Drawings A-1 to A-13. The proposed development is
scheduled to be completed in December 2023.

1.4 Two sets of general building plans (GBPs) for similar residential development on

' the Site were approved by the Building Authority (BA) on 21.12.2018 and
21.8.2020 with a BH of 119.94mPD and 120mPD respectively, which are in
compliance with the BHR of the subject “R(B)” zone on the OZP. A comparison
of the development parameters of the schemes proposed in the current application
(Proposed Scheme) and the two sets of approved GBPs are summarised as
follows:

Proposed GBP Scheme | GBP Scheme | Difference Difference
Scheme (a) 2018 (b)* 2020 (c)* (a) — (b) (2) - (c)
Site Area About 715.7m* |About 715.7m*| About 715.7m* 0 0
Total Domestic GFA 5,725m* 5725.227m* | 5472.869m’ -0.227m? +252.131m?
Domestic Plot Ratio 7.999 7.999 7.647 0 +0.352
(PR)
BH 129.95mPD 119.94mPD 120mPD +10.01m +9.95m
(at main roof)
No. of Storeys
Podium 3 3 3 0 0
Domestic Floor 25 23 23 +2 +2
|Site Coverage
Tower 33.33% 31.599% 33.33% +1.731% 0
Podium G/F|  47.993% 31.599% 35.605% +16.394% +12.388%
LG1/F| 42.865% 36.483% 41.729% +6.382% +1.136%
LG2/F 42.865% 37.987% 42.059% +4.878% +0.806%
No. of Units 75 46 69 +29 +6
Average Flat Size 57m> - - - -
Floor-to-floor Height!  3.15m 3m 3.05m +0.15m +0.1m
of Typical Floor (Special Floors:
3.5m)
Car Parking Spaces | 1 (for disabled) 0 0 +1 +1
Clubhouse area (m%) 243 - 243.225 +243 -0.225

* Development parameters extracted from the

Scheme 2020).

GPBs approved by BA on 21.12.2018 (GBP Scheme 2018) and 21.8.2020 (GBP
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The main uses by floor for the proposed development and floor-to-floor height
(Drawing A-8) are summarized as follows:

Floor Main Uses Floor-to-floor Height
LG 2/F Lobby, E&M facilities & 4m
Disable car park
LG I/F . | Transfer plate & E&M facilities | 4.75m
G/F Lobby & Club House 4.8m
1/F — 25/F Residential Flats 3.15m (1/F to 22/F)

3.15m (25/F)

3.5m (23/F to 24/F)

R/F

E&M facilities -

In support of the application, the applicant submitted the following documents:

(a)
(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

()

(8)

(h)

(1

Application Form received on 26.11.2020

Planning Statement including architectural drawings of
the Proposed Scheme received on 26,11.2020

Supplementary Information received on 1.12.2020
clarifying the number of storeys and the clubhouse area

Further Information (FI) received on 4.3.2021 providing
responses to departmental comments, Tree Location
Plan, Traffic Technical Note and Planter Location
Plans”

FI received on 18.3.2021 providing responses to
departmental comments, section drawings to the special

floors and revised architectural plans*

FI received on 3.5.2021 providing . responses to

-departmental comments, tree survey report and letter

approving slope upgrading works”

FI received on 7.6.2021 providing responses to
departmental comments, revised section plan and
information in relation to the proposed development*

FI received on 16.6.2021 providing responses to
departmental comments, traffic assessment and
information in relation to the proposed development*

“FI received on 4.8.2021 providing responses to

departmenta! comments, revised floor plan and section
plan, and information in relation to the landscape
treatment and traffic assessment*

#accept‘ea’ but not exempted firom publication requirements
*accepted and exempted from publication requirements

(Appendix I)

(Appendix Ia)

(Appendix Ib)

(Appendix Ic)

(Appendix Id)

(Appendix Ie)

(Appendix If)

{Appendix Ig)

(Appendix Th)
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On 22.1.2021 and 30.4.2021, as requested by the applicant’s representative, the
Committee agreed to defer making a decision on the application for a total of four
months (two months for each deferment). Subsequently, various Fls were
received between March 2021 and August 2021 (Appendices Ic to 1h) and the
application is scheduled for consideration by the Committee at this meeting,

Justifications from the Applicant

The justifications put forth by the applicant in support of the application are detailed in
Section 8§ of the supporting planning statement at Appendix Ia and FIs at Appendices Ic

to Th.

2.1

2.2

2.3

24

They are summarised as follows:

The Proposed Scheme is primarily to incorporate a standard residential floor-to-
floor height of 3.15m which allow sufficient natural light and air ventilation, and
would help to meet the objectives of the Government’s Green Building Policy. It
is not possible to incorporate all of the permissible GFA in the scheme with a
3.15m floor-to-floor height.

The Proposed Scheme is to meet the current norms of residential floor-to-floor
height, while 23/F and 24/F with a floor-to-floor height of 3.5m, is for to cater
level difference, fall drain, waterproofing layer at terrace/ roof areas, so as to
maintain 3.15m floor-to-floor height for the levels beneath.

There have been 3 sets of GBPs previously submitted to BA for the Site, of which
two were approved in 2018 and 2020 and one was rejected in 2019. The approved
GBPs scheme in 2018 can accommodate the permissible GFA but with a very sub-
standard floor-to-floor height of 3m, whereas the approved GBPs scheme in 2020
has a loss of GFA but with a slightly higher, yet still substandard floor-to-floor
height of 3.05m. The GBPs submission in 2019 was rejected as the application to
increase the SC to 36.505% utilising Practice Note for Authorised Persons,
Registered Structural Engineers and Registered Geotechnical Engineers (PNAP)
APP-132 was refused. Thus, the current application is for providing a healthier
floor-to-floor height of 3.15m on the typical floors and at the same time
accommodating the entire permissible GFA.

The Proposed Scheme is consistent with the planning intention and the criteria of
accommodating building design to address site constraints in achieving the
permissible PR under the OZP, as stated in the Explanatory Statement (ES) of the

" OZP. The approved GBPs demonstrate that the Site is severely constrained by its

2.5

2.6

size and the right-of-way for Wing Way Court. It is difficult to build a modern
standard building which could accommeodate all the permissible PR with the BHR.

The minor relaxation of only 9.95m (i.e. 8.29% of the total BH) is the minimal
amount required to provide a standard modern residential development.

The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) demonstrates that there will be no adverse
visual impact resulting from the minor increase in BH of the Proposed Scheme
over the approved GBPs scheme. The height of the proposed development would
still be lower than that of almost all of the surrounding buildings even after the
relaxation of the BHR.
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Compliance with the “Owner’s Consent/Notification” Requirements

The applicant is the sole “current land owner” of the Site. Detailed information would be
deposited at the meeting for Members® inspection.

Background

The Site was zoned “R(B)” on the draft Wan Chai OZP No. LH/35C which was exhibited
for public inspection under s.7 of the Ordinance on 4.11.1977 and the zoning remains the
same since then. The BHR of 120mPD for the subject “R(B)” zone was first imposed on
the draft Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/26 which was exhibited for public inspection under
s.5 of the Ordinance on 24.9.2010. The BHR remains the same on the draft Wan Chai
OZP No. S/H5/28 currently in force.

Previous Application

The Site is not the subject of any previous application.

Similar Application

There is no similar application for minor relaxation of BHR within “R(B)” zone within
the Wan Chai OZP.

The Site and its Surrounding Areas (Plans A-1 and A-2, site photos on Plans A-3
and A-4)

7.1  The Site is:

(a) located to the north of Kennedy Road and situated on a building platform
at +36.9mPD (about);

(b)  can be accessed from Kennedy Road and by a pedestrian stairway to the
west of the Site connecting Kennedy Road and Spring Garden Lane (Plans
A-3 and A-5); and :

(c) currently vacant as the two buildings previously situated on the Site have
already been demolished. .

7.2 The surrounding areas have the following characteristics:

(a)  predominantly medium-density residential area with Government,
institution and community (GIC) uses, including the Hong Kong Tang
King Po College (+68.7mPD), the Church of Christ in China Wanchai
Church (+32.2mPD) and Wanchai Church Kindergarten (+32.7mPD) to its
west and northwest;

(b) to its immediate north and west are residential developments namely
Phoenix Court (+71.4mPD) and Wing Way Court (+143.1mPD)
respectively;
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(¢)  to its south and further southeast across Kennedy Road on the Approved
Mid-levels East OZP, are residential developments namely Amber Garden
(+152.9mPD and +153.2mPD) and Bamboo Grove (ranging from
+160.1mPD to +181.2mPD); and

(d)  to its further northeast and northwest down to the Queen’s Road East are
commercial developments namely Wu Chung House (+137.5mPD) and
Hopewell Centre (+220.2mPD).

8.  Planning Intention

3.1

8.2

The planning intention of the “R(B)” zone is primarily for medium-density
residential developments where commercial uses serving the residential
neighbourhood may be permitted on application to the Board.

According to the ES of the OZP, to provide incentive for developments/
redevelopments with planning and design merits and to cater for circumstances
with specific site constraints, minor relaxation of BHR under section 16 of the
Town Planning Ordinance will be considered on’its own merits and the relevant
criteria for consideration of such application are as follows:

(&)  amalgamating smaller sites for achieving better urban design and local area
improvements;

(b) accommodating the bonus PR granted under the Buildings Ordinance (BO)
in relation to surrender/dedication of land/area for use as a public
passage/street widening;

(c) providing better streetscape/good quality street level public urban space;

(d) providing separation between buildings to enhance air and visual
permeability;

(¢)  accommodating building design to address specific site constraints in
achieving the permissible PR under the OZP; and

(f) other factors such as need for tree preservation, innovative building design
and planning merits that would bring about improvements to townscape
and amenity of the locality and would not cause adverse landscape and
visual impacts.

9. Comments from Relevant Government Departments

9.1

The following government departments have been consulted and their views on the
application and the public comments received are summarised as follows:

Land Administration

9.1.1 Comments of the District Lands Officer/Hong Kong East, Lands

Department (DLO/HKE, LandsD}):
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(b)

(©)

(d)
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The Site comprises IL 1923 S.C ss.1 and IL 1923 S.C ss.2 (the Lots).
The Government lease for IL 1923 governing the Lots is for a term of
75 years from 6.8.1912 renewable for 75 years which permit the Lots
for development of European type and design subject to the standard
non-offensive trade clause and rate and range clause. He has no
objection to the proposed residential development under the planning
application provided always of course that the proposed
redevelopment is approved by BA under the provisions of the BO.
The applicant is not required to seek a lease modification from
LandsD to implement the proposal. Therefore, any planning
conditions, if imposed by the Board, cannot be written into the lease
through lease modification.

The “Existing Right of Way” as shown on the Master Layout Plan is
covered by a Deed of Covenant and Mutual Grant of Rights of Way
(Deed of ROW) registered in the Land Registry under Memorial No.
198862 dated 29.6.1955. The said Deed of ROW is a private
agreement made between owners of various private lots without
government involvement. The applicant should liaise with the
concerned private lots owners to sort out any issue relating to the
concerned right of way to facilitate the proposed development. Given
there is no GFA restriction under the lease for the Lots, he has no
comment on its inclusion in GFA calculation from lease point of
view.

The applicant should ensure that the site area is consistent with the
relevant land documents and no encroachment on government land.

There is no tree preservation clause in the Government Lease for IL
1923 governing the Lots.

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

(a)

(b)

(©

@)

He objects to the application on the views that the applicant. fails to
justify the nil provision of internal transport facilities (except one
disabled car parking space).

Regarding the assessment of parking space availability, the applicant
has assessed the demand for weckends in the FI on 4.8.2021
(Appendix Ih) but the assumptions adopted (e.g. 80% of the
minimum requirement of HKPSG) should be further justified.

While the applicant mentions that it is impractical to provide
innovative parking systems (e.g. puzzle-type parking system) in the
proposed development, no details are provided in the FI on 4.8.2021
(Appendix Ih). There is also no information to support their
argument that above-ground car parks are technically infeasible.

The applicant has assessed the performance of the junction of the
existing right-of-way and Kennedy Road (the junction) in the FI on
4.8.2021 (Appendix Ih). However, the methodology and
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assumptions adopted in the traffic assessment (e.g. traffic growth rate,
other developments in the vicinity) have not been mentioned and
justified. The applicant should also advise whether the traffic flow
along Kennedy Road would be affected by the traffic queue entering
to the Site to support the conclusion of satisfactory operation of the
junction.

For the junction capacity assessment, it appears that Arm A (i.e.
Kennedy Road eastbound) has only one traffic lane and the width
should not be 7.8m as adopted in the calculation.

Should the application be approved, the following condition is
required:

- the submission of a revised traffic assessment, and the
implementation of the mitigation measures, if any, identified in
the revised traffic assessment, to the satisfaction of the C for T or
of the Board.

Urban Design, Visual and Air Ventilation

9.1.3

9.14

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

(2)
)

(©

He has no comment on the application at this stage.

Regarding issues related to fagade treatment and solar comtrol
devices, it is noted that the applicant will consider these issues in the
detailed design stage. ’

Regarding the greenery issue, it is noted that appropriate amount of
greenery will be provided although greenery requirement of Practice
Note for Authorised Persons, Registered Structural Engineers and
Registered Geotechnical Engineers (PNAP) APP-152 is not
applicable for the Site with site area below 1,000m?.

Comments of the Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape,

Planning Department (CTP/UD&L, PlanD):

Urban Design and Visual Impact

(a)

(b)

The Site is located within an area of mixed use, with residential
developments to its immediate north, west and southeast, Hopewell
Centre and Wu Chung House to its further northwest and northeast,
GIC uses to its further west and northwest, and a slope to its south.
The BH of adjacent developments are ranging from about 30mPD to
about 220mPD. Judging from the photomontages submitted
(Drawings A-10 to A-13), the proposed relaxation of BHR will
unlikely to induce significant adverse impacts to the surrounding
areas. '

According to the applicant, 3.5m floor-to-floor height for 23/F and
24/F is to address the structural / practical need of the proposed
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development. In regard to the design merit to justify the proposed
relaxation of BHR, the applicant claims in the submission that the
terrace setback for the top two floors would allow more daylight to
street level.

9.1.5  Comments of CTP/UD&L, PlanD:

(a)

(b)

(©

(d)

It is acknowledged that some existing trees within the Site will be
retained and some roadside trees are adjacent to the Site.
Nevertheless, two existing trees growing on the affected retaining
wall within the Site in large size (T01 & T02 with 436mm and 650mm

- DBH respectively, and 12m wide tree crown) which are close to the

pedestrian pathway are proposed to be felled due to the proposed
development. Impact on the landscape resources is ascertained.

It is noted landscaping treatment such as planters on the G/F podium
and LG2/F will be provided. However, it is unclear that new trees
showing in the photomontages will be planted in the proposed
planters as the location of new tree planting is not indicated in Planter
Location Plan (Drawing A-9). Further, no information such as but
not limited to proposed plant species, planting spacing and soil depth
of the proposed planters etc. is provided.

In view of (a) and (b) above, the practicability of proposed
landscaping treatment to mitigate the impact on the landscape
resources cannot be reasonably ascertained.

The applicant is reminded to approach relevant authority/ government
department(s) direct to obtain necessary approval for any proposed

tree preservation/ removal scheme if necessary.

Building Matters

9.1.6  Comments of the Chief Building Surveyor/Hong Kon'g.East and Heritage
(CBS/HKE&H), BD:

(a)
(b)

(©)

She has no comment on the application under the BO.

Regarding the consultant’s statement on strengthening of the existing
retaining wall, the slope upgrading work for portion of the feature no.
11SW-D/R191(SD2) was proposed by the Authorised Person arising

. from a geotechnical comments from the Geotechnical Engineering

Office, Civil Engineering and Development Department (GEO,
CEDD), however, no removal of the existing tree was proposed in the
submission. The proposed slope upgrading work was subsequently

approved by BD on 9.2.2021.

The latest GBPs of the development had been approved by BA on
21.8.2020.
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(d) Detailed comments on compliance with the BO will be given upon
formal building plans submission.

Environment

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

(a) She has no objection to the application from environmental planning
perspective.

(b) Should the application be approved, the following conditions are
required: -

- the submission of Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) and
implementation of the proposed noise mitigation measures
identified in the NIA to the satisfaction of the DEP or of the
Board;

- the submission of a Sewerage Impact Assessment (SIA) for the
proposed development to the satisfaction of DEP or of the Board;
and

- the implementation of local sewerage upgrading/sewerage
connection works as identified in the SIA in the planning

condition above to the satisfaction of the Director of Drainage
Services (DSD) or of the Board.

9.1.8  Comments of the Chief Engineer/Hong Kong & Islands (CE/HK.&I), DSD:
(a) He has no comment from sewerage viewpoint.

(b} He noted that no SIA is intended to be prepared for‘ the planning
application with the view that the sewerage scheme under the
approved GBPs will be followed.

Fire Safety
9.1.9  Comments of the Director of Fire Services (D of FS):

(a) He has no objection in principle to the application subject to water
supplies for firefighting and fire service installations being provided
to his satisfaction. '

(b) Detailed fire services requirements will be formulated upon receipt of
formal submission of GBPs.

(¢} The emergency vehicular access provision in the Site shall comply
with the standard as stipulated in Section 6, Part D of the Code of
Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings 2011 under the Building
(Planning) Regulation 41D which is administrated by BD.
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District Officer’s Comments

9.1.10 Comments of the District Officer (Wan Chai), Home Affairs Department:
His office has not received any comment on the application.

The following departments has no cdmment on the application:

(@)  Executive Secretary of Antiquities and Monuments, Development Bureau;

(b)  Chief Highway Engineer/Hong Kong, Highways Department;

(¢) Head of Geotechnical Engineering Office, Civil Engineering and
Development Department;

(d)  Chief Engineer/Construction, Water Supplies Department;

{e) Director of Electrical and Mechanical Services; and

()  Commissioner of Police. ‘

10. Public Comments Received During Statutory Publication Periods

10.1

10.2

10.3

On 4.12.2020, 12.3.2021, 11.5.2021 and 22.6.2021, the application and FIs were
published for public inspection. During the first three weeks of the statutory
public inspection periods, a total of 195 public comments were received, including
5 supporting the application (samples at Appendix IIa), 189 objecting to the
application (of which 24 comments were submitted in 1 standard proforma,
sample at Appendix ITb and samples of other objecting comments at Appendix
Il¢), and 1 providing views on the application (Appendix IId). A full set of public
comments received on the application is deposited at the Town Planning Board
Secretariat for Members® inspection and reference.

The 5 supporting comments were submitted by individuals on the grounds that
changes to the approved GBP schemes are minor in nature, the Proposed Scheme -
will give a new look to the vicinity and improve the living standard/environment
of Hong Kong without having significant impact to the surrounding.

The objecting comments were submitted by the Chairman of Wan Chai District
Council (WCDC) (Miss Yeung Suet-ying, Clarisse), a member of WCDC (Miss
Lee Pik-yee, Peggy), the Incorporated Owners of Amber Garden, the Incorporated
Owners of Bamboo Grove, the Incorporated Owners of Phoenix Court, the
Kennedy Road Protection Group and 182 locals and individuals. The major
grounds of objection are summarised below:

{a) the last round of OZP amendments has already carefully considered the
BHR which achieves a balance between public interest and private
development. The proposed increase in floor-to-floor height of the proposed
development is not justified. The developer could achieve the floor-to-floor
height by amending the number of storey;

(b) the proposed development will generate adverse traffic impact and overload
the nearby traffic network as it will increase traffic flow. The calculation in
the traffic assessment submitted by the applicant is insufficient and the
assumption is unrealistic. The proposed development will increase the
usage of the right-of-way and the emergency vehicle access may be blocked.
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Nil parking spaces and loading/unloading space in the proposed
development may cause illegal parking;

(¢} the vehicular ingress and egress at Kennedy Road is shared with the Phoenix
Court and Wing Way Court and is a dangerous access.

(d) the proposed development will obstruct the view of neighbouring residential
buildings and lower the living standards of residents living in the
surrounding community;

(e) the proposed BH is too excessive and will create a wall effect joining with
the Hopewell Centre and Wu Chung Centre. It will cause adverse air
ventilation impacts, and limit sunlight penetration;

() the proposed development will generate adverse environmental impacts to
‘the surrounding areas including noise, air, and sewerage impact, as well as
light pollution. It is unacceptable to remove two big and healthy trees for.
retaining wall upgrading works; and

(g) approval of the application would set a bad precedent for other similar cases.
The public comment providing views was submitted by an individual and

commented that insufficient building foundation of a high-rise building may create
risks to the surrounding neighbourhood.

Planning Considerations and Assessments

11.1

11.2

The application is for minor relaxation of BHR from 120mPD to 129.95 mPD
(+8.29% in terms of mPD or +11.97% in terms of actual BH) for a proposed 28-
storey residential development at the Site.

The applicant claimed that the Site is constrained by the right-of-way for the
adjacent Wing Way Court, which has taken up about 42% of the site area (by
calculation). However, as mentioned in paragraph 1.4 above, a set of GBPs for
residential development with a PR of 7.999 and a BH of about 120mPD was
approved by BA at the Site in 2018. The main difference between the two
schemes is the increase in floor-to-floor height by 0.15m for each typical
residential floor (from 3m to 3.15m) and two additional residential floors. The
applicant argues that the proposed floor-to-floor height of 3.15m for typical
residential floors is for allowing sufficient natural light and air ventilation, and
would help to meet the objectives of the Government’s Green Building Policy. In
terms of planning and design merits, according to the applicant, the proposed
terrace setback for the top floors would allow more daylight to street level
(Drawing A-8). The visual impact of the proposed development has been
demonstrated in the VIA submitted by the applicant (Drawings A-10 to A-13).
Both CTP/UD&L, PlanD and CA/CMD2, ArchSD have no adverse comments on
the application from the visual perspective. Notwithstanding, it is considered that
there is insufficient planning and design merits to justify the minor relaxation of
the BHR. Besides, given there is a set of approved GBPs which conforms with
the BHR on the OZP, the applicant has yet to demonstrate that there is site
constraint to justify the minor relaxation of the BHR. The application does not
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therefore meet the criteria for minor relaxation BHR as highhghted in paragraph
8.2 above.

C for T objects to the application on the ground that the applicant fails to justify
the nil provision of internal transport facilities (except one disabled car parking
space). Other departments including CHE/HK, HyD, CBS/HKE&H, BD,
CA/CMD2, ArchSD, DEP, CE/HK &I, DSD and H(GEOQO), CEDD have no adverse
comments on the application. Should the application be approved by the

- Committee, relevant approval conditions as suggested by C for T and DEP are

recommended in paragraph 12.2 below.

Regarding the adverse public comments, the planning considerations and
assessments in paragraphs 11.2 and 11.3 above, and the departmental comments
in paragraph 9 above are relevant.

Planning Department’s Views

12.1

12.2

Based on the assessments made in paragraph 11 and having taken into account the
public comments mentioned in paragraph 10 above, PlanD does not support the
application for the following reason:

the appllcant fails to demonstrate strong planning and design merlts to justify the

. proposed minor relaxation of BHR within the “R(B)” zone.

Alternatively, should the Committee decide to approve the application, it is
suggested that the permission shall be valid until 13.8.2025, and after the said date,
the permission shall cease to have effect unless before the said date, the
development permitted is commenced or the permission is renewed. The
following conditions of approval and advisory clauses are also suggested for
Members’ reference:

Approval Conditions

(a) the submission of a revised traffic assessment, and the implementation of
the mitigation measures, if any, identified in the revised traffic assessment,
to the satisfaction of the Commissioner for Transport or of the Town
Planning Board;

(b) the submission of a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) and implementation of
the proposed noise mitigation measures identified in the NIA to the
satisfaction of the Director of Environmental Protection or of the Town
Planning Board,;

(¢) the submission of a Sewerage Impact Assessment (SIA) to the satisfaction
of the Director of Environmental Protection or of the Town Planning Board
and

(d) in relation to (c) above, the implementation of - local sewerage
upgrading/sewerage connection works as identified in the SIA to the
satisfaction of the Director of Drainage Services or of the Town Planning
Board.
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Advisory Clauses

The recommended advisory clauses are attached at Appendix I1.

13. Decision Sought

13.1 The Committee is invited to consider the application and decide whether to grant
or refuse to grant permission. '

13.2 Should the Committee decide to reject the application, Members are invited to
advise what reason(s) for rejection should be given to the applicant.

13.3  Alternatively, should the Committee decide to approve the application, Members
are invited to consider the approval condition(s) and advisory clause(s), if any, to
be attached to the permission, and the date when the validity of the permission
should expire.

14. Attachments

Appendix I Application Form received on 26.11.2020

Appendix Ia Planning Statement including including architectural
drawings of the Proposed Scheme received on 26.11.2020

Appendix Ib Supplementary Information received on 1.12.2020

Appendix Ic FI received on 4.3.2021

Appendix Id FIreceived on 18.3.2021

Appendix Ie FI'received on 3.5.2021

Appendix If FI received on 7.6.2021

Appendix Ig FI received on 16.6.2021

Appendix Ih FI received on 4.8.2021

Appendices Ila to IId  Samples of Public Comments

Appendix III Advisory Clauses

Drawing A-1 Layout Plan

Drawings A-2 to A-7  Floor Plans

Drawing A-8 Section Plan

Drawing A-9 Planter Location Plan

Drawings A-10 to A-13 Photomontages of the Proposed Development

Plan A-1 - Location Plan

Plan A-2 Site Plan

Plans A-3 to A-5 Site Photos
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

AUGUST 2021
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AEDT e O o ' MPC Paper No. A/H5/414B ‘
B3 L em e -

wa&zumﬁaz-wmaw:ﬁ#mﬁiggﬁg

q-'lﬂ"‘#‘ﬂ'! el
FrT e rrd

s MY st
: ‘.}'his document is received op ____ HOY < i Form No. S16-1
lie Town Planning Board will formally ackaonlodae HERE 158
the dute of receipt of the application oulyupon rcceii:t 310-1

of all the required information and docurmens,

APPLICATION FOR PERMISSION
UNDER SECTION 16 OF
THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE
(CAP.131)

MRE (T HEEACE13TE)
BI6HRE XA HEF

. Applicable to proposals not involving or not only involving:
BERINESA B R RD R
() Construction of “New Territories Exempted House(s)”’;
HE TR tHEFE '
(ii) Temporary use/development of land and/or building not exceeding 3 years in
rural areas; and . .
ALFRRR I 3 R B SN I T RS R &R .
(iif)y Renewal of permission for temporary use or development in rural areas

AR SRR R RS FR R S AR T =

Applicant who would like to publish the notice of application in local newspapers to meet one of the Town
Planning Board’s requirements of taking reasonable steps to obtain consent of or give notification to the
current land owner, please refer to the following link regarding publishing the notice in the designated

newspapers: https://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/en/plan_application/apply.html

B S A A R E T R B IS » M%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ]@é@ﬁﬂi@fﬁﬁiﬂ?ﬁﬁkﬁ’ﬂIﬁlﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ
THERAFREENET—-ECES R FHREU THIEEHEECHNEREFZEN
hitps://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/te/plan_application/apply.html

General Note and Annotation for the Form

R R —Ta s e

* “Current land owner” means any person whose name is registered in the Land Registry as that of an owner of
the land to which the ajgglication relates, as at 6 weeks before the _ép lication is made

i&%g%%gﬁm SERRH AT A EH » HAER s iR EE T MR R R SR FRARaT £

% Please attach documentary proof SEFRHIEEEE T

A Please insert number where appropriate  3EFEEE HTEEEH4RSR

Please fill “NA” for inapplicable item SE/E-FiEAREEES T FEH,

Please use separate sheets if the space provided is insufficient HIFTERLAIZERIAR B » BB EERH
Please inserta v .t the appropriate box FE{EEERIHENEMME TV 3




Form No. 816-1 F2i&5E S16-1 5%

Application No.
For Official Use Only |  EReHaRSt
FOERUEM Pate Received
WeEIE A

A/ HS’/ 44
kL.\ NOY 140

1. The completed form and supporting documents {if any) should be sent to the Secretary, Town Planning Board (the
Board), 15/F, North Point Government Qffices, 333 Java Road, North Peint, Hon_g Kong.
3 IR R e R B S R () - BREEIAEEE 333 IABUTSE 15 B
FBERY(ME "E8T, FEW -

Please read the “Guidance Notes™ carefully before you fill in this form. The document can be downloaded from the

Board's website at http://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/. It can also be obtained from the Secretariat of the Board at 15/F, North
Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong (Tel: 2231 4810 or 2231 4835), and the Planning
Enquiry Counters of the Planning Department (Hotline: 2231 5000) (17/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java
Road, North Point, Hong Kong and 14/F, Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo Che Road, Sha Tin, New

Territories).

Heunl (BEAN) RPER  REERILEN - ZOTHEILERAGHER TER (@i

http:/iwww.info. gov.hk/tob) » 71 5] (0125 S S HGE R

BB R mEE 535 I ARITAE 15 4 - B3 2231 4310

B 2231 4835) BBVl SUm (RAER ¢ 2231 5000) (BAIL AR 333 RILARI &8 17 BRRYD
H ER#E | SUPHEIFSSE 14 )3 -

This form can be downloaded from the Board’s website, and obtained from the Secretariat of the Board and the Planning

Enquiry Counters of the Planning Department. The form should be typed or completed in block letters. The processing of

AR R

the agglication m:g be refused if the required information or the required copies are incomplete.

FEETE - Y S AETHERE TR NIRRT - B ARLHTEITREE

TR - R PR ARREORRRFEA TR  ERE THEERERMEHR -

1. Name of Applicant EH3H A &2 /A8

(OMr. % /OMrs. ®A /OMiss M /O Ms. 26t /B Company /5] /[ Organisation 488 )
Board Profit Limited and Come First Limited

2.

Name of Authorised Agent (if applicable) Wi {NE A 2/488 (MHA)

(OMr. 28 /O Mrs. A /O Miss/ME ¢ OMs. 2zt /ECompany 48] /T Organisation #i# )

Masterplan Limited

3. Application Site HI & HiEL

33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai

(8) Full address / lacation / |Lotnumbers:IL 1923 8.C ss.1and IL 1923 8.C ss.2.
demarcation district and lot
number (if applicable)
EEURMLE BB SLBRAT R
MEGSRES (U0 )
by Sit d/ fl
® irfviliia ncior gross Hloor e [@Site area A3 EITE 71s.7 ..5q.m FE773REAAbout &9
g&ﬁ’gﬂﬁﬂgﬁfiﬁa/ SEHREE | 0351065 floor area MBI DL 20 ... sq.m )3 EAbout 43
(¢) Arenof Government land included
(if any) NIL Tl .
FEHIBR- R () sqm I HAbout 89
2

Parts 1, 2 and 3 5152 & 3 e




Form No. S16-] #2424 S16-1 8%

Draft Wan Chai Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H5/28

(d) WName and number of the related
statutory plan(s)

ARLEEBNET LB EARR

(e) Land use zone(s) involved

Residential (Group B), Road Zone
2 BB - '

Empty Lot

(6 Current use(s)
BRI RR

(If there are any Government, institution or conununity facilities, please illustrate on

plan and specify the use and gross floor area)

(U0 TR I ~ 4

mEG fif ST A

4. “Current Land Owner” of Application Site BBy T BT LHEF A

The applicant EFEi A —
is the sole “current land owner™® (please proceed to Part 6 and attach documentary proof of ownership).

RME—6Y TEIT LA A ) " GRBHFHERISE 6 105)  JTRITRE MRS -

is one of the “current land owners™ * (please attach documentary proof of ownership).

REP—E TRITLEME A | " GAODERIAS ) -

0
[ is not a “current land owner™,
(i

BFE TRTEEEAL

The application site is entirely on Government land (please proceed to Part 6).

B2 RBUT L - GRERHEE 65) -

5. Statement on Owner's. Consent/Notification /
BB EANES/EO RS AR

(a) According to the record(s) of the Land Registry asat ........ccoovveeiiiiiieieninns {DD/MM/YY YY) M5 application
involves atotal of ......c....evvnnies “current land owner(s) ™.
RELHERERE oo - = SO ZsE 0 EREAEEAE
7S 2 TR{F T A L e

(b) The applicant ER 5 A —
[] has obtained consent{s) 6f ............... “current land owner(s)™.

[=):2- ST £ TET LA A L HED

Details of consent of “current land owner(s)”* otpeffled ER{S M EfTHHbiHAE A, "EER2EE
No. of ‘Current

Date of consent abtained

Lra;ﬁdginfemrg% i consent(s) has/have been obtained (HI;'{% ghﬁd:{;:]‘lé[y;ﬁ)
e RUTHEFTRSRIE, W | e

d

/ (Please use separate sheets {f the space of any box above is insufficient. #0_EF(TRIFBMVERFE - HRERR)
3  Parts 3 (Cont'd), 4 and 5 5853 (5D - B 4 B 5 ¥




Form No. S16-1 5 S16-1 3

(0 has notified ....c.o.o...... “current land owner(s)™*

[ 110 1 O &2 THIFLHmE A, ¥

Details of the “current land owner(s)" " notified EfiBE “EITHHEEA YesEaET /

E:l:l doé‘;i}:r(r;)r:t Lot number/address of premises as shown in the record of the D-aten of ngflification
r 28 47 i’.;ﬁ’: 1 Land Registry where notification(s) hasthave been given (ggs / YYY)

7 3= s : -y o} \
£ BE RIS L s R 080 B B AA R ERSRTS - PR FR At s R/ B )

(DDIMM/YY YY)
HEHFEN TR

(DD/MM/YYYY)®
(BB MRS AR SRR L RS/ EHERGNEH
F=F

ay insert more than one M+ .
Infolrmatlon should be provided on the basis of each and every lot (if applicable) and premises (if any) ln respect of the
application

AEST—ETHEAINE TV ) R

$ﬁ)«ﬁﬂ£$*§fﬁ)ﬁﬂ@’@ ﬁ’.ﬁx (P38 ) BBRER ([675) SRR

4 Part 5 {Cont’d 5



Form No. S16-I #5445 S16-1 8%

6. Type(s) of Application EF 55 38 Hl
0 Type(i)  Change of use within existing building or part thereof
BOE  EEURAREYEELEN RIS
{1 Type(ii) Diversion of stream / excavation of land / filling of land / filling of pond as required under Notes of
Statutory Plan(s)
FONME  REBEEER () RFTERNTEGGE L e SRR
[] Type(iliy Public utility installation / Utility installation for private project
BOIE  AFEESEEEAA SRR A FHREEE
Type {iv) Minor relaxation of stated development restriction(s) as provided under Notes of Statutory Plan(s)
BiviE BAREAEEER GEED MYIRRYSREIRE
Type (v)  Use/ development other than (i) to (iil) above
BvE  EERIORGERSMIAR R

Note 1; May insert more thanone M v .-
i1 EESR—EFERINE T W%
Note 2: For Development involving columbarium use, please complete the table in the Appendix.

2 SRS RBRETAAR » R FHHERE -

(a) Total floor  area

involved

% B R E A

sq.m, 7k

(b) Proposed

use(s)/development

FRRtER

(If there are any Government, institution or co ity facilities, please illustrate on plan and

specify the use and gross floor area)

(U0 (ETBTT - iR @R - SER LT R AIRRARIEHR)

BREB

{c) Number of storeys involved Nump#r of units involved
SR BB

Domestic part {Iﬁfj.‘g‘ﬂ"/... .................... sq.m e OAbout 49

@ %%%&%g% area Non-dom% FEER RS e e sqm FEFHNH DAbout £
........................... sq.m % [IAbout £5
Current use(s) IRFFFIR Proposed use(s) EE5A®R

5 Part 6 58 6




Form No. S16-1 =425 S16-15%

(i) For Type (i) applicdtion {%35(i) JHT3E

[0 Diversion of stream jaf3E0{3E

[0 Filling of pond HEHE
Area of filling B3I
Depth of filling B {EFEE

Filling of land £+
Area of filling 3 4- FiT#
Depth of filling #{ L&

Excavation of land £+~
Area of excavation $ -1 FfH
Depth of excavation 4Z 4 [

{(a) Operation involved

HRIE

of filling of [and/pond(s} and/or excavation of land)

(3 A B E AR RR Lt /R R » BURPTIEERH - 3

(Please indicate on site plan the boundary of concerned land/pond(

bout &
About £3

CAbout Y
ClAbout £9

CIAbout #5
OAbout 9

, and particulars of stream diversion, the extent

~ BB/ SR Ly KA ED)

(b) Intended .
use/development

HE#{TEIRR &R

fﬁtype of installation ];'l:)r:iz?;n of
/ B Al el

Dimension
fbuilding/structure (m) (Lx WxH)
GESE B HEm R
CR) (R x B x &)

of each installation

(a) Nature and scale

HHEEHSE

(Please illustrate on plan the layout of the installation

AR 2 BT R)

Part 6 (Cont’d [




Form No. $16-1 $#8%% S16-15%

(.'v) For. T vpe (nr) appl:cutron '

(a)

Please specify the proposed minor relaxatlon of stated development l'eSlTlCthIl(S) and also ﬁll in the

Eroposed useldevelonment and development Qartlculars in nart (v) below —

71 Plot ratio restriction FrOom B vvrvevveernrirerrnens OZE  ceeverrerenrniirnnens
MR LR
[l  Gross floor area restriction From 8 .oovvevinnns s mEFH 0 B .o sq. m IEFFH
R IR
L1 Site coverage restriction From B .ooovvvvnvnnienen % 10 T iierereiirnninennns %
TR
Building height restriction From & T - L m 3%
e R
From g1 120............. mPD 3K (EAPELEE) o B
129.95 | weDsk (EATEED)
From ] .oieriiiens Storeys 8 0 E .ovinieeiinnneen storeys J&
L] Non-building area restriction FIomMEl covvvvevveiieiinn M 10 ciiierieeierinenns m
R SR A R
O Others (please specify)

HAth (SHEERR )

(v) For Tvpe (v) applmatton é?m

Residential Development.

{a) Proposed ~
use(s)/development

BERARER

(Pleass illustrate the details of the proposal on a layout plan 5% Ff T EsTEERRE )

(b) Development Schedule S¥EEARATF

Proposed gross floor area (GFA) {Ei4MEH mEiE

Proposed plot ratio #%siihiEESR

Proposed site coverage {5 D EHEH

Proposed no. of blocks #EEEE R

Proposed no. of storeys of each block fEEE HEEHHY EEE B

t M
Proposed bulldmg height of each block ’@EE%%E’]}%%%;N%QE

8028 sqm EH3H  DAbout £
7999 ... BAbout 47
?333 ................ % ElAbout 47
28 ........................ storeys &

Oinclude &5 storeys of basements f@HE[E
exclude F433% 0 _ storeys of basements @k

ore Than 129.95

...............

mPD 3k(EKFLEE L) DAbout 49
,..Not.More Than 83, m 3 ClAbout £

Part 6 (Cont'd) & 6 43 (5H)




Form No. S16-1 525 S16-1 5%

Domestic part {£FER5Y
GFA HHRTHETE ¥
nuriber of Units E{ir 8¢ E
average unit size B EITIHE

estimated number of residents {EEHEZEE B

Non-domestic part JE{E B4
O eating place €55

[l hotel 3LE

O office YA E

[0 shop and services T5iE R IRIETTE

[0 Govemnment, institution or community facilities

BT - iRt @Rt |

other(s) HAf

Open space {FEEfEHE

private open space FA A {REERH
] public open space 23 T {RESF Hb

9025 ... sq. m I3k ElAbout £

LA T

78 i, sq. m T OAbout &9

384 o,
..................... sq. m % CAbout £3
..................... sq. m EJ7H ClAbout &9
(please specify the number of rooms
SHEREERRIEIEY oo
..................... 5q. m EHH OAbout &5
..................... sq. m EJ73H OAbout £9

(please specify the use(s) and concerned land
area(s)/GFA(s) kPR R AATHE R, 42
BEE

.........................................................
...................................................

......................................................

(please specify the use(s) and concerned land
area(sy/GFA(s) :&THA At R A RH R i,/ 4R
PR

.........................................................
.......................................................

.........................................................

(please specify tand area(s) HFEURHEEH)
APProX. 89sq m T3k O Not less than /b
............... sq. m 53 O Not less than 7Dk

(c) Use(s) of different floors (if applicable) ZBEAVHER (AEA)

[Block number] [Floor(s)]
[EEE4] (&g
LI LG2F ...
B, LGIE......
LI GE ...
LS VE290F

...............

...............

[Proposed use(s}]
[BEBRMR]

....................................................................

........................................................................

.......................................................................................

.........................................................................

.........................................................................

.......................

......................

.....................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

Part 6 (Cont’d [




Form No. 816-1 816-1 %

7. Anticipated Completion Time of the Development Proposal
SRS RO R RER

Anticipated completion time (in month and year) of the development proposal (by phase (if any)) (e.g. June 2023)
ERSEH RS ERRED (8 (WE) (B 20235 6 R)

(Separate anticipated completion times (in month and year) should be provided for the proposed public open space and
Government, institution or community facilities (if any))

(ERE5 AZESLBREAY AN AR R BT » iR @RS (ﬁ?ﬁ) RIHERESERANEG R A
December 2023.

......................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................
......................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

8. Vehicular Access Arrangement of the Development Proposal

FRAZRIBENTEREERH

Yes & There is an existing access. (please indicate the street name, where
appropriate)
B RREERE - GEHERAAEGIER))

Any vehicular access to the

site/subject building? FromKen nEdy Road ......................................................................
B R MR Ay SR [0 There is a proposed access. (please illustrate on plan and specify the
B2 wid)

BB - GHERIER » G EREAEE)
NeZT |

Yes & | [ (Please specify type(s) and number(s) end illustrate on plan)
SRR R B AR E A AT

Private Car Parking Spaces TAZEEEE{r

Motorcycle Parking Spaces TEEH{r

Any provision of parking space LighT: Goods Vehiclej Pa:kjng. Spaces @ﬂﬁﬁiﬁiﬁﬁ[
for the proposed uss(s)? Medium Goods Vehicle Parking Spaces FRES$TEIQEAr
RERREBARELRES Heavy Goods Vehicle Parking Spaces TS EHE{r
fir? Others (Please Specify) At (55%18H)

No &

Yes &£ | [ (Please specify type(s) and number(s) and illustrate on plan)
HriRERRE E W E R BT

Taxi Spaces BT TELfr

Coach Spaces JiEEEfr

Any provision \ of Light Goods Vehicle Spaces @ﬂ-‘lﬁﬁm
loadingfunloading space for the Medium Goods Vehicle Spaces FEI B HEr
proposed use(s)? Heavy Goods Vehicle Spaces SEEFI$FEFEfir
%éﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁa wiRE LEE Others (Please Specify) ELft (SE5UEH)
BEL 7
No &
9

Parts 7 and 8 S 7 8




Forin No. S16-1 ﬁﬁ%‘ S16-15%

9. Impacts of Development Proposal $658 & st By B 48

Tf necessary, please use separate sheets to indicate the proposed measures to minimise possible adverse impacts or give
Jjustifications/reasons for not providing such measures.

WREAEE - BRERRUEER DT ELET RERNEN - A RIERES -

Does the | Yes 2 |0 Please provide detils EEIREIRFIE
development L U TP PR PTPPTTN
proposal involve | |
Mlwation of oxiging | | s
building? Eemsaressreratiaterasttitiaanres N T LT R T LT T R R R TR TR TR P seseranraans
BESEEEETRIRT | | eeeereereereeenereereen e
BEBEEBIEMR | | i st e e s e e s neaaaras
TeEs? No &
Yes & (Please indicate on site plan the boundary of concerned land/pond(s), and particulars of stream diversion,
the extent of filling of land/pond(s) and/or excavation of land) :
?g:lopmcm the (5 P P B, SRR » DABTHEN - 5O - MR/ R VR B
proposal involve the P
C{P‘: ?)ﬁfm on the [0 Diversion of streamn A3
right
;ﬁg%ﬁ BEESER {1 Filling of pond $E3E
EHE TR Area of filling SEIEEHE  -....oooovinvinnns sq.m SEJ73% CAbout Y
(Note: where Type Depth of filling SEIEFERE ...oooovvnirnninnnn m3k DAbout £3
(ii) application is the .
subject of [0 Filling of land £+
application,  please Arcaof filling SEEERE ..oocoeevevevnnnns sq.m FH# OAbout £
skip this section. Depth of filling HAEE ..oooiviiiiiniieennens m3k DOAbout &Y
g)ﬁg; %gé% [¥] Excavation of land &+
—EEFSEE - ) Area of excavation %iﬁﬁ?.g. 5 ......... sqm T3k HAbout £
Depth of excavation $-4+ % 99, m3 EAbout £y
Ned (O
On environment E3EEE Yes & [ No F&
On traffic 274 Yes & [ No &
On water supply K Yes & [T No A&
On drainage #HEK Yes & [ No +¢&
Onslopes &1z Yes®& O  NoAH
Affected by slopes ZRIFRIEE Yes & 7 No F&
Landscape Impact i REHEE Yes & O No Fé&
Tres Felling  EifkiEAR Yes & [ No g
Visual Impact #RRSEE Yes & 01 No &
Others (Please Specify) At (FF¥1E7) Yes & [ No F¢&
Would the .
development

proposal cause any

adverse imEacts? Please state measure(s) to minimise the impact(s). For tree felling, please state the number,
%ﬁﬁ-ﬁ# §ﬂ9§7.§ diameter at breast height and species of the affected trees (if possible)

ERRRRET | peoimE ) REnIE - P RREECS - MRRRREEANNE - RITSEIEE
HR R )

............................................................................................................
.............................................................................................................
............................................................................................................
S L LR L R R R R LR AR LR L]

............................................................................................................

10 Part 9 9




Form No. 816-1 816-15

10. Justifications B

The applicant is invited to provide justifications in support of the application. Use separate sheets if necessary.

Bk P AR S AR B RSO R - IRRE A RSN

Please see the attached Planning Statement.

............................. T
e b E4 b b 4kt e ar s s A e r A T ras P
.................................................................................... b A bt banes it et tan st At AR b ey
.............................................................................................................. Weteeaieer ittt e aay
. Hr b Vet Ra et ba s e e Tre i Trrne Veraeans L s it s e baaNL e ri L sEeaErEE L eas et R ass s n it aiatastnaatatn st esitntarears
....................................................................................................... CeidastatasittE e tia et
Ceriaeiariasatatiitetatan e 4 b4 4t 4t s se san bt an it s e tas i Ratn R s R R TR ANt besaasa R antararTnarsen s brvaennrnaan
-------------------------------------------------------------------------- ‘-vobetboinloc'nanlllnn-l---n--p--n-----l-l!-‘l-ll-l.c.u-v-.
.................................. T T T T TR TN TR Y YT
............................................................... T T
........................................................................................................ .
rrerean bt rararearerErrEr Rt nrnar et e R n ey O
.............................................................................................. enrarastostasttiattnantatantatantarrrna
YT TN Fasistasesasiasanianisanteritaatanetasaartey H e a b imu e e b b e e e e i E e e stesat et e s s s e es et bea e E R Attt
hs ke si e e N T
L T vearraas [ S N
............................................................................................................... T T T PPN
erdrareaerrarercaTraTeTire T AT et i inanrerranarrrTny T
T bederetaatrriesanne PN
............................................................ T L T TP T T
............................................................................................................. bessesstiasiasatstarananen
........................................................................ e R e R s Easeb et s r e erasE e st aia et ety
............................................................................................................... Medissararensriietanaass
.................................................................................. T
Erererasarirraisteresasraas T T eerians PR Ve

.......................................................................................................................................

11 Part 10 2 10




Form No. S16-1 S16-1 8

11. Declaration BEHY

I hereby declare that the particulars given in this application are correct and true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

AR - FAREERERRER  BARARARAE  EEREDR -

I hereby grant a perfittsindtonhbabolfidofo copy all the materials submitted in an application to the Board and/or to upload

such materials to th\BduS R forfiyvsi krf%]dﬁ ing by the public free-of-charge at the Board’s discretion.
R

F ABAFF R B TR ABUGTR U/ P ER S AL AR BB TE -
Signature O Applicant B35 A /@ Authorised Agent FHEHEREA
BBl s
Kira Whitman/iulkonzeaf Signature(s) - Director

Name in Block Letters Position (if applicable)

B4 (ELIERSEE) Weflr (H0EA)D
Professional Qualification(s) Member &E& / [[] Fellow of FEEH
HHEHE HKIP Fipianad / [ HKIA BHREasd /

0 HKIS & RemEeE / [] HKE FETERSES /
0O HKILA E#EEREd/ D HKIUD T2

half -
Dﬁn%e alf of Masterplan Limited

..............................................................................................................................

Company /23] / [J Organisation Name and Chop (if applicable) #éEERREE (EMA)

Date B 57 October 2020 (DDMMIYYYY R/EHE)

Remark {EFF

The materials submitted in an application to the Board and the Board’s decision on the application would be disclosed to the
public. Such materials would also be uploaded to the Board's website for browsing and free downloading by the public
where the Board considers appropriate.

ZEETAAREETHAFBETWRHAANEEGNFEANFAE - #EREARGENHLT - FHBH
BRI FREEESEEEARERIER T -

Warnin. L

Any person who knowingly or wilfully makes any statement or furnish any information in connection with this application,
which is false in any material particular, shall be liable to an offence under the Crimes Ordinance.

FETAERARIENERT - RESEHRLECARE LRRENFIIRREN - ARER (FIZETHA) -

Statement on Personal Data {5 A S rAREar

1. The personal data submitted to the Board in this application will be used by the Sectretary of the Board and Government
departments for the following purposes:
% B i 5 R BT E A RO & A 2 B RS BT ARFT - BMRIR (iR BINRD) Biamaevigis
BEE SRS AUREFLIT AR
(a) the processing of this application which includes making available the name of the applicant for public inspection
when making available this application for public inspection; and )
BEERHE  QEATERHBEARER  ERATHHFEAGERHARER | DR

(b) facilitating communication between the applicant and the\Secretary of the Board/Government departments.

FERRARE S GTE RBUTEF T TR -

2. The personal data provided by the applicant in this application may also be disclosed to other persons for the purposes
mentioned in paragraph 1 above.

SFAREREHREOBARE > SUrEEEEATRE - ME LIS | BRRRAIRRE -

3. An applicant has a right of access and correction with respect to his/her personal data as provided under the Personal
Data (Privacy) Ordinance (Cap. 486). Request for personal data access and correction should be addressed to the
Secretary of the Board at 15/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

1558 (B ATFTRIGRABBYEDT) (35 486 EMRRE B AR R EERE AR AR REEEARE -
EaEESMSRHENER » St AEEILANENE 333 WL ABUTSE 154 -




Form No. S16-]1 342 S16-1 3%
Appendix Fi{E

For Developments involving Columbarium Use, please also complete the following:

MR RBIRFEFTRR » BAINER TR

Ash interment capacity BIRERSEC

Maximum number of sets of ashes that may be interred in the niches

TER RS T E A R E
Maximum number of sets of ashes that may be interred other than in niches /

TESER AT AYAEE B 2 T SRR AR AV S B
Total number of niches F{ir 288 /

Total number of single nic-hes /
B\ ghfurdily
Number of single niches (sold and occupied)

BEA#KUIEE (BEEEEM)

Number of single niches (sold but ungecupied)

BEARBE E8EREM)

Number of single niches (residual for sale)

BEARUEE (FE)

Tbtal number of double niches

S A SRS

Number of double niches (sold and fully occupied)
YARMUNE CELLTER)

Number of double niches (sold and partially occupied)

WARLRE (S8R 5/ .

Number of double niches (sold but unoccupied)

LARMLE CEHEXRER)

Number of double niches (residual for sale)

LARUBE (FE)

Total no, of niches other than single or double pithes (please specify type)

FREE AR M ARG Rr M ELAt A fir S8 8 GRPASAIRRY)

Number, of niches (sold and fully occuyfled)

mfirgH (CEEEERER)

Number of niches (sold and partialf occupied)

miEE (EEESIER)

MNumber of niches (sold but ufecupied)
wUEE CEERER '
Number of niches (residyfl for sale)

RfllE (T8

Proposed operating JOours {555 /2 18R]

@ Ash integfient capacity in relation to a columbarium means ~
RBPAEFINE « FRENERE
t4€ maximum number of containers of ashes that may be interred in each niche in the columbarium;
{8 % R AT RT SR B IR BRI B B
- the maximum number of sets of ashes that may be interred other than in niches in any area in the cojumbarium; and
EZBREEALIERLARER  ERRSTUEHS PR MR
- the total number of sets of ashes that may be interred in the columbarium,

EERIRERRRA ARSI S P RAR -
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Gist of Application BIiEiHE

(Please provide details in both English and Chinese as far as possible. This part will be circulated to relevant
consultees, uploaded to the Town Planning Board’s Website for browsing and free downloading by the public and
depasited at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the Planning Department for general information. )
FEHRBLHETRPEE - ESBOEEHETHMBERAL - HEETRANERSERALRARAKR
TR AR AR R AR B R A DA R 2 - )

Application No. (For Official Use Only) GE 7R & ILTH)
FREA R

Location/address  |33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai
{IE /it Lot numbers : IL. 1923 S.C s5.1 and IL 1923 S.C ss.2.

Site area NP
715.7 sq. m 753k E About &9
SASET ! ’
(includes Government land of & $5 B FF £ #  Nil sq.m 5 0O About £7)

Plan Draft Wan Chai Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H5/28
&l
Zoning - . . ‘
s Residential {(Group B}, Road Zone
?Ppﬁed usef Residential Development

evelopment
HEEARR/EGE '

I® Gross floor area sqm EFTK Plot Ratio #hfEEESR
Z;gg%%%go/& Domestic About £ HAbout 43
ﬁfﬁtﬁ% {£H 5,725 O Not more than | /-999 ONot more than

T S

Non-domestic 0O About 4 ' DAbout €5

JEEH 0 Not more than [INot more than
e FEH

ii} No. of block Domestic
25 (EFE) 1

Non-domestic

FEfEA

Composite

FERR

14 For Form No. 8.16-I 8.16-1




(iii) Building height/No.
of storeys

R B

Domestic

e

93 m
(Not more than ZRZ&2)

129.90 mPD (T KPEEE 1)
(Not more than 254

28 Storeys(s) B
{(Not more than RZF2)

(OInclude &#50 Exclude 7L
O Carport (255
O Basement HiEE

O Refige Floor fk/E
O Podium FEE)

Non-domestic

FHER

m
[ (Not more than <2}

mPD (FAKFEE |)
[ (Not more than R 25)

Storeys(s) &
O (Not more than RZ5H2)

(Ofnclude €750 Exclude FHE7E
[ Carport ZH5RT
[ Basement 2
O Refuge Floor FY%/E
O Podium E&)

Composite
FER®

m >N

& (Not more than “RZ5%)

mPD S#(EKFEEE 1)
[ (Not more than *RZ&}%)

Storeys(s) [&
O (Not more than FZj2)

(Onctude GFF0 Exclude FEFE
O Carport 5]
[ Basement HfEE
O Refuge Floor 5% /S
0O Podium F5)

(iv) Site coverage

LEEE

33.33 % About &

v) No. of units

g8

75

(vi) Open space
REEFH

Private #, A

Approx. 89

sqm FJ53k O Not less than AR/0H4

Public /2R

sq.m 3K 0O Not less than F/DF

15
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(vii) No. of parking Total no. of vehicle parking spaces £ B 4E%;
spaces and loading /

unloading spaces Private Car Parking Spaces FAZFEEAL

gﬁ%}%ﬁ%@ﬁ Motorcycle Parking Spaces BEIEEEAr

Others (Please Specify) At GEFIEH)

Light Goods Vehicle Parking Spaces {EXI S EHE ]
Medium Goods Vehicle Parking Spaces tPRILSEREr

Heavy Goods Vehicle Parking Spaces BRI B Bify

NIL

Total no. of vehicle loading/unloading bays/lay-bys
FEEREN/ERHEER

Taxi Spaces HYLEE(r

Coach Spaces fi#F B fir

Light Goods Vehicle Spaces SRR fFEHIfi
Medium Goods Vehicle Spaces FIAIEE{iy
Heavy Goods Vehicle Spaces I BB {r
Others (Please Specify) Efth (55%18H)

NIL.

Submitted Plans, Drawings and Documents HEAZHIHEIR] « &0 5 3CHE

Plans and Drawings [EEI[F 6%

Master layout plan(s)/Layout plan(s) 4E4iS3EEHE,frimakaTE

Block plan(s} B E

Floor plan(s) ##=F

Sectional plan(s) ZRHE

Elevation(s) 17&EE

Photomontage(s) showing the proposed development RSBV ERIER
Master landscape plan(s)/Landscape plan(s) BIBEEEET4HE,/EEETHE
Others (please specify) Efth (F&sFEH)

Reports 3458

Planning Statement/Justifications ¥5BI4T4E/FiH

Environmental assessment (noise, air and/or water pellutions)
MR AE (IR - ZE R/ HKITE)

Traffic impact assessment (on vehicles) FEEIIRAVZERSETHE

Traffic impact assessment {on pedestrians) FL{T ARIAZ iSRS

Visual impact assessment 54828820

Landscape impact assessment S 82885

Tree Survey B AREFHE

Geotechnical impact assessment + IR &G

Drainage impact assessment HizKB28

Sewerage impact assessment HESSEZ 8851 L

Risk Assessment [E[RET(G

Others (please specify) Hfftl (FHFH)

Note: May insert more thanone v/ . 55 BIESHR—@IBAME "V, &

Chinese

3L

oooooocaoaan

oooooooooo oOod

English
34

oEO0O&EO0OHE

oDOoOopoooEgigo 08

16
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Note: The information in the Gist of Application above is provided by the applicant for easy reference of the general public. Under no
circumstances will the Town Planning Board accept any liabilities for the use of the information nor any inaccuracies or
discrepancies of the information provided. In case of doubt, reference should always be made to the submission of the applicant.

it B R RO R e e AR B S T RAR S5 « B ATIRIORTE B A E AV R SO EAYIBR » SRR

gk
BT AR - R TESEN - FEERERE AR -

17 For Form No. S.16-1 S.16-1



Appendix Ib of
MPC Paper No. A/H5/414B

[] Urgent [J Return receipt [ Sign [ Encrypt [ Mark Subject Restricted [] Expand personal&public groups

33-35 Kennedy Road s.16 Submission Clarifications

~ 0112/2020 10:33
o Kira Whitman <kira@masterptan.com.hk>
T <cliso@pland.gov.hk>
e e Plans Doard <pbgad oot oD goy blce ban Brewmlen o Sremstorpian com hi-
Hzather sheathors mastari= e am hi s

Dear Chillie,

As discussed in our conversation this morning I would like to clarify that in paragraph 6.1 of
the planning statement there is a typographic error and it should read "28-storey" not
"27-storey". '

In addition to our discussion, I would also like to further clarify the Clubhouse area as shown
in Table 1: Development Schedule and the Application Form is also a typographic error and
should be read as "154 sq.m" rather than "243 sq.m". This figure corresponds to the plans
submitted in the S.16 Planning Statement. '

Thanks and regards,
. Kira

Masterplan Limited

Rm 3516B, 35/F., China Merchants Tower,
Shun Tak Centre,

200 Connaught Road Central,

Hong Kong

© Mobile;
Tel: 2418 2880
Fax: 2587 7068



Appendix Ic of
MPC Paper No. A/H5/414B

MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Developnient Advisors

TE B 3R B BB B A BER o> T
Your Ref: A/H5/414

The Secretariat : 3 March 2021
Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong By Email and Hand

Dear Sir,

Section 16 Planning Application No. A/H5/414 ,
For Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height
] : Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chaij

Response to Comments : Round 1

| refer to the abovementioned application which is currently being processed and is
scheduled to be considered on 12 March 2021 by the Metro Planning Committee of the
Town Planning Board. | also refer to the departmental comments the District Planning
Office made available to us on 16, 23, 28, 30 December 2020. Attached is a document
responding to these comments.

Attached are 35 hard copies and 35 soft copies of the Response to Comments
Submission to aid the Town Planning Boards consideration of the application.

Yours faithfully,

)

Kira Whitman,
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

cc. DPO/HK (Attn: Chillie So)
Client & Consultants

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, SI:le Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Tmail: info@masterplan.com.hk
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

TEE M B B FBE LT

Your Ref: A/H5/414

. The Secretariat 17 March 2021
Town Planning Board- _
15/F, North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, N_orth Point

- Hong Keng By Email and Hand

Dear Sir,

Section 16 Planning Application No. A/H5/414
For Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai

Response to Comments ;: Round 2
| refer to the abovementioned application which is currently being processed and is
scheduled to be considered on 30 April 2021 by the Metre Planning Commitiee of the
Town Planning Board. | also refer to the departmental comments the District Planning
Office made available to us. Attached is a document responding to these comments. |

Attached are 70 hard copies of the Response to Comments Submission to aid the Town
Planning Boards consideration of the application. .

Yours faithfully,

lan Brownlee, S =
For and on behalf of - e
Masterplan Limited R Li)!
£ o
cc. DPO/HK {Atin: Chillie So) & > E"—'
Client & Consultants & -~ Mm
= T g

[ =

Room 3516B, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Fong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880 Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk



Appendix Ie of
- MPC Paper No. A/H5/414B

MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Plamziug and Development Advisors

B EE'JEEFDEI’EF&E“"“'

‘Your Ref: A/H5/414

The Secretariat 3 May 2021
Town Planning Board

16/F, North Point Government Offlces

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong By Email and Hand

Dear Sir,

Section 16 Planning Application No. A/H5/414
For Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai

Response to Comments : Round 3

| refer to the abovementioned application which is currently being processed and will be
considered by the Metro Planning Committee of the Town Planning Board. | also refer to
the departmental comments from Urban Design & Landscape, Planning Department and
l.ands Department the District Planning Office made available fo us by emails dated 23
March 2021 and 12 April 2021. Attached is a document responding to these comments.

Attached are 70 hard copies of the Response to Comments Submission to aid the Town
Planning Boards consideration of the application.

Yours faithfully,

{an Brownlee,
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

cC. DPO/MK (Attn: Chillie So)
Client & Consultants

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED | MPC Paper No. A/H5/414B

Planning and Developmient Advisors

TAE N B BELNAFAR AT

Your Ref: A/H5/414

The Secretariat 4 June 2021
Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong - By Email and Hand

Dear Sir,

Section 16 Planning Application No. A/H5/414
For Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai ‘

Response to Comments : Round 4

| refer to the abovementioned application which is currently being processed and will be
considered by the Metro Planning Committee of the Town Planning Board. i also refer to
the departmental comments from Planning Department (including Urban Design &
Landscape, Planning Department) the District Planning Office made available to us by

emails dated 26 April 2021 and 27 May 2021. Attached is a document responding to
these comments. '

With regards to the comments from Transport Department (TD), our traffic consultant is
still in discussion with Transport Department fo ensure their comments are addressed.
The response to TD’s comments will be submitted at a later stage.

Attached are 70 hard cobies of the Response to Comments Submission to aid the Town
Planning Boards consideration of the application.

Yours faithfully,

lan Brownle€, —
For and on behalf of § = 5
Masterplan Limited g = M
5 10
cc.  DPO/HK (Attn: Chillie So) Ll
Client & Consultants gg o (ﬁ

Z o

I~

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong,
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors :

. TEE R B EE RS E R T

Your Ref: NH5{414

The Secretariat _ ‘ 15 June 2021
Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong By Email and Hand

Dear Sir,

) Section 16 Planning Appiication No. A/H5/414
For Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chaij

Response to Comments : Round 5

| refer to the abovementioned application which is currently being processed and will be
considered by the Metro Planning Committee of the Town Planning Board. | also refer to
the departmental comments from Transport Department and Planning Department that
the Dlstrict Planning Office made available to us by emails dated 07 April 2021 and 10
June 2021, Attached is a document responding to these comments.

Attached are 70 hard copies of the Response to Comments Submission to aid the Town
Planning Boards consideration of the application.

Yours faithfully,

T lbe
LT P

lan Brownlee,
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

CcC. DPO/HK (Attn: Chillie So)
Client & Consultants

— Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Towes, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED MPC Paper No. @5141413

Planning and Development Advisors

7E B R B ER HE T
Your Ref. A/H5/414

The Secretariat ' ' 4 August 2021
Town Planning Board
15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point .
Hong Kong : By Email and Hand

Dear Sir,

Section 16 Planning Application No. A/H5/414
For Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chati

Response to Comments : Round 6

| refer to the abovementioned application which. is currently being processed and will be
considered by the Metro Planning Committee of the Town Planning Board. | also refer to
the departmental comments from Planning Department (including Urban Design &
Landscape, Planning Depariment) and Transport Department that the District Planning
Office made available to us by emails dated 25 June 2021, 08 July 2021, 23 July 2021
and 29 July 2021, Attached is a document responding to these comments.

[ would like to point out that the purpose of this S16 application is for a minor relaxation
of the building height restriction (BHR), by 8.95mPD only. In our response to comments
Round 3 in May 2021 we noted the UD&L comment:-

“The BH of adjacent developments are ranging from about 30mPD fo about 220mPD,
Judging from the photomontages submitted, the proposed re!axatfon of BHR will unhkely
to induce significant adverse impacts to the surrounding areas.”

As this application only proposes a minor relaxation of the BHR, the proposed changes
at the top of the proposed building are the relevant points of consideration. In this
respect the UD&L comment quoted above is the relevant comment. |t is important to
note that in respect of this application for a minor relaxation of the building height the
landscaping and car parking aspects of the proposal are not strictly relevant to the
purpose of this application.

Attached are 70 hard copies of the Response to Comments Submlssmn to aid the Town
Planning Board’s consideration of the application.

Yours faithfully,

—7 - S - oW
7 = =
. . "-"D oo I—l
lan Brownlee, ‘ Yy, ' : L C
For and on behalf of 5__ £
Masterplan Limited Y B
i & ri
5 s U

cc.  DPO/K (Attn: Chillie So) & o

Client & Consultants

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk
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(FAX)

% : SELAKFAR 15 RETRNERSIRR (B ; 2877 0245 )

~ To: Secretariat of Town Planning Board, 15/F North Point Govt Offices, HK (Fax: 2877 0.2‘45)

- EHURIRSE: A/H5/414  mEm
Comment on Application No. A/M5/414
¢ EEEMH% Expiry Date for Making Comments: 2020/12/28 )

HAL CPOUREE A/HS/414) ROMBIIR (LY ) ©
Regarding Application No, A/H5/414, 1 (Please mark with'a V)

33 Support . mw Reject ] . REAXR Ha've no comments

BRAT My opinions ( EI%?IHH‘JEZ Please use additional pa'ges if needed ) : '

A B EANR L I Y
Zf ’7-'1'*?‘.?.&#?14{‘ 5 ' ' | J
B EL 5K KA R i Zidl.iilgﬂiﬁ‘fi&'ﬁ Xt & #A |
24 B R B 2 B EARG feda. 2, Adh & 24
B4 Bl 2t BAA T RE . L2 U e ot 9 Ak %
N IR VR Lk B g Sx Py .6, é'a_;"'j;;ilj
oA A xR R Y Al ﬁh’%@m&%ﬁ_i S . f A4 |
AEH s B8R aY x4 48 §a LY, 19

) g ooh. . - OB . .
B2 HENAGEIDS - HEah R 2 d % FHy

b T »":’_-:SP] e J{i Ao & o '7‘?3 vE % i’é b4 1% hof Z'sjlr}f\:@ VAT AR .'
%S Name : }--?—3 ngl, ,'é-\ ST ° 701 Céntac:t: P 4% 45 !

*$tuht Addiress : —M

REEmail: _CHUNNI  Gioae: 9/ /o

BHAERER RIGHIRr BT 2 fFI% For replies by Town Planning Board




( PEMS Comment Submission | . o Page 1 of 1

F }e
e BLARE 5/ 2R & K. Making Comment on Planning Application / Review
iRk

Reference Number:

201223-192047-95866

PR

Deadline for submission: 28/12/2020

% R

Date and time of submission: '+ 23/1212020 19:29:47

RS | ’
The application no. to which the comment relates: WSMM
r . :
RRAN GBI 5 Mr. CK Chan
Name of person making this comment: :
R

Details of the Comment : -

[ support the application as it promotes better living standard /environment in Hong Kong yet wi
| [thout having significant impact to the nearby environment.

-

file://pld-egis2/Online_Comment/201223-192047-95 866__Cormnent_A_H5_4 I4.html  29/12/2020
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. ipbpd@pland.gov.hk 2L
s |
BHAM: . 2020612928 E 24— 18:19
W tpbpd :

EE: | I3RS R EIRS (A/H5/414)

B OSTRNERAY |
SCBTEUR I 33 75 35 SACHBTERAT (AHS/414)

| BN 33 F 35 MARSE HENEIS AR  EEIERS - ARG A -
RN ' ‘

—) AT RIS 3,15 » BRRUAIRIE - TR -REEAEE - ARBELR
SERBEMTA - SE AR BEENT - SHFHE 129K - L 120 KBERA -

=) EEREILERAET - RIPEEAEE - A WIS ET - DRSE e
EFRYKE » ErETeaERMNVEENAE T SRR EH - :

| =) s A S ST - BECRE CARRE - ARATEESSREER
& EEE AR © EAIS B ERG T E REEE R R A TR E .

M) HERERGREHEE - TS FERERENNER - BE ARSI
EHIES  WHENBEREEERGES. - .

BFEEGTN
E A

HeEE
BRERRL

—ZECEfeL- " H”+/\H



‘ | Ll Mﬁc 7370
. " tpbpd@pland.gov.hk .
COBHE:
A8 2020FE12H 280 21— 23:43
Ur ik tpbpd -
E=H : BE R IRRIEE ( A/H5/414 ) ﬂfétttiéﬁa 35SE A R B PR
Bt ' Eﬁﬁ% EHBEMEIZEISMMY RS EIRE (A_H5_414) - REGE 1.pdf -

SERBAN

A SERARELEGE6-2238 S H
~Unit F, 9/F, Causeway Tower,16-22 Ca

o = I
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The current transportation network will be overload after the proposed development,

i
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SRR NEERER, ﬁﬁﬂﬁ&?’l‘%‘éﬁ%lﬁ*ﬂﬁ%‘l. RRREME— T RETHEE |

e
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KRPG Secretariat:- 11A Mah Yuen Garden

Kennedy Road,
Wan Chaj,
Secretary, Town Planning Board Hong Kong
15/F Floor, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road, -
North Point, . 14th December 2020
Hong Komng.
Dear Sirs,
Re:- Proposed Residential Development w1th Miror Relaxation of

Building Height Restriction
s.16 Application No. A/H5/414

“Kennedy Road Protection Group” are a group of residents living in the Wan Chai
sector of Kennedy Road in vicinity of the application site on the “R(B)" zone

and “Road” at 33-35 Kennedy Road. We have maintained a keen interest in
developments at the Wan Chai sector of Kennedy Road since 2003 as we are
concerned that OVER-DEVELOPMENT will impact this essentially medium density
residential area, as noted in both the Wan Chai OZP and the Middle-level East QZP.

We have read the Gist of this application on the Town Planning Board web-site.

The REASONS why we consider this residential redevelopment project OVER-
DEVELOPMENT are as follows -

1. Development Site - Thisis a small and irregularly shaped site, and a large
portion of the GFA is derived from the zoned area of "Road”, and we understand
that normally a “Road” zone cannot be used in the GFA calculation by private
developers. The site is set far below Kennedy Road level and has a difficult
access. :

2. Building Height - The application proposes a “riinor relaxation of the Building
Height Restriction” to allow a building height of 129.95 mPD which excludes the
E&M facilities on the roof which will add possibly another 10 meters. What the

. developer is actually proposing is a building of about 140 mPD. The purpose it to
maximize the GFA by fully utilizing the plot ratio of 8 because they are restricted
to'the small triangular site as the “Road” zone cannot be built over because itis a
necessary existing-right-of-way. (see proposal Executive Summary S1 )
However:-

a) Government - Lands Department and Planning Department NEVER
guarantee any developer that a site can achieve its maximum potential GFA
based on the plot ratio. The allowable size and shape are a “risk” for the
developer: the development risk is always for the developer, NOT for the
government or the community.



b} The Planning Department, the Town Planning Board, and the Executive
Council have set TWO building height restrictions for Wan Chai Planning
AreaNo.S:- '

i) 120mPD - focal point at Bowen Road gallery behind No.62 Kennedy Road
ii} 90mPD - focal point at Wan Chai Gap behind No. 90 Kennedy Road -
“Merry Garden” :

These heights and the relevant views were first identified and recommended
in the comprehensive Hong Kong Island West Development Statement
(“HKWDS"} commissioned in 1993 and completed in 1999. The application of
these restrictions was also confirmed to The Ombudsman by the Planning
Department. Our understanding is that the 120mPD height restriction
applies to sites to the west of Spring Garden Lane, and the 90mPD height
restriction applies to the sites to the east of Spring Garden Lane. This would
means that this site has a building height restriction of 90mPD, so in
proposing a height of 129.95mPD the developer is requesting a 44%
increase - this is NOT a MINOR relaxation.

¢) The developer forwards the justification that the height of the proposed -
building is less than many of the surrounding buildings, but these buildings
were either built or had GBP approvals BEFORE the height restrictions were
imposed on the Wan Chai OZP in May 2002.

. Precedent - there have been recent other applications to the TPB for
relaxations of the Building Height Restrictions on other Wan Chai Planning
Area No. 5 sites which are pertinent to A/HS5/414 - namely :-

a) Wan Chai Church BHR concession at 77 Spring Garden Lane from 90mPD to
110mPD. This is particularly pertinent to this A/H5/414 case as it is in the
immediate vicinity to the west of the application site.

b) Wan Chai BHR concession at 99 Kennedy Road from 90mPD 100mPD

¢) Wan Chai proposed residential with minor relaxation of BHR from 12
storeys to 15 storeys (71mPD) at 31-36 Sau Wa Fong was deferred by the
BMC pending the CE in C's decision of the latest Wan Chai OZP.

Generally the TPB’s approval for the relaxation of BHR is NOT a formality.
Tt should be granted exceptionally for “special cases” - NOT just because a
developer wants more GFA; and this A/H5/414 is a very “weak” case. The BHR
were established in the public interest. Granting a relaxation of BHR for “weak”
cases would set a very bad precedent, where every developer will think they
have a “right” to BHR relaxations. Thus would be against the general community
interest.



4, Traffic- The Master Layout Plan (MLP) shows that NO car-parking is being
planned for this redevelopment, and the MLP intimates that the residents of this
block will access on foot via Spring Garden. However, these 75 flats will attract
considerable trafﬁc (e.g. taxis) along Kennedy Road.

a) Transport Department acknowledges that the Kennedy Road (KR} and
Queen’s Road East(QRE) junction is already close to saturation during peak
hours. Accordingly when Hopewell Holdings presented the HCII to the
relevant government departments and the Town Planning Board they were
required to design and implement traffic mitigating measures to justify their
project (ref A/H5/408). Their mitigating measures at KR/QRE junction
made no allowance for this A/H5/414 proposed project. .

b) The vehicular ingress and egress at Kennedy Road in shared with Phoenix
Court and Wing Way Court (existing right-of-way) and is a difficult and
somewhat dangerous access and exit particularly from the eastbound lane.

¢) - The proposal shows that there is an entrance to the lift lobby directly from
Kennedy Road so there may be a dangerous situation created when vehicles
(taxis] stop in the eastbound lane.

5. Architectural and Visual Impact - Due to the limited building area this project
appears to be “shoe-horned” into this irregular shaped site. Despite this small
site area, at 3 flats per floor, this projectat 75 flats will be one of the largest in
our medium-density residential Kennedy road.

The proposed building is juxta-positioned with Wing Way Court and as it is
positioned along the western site boundary it appears to almost touch this
neighbouring building. Accordingly this extra close proximity will:

i) take light from the bedroom area of Wing Way Court. )
ii) . create a wind tunnel effect between the two buildings, as the
prevailing wind is from the east. .
iii)  look “strange”

Open space is immaterial as there appears to be no access for residents.

In the context of the above five points we request consideratibn and protection
under Section 3 (1) of the Town Planning Ordinance Cap.131.

We therefore respectfully request Members of the Board to RE]ECT this s.16

proposal in the PUBLIC INTEREST.
. ' Yours sincerely; X

Roger Emmerton for Kennedy Rowd Protection Group



c.C.
® Miss Peggy LEE - Wan Chai District Council for Southorn - Fax 2865 3636
® Miss Clarisse YEUNG - Chairman Wan Chai District Councii Fax 2834 9667

®  Mr. Louis MAK King-sing ~ Chairman, WCDC Development, Planning and
Transport Committee- Fax 3611 5248
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The application no. to which the comment relates: A A/HSM'_M

TREREA ) ER/ETE

Ms. Juditha S
Name of person making this comment: jti et é 0 |

BRI

Details of the Comment :

December 18, 2020

The Secretariat '

Town Planning Board - :
15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road

[North Point, Hong Kong

Dear Sir or Madam:
Re: Application No. A/H5/414 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai

We wish to make you aware of a number of strong objections that we have with regard to the

| [proposed relaxation of the building height restriction (“BHR™) at 33-35 Kennedy Road, applicati
on number referenced above. As'an immediate neighbor at Wing Way Court (31 Kennedy Roa
d), we believe that the proposed relaxation will have a serious adverse impact on our standard of|
living. : ' '

Non-compliance with OZP’s Building Height Restriction - '

The building height restriction (BHR) is in place to preserve the local environment, as well as pr
otect the community’s interest which include living environment and sunlight penetration. The |
ast round of OZP amendments has already carefully considered BHR to achieve the proper bala
ane between public interest and private development.

Based on recent Sustainable Building Design guidelines, anything above 3.0m floor-to-floor hei
ght is acceptable.-Recent successful luxury developments The Pavilia Farm (18 Che Kung Miu
Road) and Central Peak (18 Stubbs Road) have 3.035 and 3.05m floor-to-floor height, respectiv
ely, which invalidates the applicant’s claim that modern healthy buildings must have a minimum|
floor-to-floor height of 3.15m for sufficient natural light and ventilation. The penthotse or duple
X units with higher floor-to-floor height of 3.5m does not serve to increase GFA but instead serv
es only the interest of the developer at the expense of neighboring residents.

ﬁle://pld-egis2/0n'1ine_Commen‘qQO12-28-080827—26 145 Comment A H5 414.htm]  29/12/2020



PEMS Comment Submission B , Page 2 of 2

IOverlooklng and Privacy
As a resident of a high floor in Wing Way Court the proposed relaxatlon of the building helght t
threatens the privacy of our southeast facing bedroom. The approved height restriction of 120 mp| |
D would un]1kely cause any prlvacy concerns. However, the proposed relaxation of height woul
d llkely result in insufficient spacing as seen in the applicant’s master layout plan where the bedr
00m corner is touchmg the western facade of the applicant’s proposed development.

Overshadowing and Loss of Light-

‘The applicant claims that the proposed height increase of 9.95m will have no adverse visual imp
act. Though there imay not be an apparent visual impact, we believe the overshadowing effect an| |
d loss of light on the southeast facing bedrooms of Wing Way Court will be significant. Without
shadow diagrams or detailed consideration outlining the impact on sunlight penetration of the pr
oposed height increase, we do not believe that this request for height relaxation has fully conside
red neighbors® interests.

We believe there is an optimal design to achieve maximum permlss1ble GFA whlle still meeting
BHR, SBDG and modern urban design guidelines, and at the same time protect public interest.
Therefore, we would be grateful if the Town Planning Board would take our objections into con
sideration when deciding this application. We sincerely encourage the Town Planning Board to i
. mvestlgate whether there is sufficient Justlﬁcatlon for further relaxation of BHR.

Sincerely,

Fred F Gao and Juditha So

ﬁle://pld;egfsz/Online Comment/201228-080827-26145 Comment A H5 414 html 29/12/2020
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28" December 2020

Secretary, Town Planning Board’
15/F, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road, North Point

—
Hong Kong a =
:5 &=
E o
R
Dear Sirs, 22 N
= o
6
@ U
€ w

S.16 Application No. A/H5/414

JANIR03Y

Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Bei h't:,Resplction
. )
[ am writing to OBJECT Application No. A/H5/414 due to the following reasons:

1. Architectural and Visual Impact

The application proposes a “minor relaxation of the Building Height Restriction” to allow
a building height of 129.95mPD which will possibly add 10 meters to the building, thus
the Developer is actually proposing to build a residential building of about 140 mPD. The
application of relaxation of original restricted height will further block the surrounding
scenery, natural sunlight and air-ventilation of No.64 Phoenix Court, Kennedy Road
(sspecially Block 1 and Block 2), which will have adverse impact to residents’ health and

existing living condition.

In addition, the proposed building is juxta-positioned with Wing Way Court and the
western site boundary appears to almost touch Wing Way Court, this will take light from
the bedroom area of Wing Way Court and create wind tunnel effect between two buildings,
as the prevailing wind is from the East. Such relaxation of the building height also
threatens the privacy of Wing Way Court’s Southeast facihg bedroom, resulting in

insufficient spacing.

. Traffic Impact

The Master Layout Plan (MLP) shows that NO CAR PARK is being planned for this 75
residential units redevelopment project. Apparently, the vehicular access in Kennedy Road
shared with Phoenix Court and Wing Way Court (the Right of Way) has already reached
its full capacity or somehow over congested. The proposed plan shows no entrance along

BHAE{FEEES R P AE1MBAE
Room A, 13/F, Thomson Commercial Building, 8 Thomson Road, Wan Chai, HK

BEE Tel: 28653300  fEE Fax: 28653636  EER Email: | EGNGNGGE



Kennedy Road, which means there will be additional hundreds of residents sharing the
same narrow Right of Way, which is not in the best interest of existing residents and will
create extra traffic burden to the existing Right of Way and may result in a dangerous
situation.

In addition, I am curious that how the lorries park when the 75 units of new residents
moved in when there is no parking area or loading/unloading area is being planned.

. Over Development in Kennedy Road

Kennedy Road is a medium density residential area as noted in both Wan Chai Outline
Zoning Plan and the Mid- Levels East Outline Zoning Plan. With the development of
Hopewell Centre 2, Kennedy Road is already very over development which already
created massive traffic during Peak hours. Not to mention on this height restriction
application of the development, the original height restriction of 120 mPD is already over
developed and will create excessive car flow and crowd to Kennedy Road. In addition, the
over development will bring deteriorate impact to the water and drainage supply, and will
eventually bring residents inconvenience due to the pollution

The Developer claims that the height of the proposed building is less than many of the
surrounding buildings, but these buildings were either built or had General Building Plan
(GBP) approvals before the height restrictions were imposed on the Wan Chai Outline
Zoning Plan in May 2002.

To conclude, with the reasons above, | see NO NECESSITY of the height relaxation to
this development. As a respective Developer or Entrepreneur in Hong Kong, I believe
social responsibilities and harmony should also be considered, but not just only consider
on their pockets.

I sincerely request consideration from the Board to the points above, to REJECT this
s.16 proposal in the PUBLIC INTEREST.

Yours Sincerely,

sy

Peggy Lee Pik-yee
Wan Chai District Councillor (Southorn)
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Pheenix court The Incorporated Owners of Phoenix Court

N Management Office: Block 2, Level 3, 39 Kennedy Road, Hong Kong.
¥ E u % & B Telephone: 2574 6517  Fax: 3574 6517

28" December 2020

Secretary, Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong

Dear Sirs,

S.16 Application No. A/H5/414
Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction

I am writing to OBJECT Application No. A/H5/414 due to the follovﬁng reasons:

1. Architectural and Visual Impact

The application proposes a “minor relaxation of the Building Height Restriction” to
allow a building height of 129.95mPD which will possibly add 10 meters to the building,
thus the Developer is actually proposing to build a residential building of about 140
mPD. The application of relaxation of original restricted height will further block the
surrounding scenery, natural sunlight and air-ventilation of No.39 Phoenix Court,
Kennedy Road (especially Block 1 and Block 2), which will have adverse impact to
residents” health and existing living condition.

In addition, the proposed building is juxta-positioned with Wing Way Court and the
western site boundary appears to almost touch Wing Way Court, this will take light from
the bedroom area of Wing Way Court and create wind tunnel effect between two
buildings, as the prevailing wind is from the East. Such relaxation of the building height

also threatens the privacy of Wing Way Court’s Southeast facing bedroom, resulting in
insufficient spacing.

2, Traffic Impact
The Master Layout Plan (MLP) shows that NO CAR PARK is being planned for this 75
residential units redevelopment project. Apparently, the vehicular access in Kennedy
Road shared with Phoenix Court and Wing Way Court (the Right of Way) has already
reached its full capacity or somehow over congested. The proposed plan shows no
entrance along Kennedy Road, which means there will be additional hundreds of




residents sharing the same narrow Right of Way, which is not in the best interest of
existing residents and will create extra traffic burden to the existing Right of Way and
may result in a dangerous situation.

In addition, T am curious that how the lorries park when the 75 units of new residents
moved in when there is no parking area or loading/unloading area is being planned.

3. Over Development in Kennedv Road

Kennedy Road is a medium density residential area as noted in both Wan Chai Outline
Zoning Plan and the Mid- Levels East Outline Zoning Plan. With the development of
Hopewell Centre 2, Kennedy Road is already very over development which already
created massive traffic during Peak hours. Not to mention on this height restriction
application of the development, the original height restriction of 120 mPD is already
over developed and will create excessive car flow and crowd to Kennedy Road. In
addition, the over development will bring deteriorate impact to the water and drainage
supply, and will eventually bring residents inconvenience due to the pollution

The Developer claims that the height of the proposed building is less than many of the
suwrrounding buildings, but these buildings were either built or had General Building Plan
(GBP) approvals before the height restrictions were imposed on the Wan Chai Outline
Zoning Plan in May 2002. ‘

To conclude, with the reasons abo've, I see NO NECESSITY of the height relaxation
to this development. As a respective Developer or Entrepreneur in Hong Kong, I believe -
social responsibilities and harmony should also be considered, but not just only consider
on their pockets. _

[ sincerely request consideration from the Board to the points above, to REJECT this
5.16 proposal in the PUBLIC INTEREST.

Yours Sincerel\y,

Chairman, Tang Tit Ho

For The Incorporated Owners of Phoenix Court
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Hally Secretarial Limited ~ | g- / 3 (
Room 1103, Shanghai Industrial Investment Building
48-62 Hennessy Road
Wanchai
Hong Kong

. 26th May, 2021

Secretartat of Town Planning Board
15/F., North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road

Hong Kong

BY HAND

Dear Sir .

Re: Application No. A/H5/414 (FI) :
No. 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wanchai, Hong Kong

We_refer to_th e-subject matter.

Regarding Section 16 Planning Application Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wanchai, Hong Kong, especially on “Urban Design” we
would raise an objection to the Application on the following grounds:-

(1) The relaxation of building height will affect the view of our flat as well as the surrounding
environment. We consider the relaxation is prejudicial to our interest as existing resident
in the neighborhood on Kennedy Road.

(2) The relaxation is also prejudicial to other developers in the past who had been bounded by
: the height restriction.

(3) Regarding the applicant’s claim that the terrace setback for the top two floors would allow
" more daylight to the street level is only a deception. * Simple geometry shall show that the .
affected angle is minimal as the building is a high-rise one. Furthermore, we would point
out that as the sun is moving, the timing of more daylight, if any, should be very short. 1 or

2 minutes?  This is the usual trick of developers only.

It is so obvious that the applicant’ S intention is to sell the top two floors with terrace at a
higher price only. » :

(4 On comment under head(1) and (2) from the Chief Town Planner regarding Urban Design,
it appears that the content is a recap of the applicant’s views and not the comment of the
Chief Town Planner.

A2



2

(5) The relaxation if granted, will have a very bad effect to the citizen at large. Evenwe
believe that there.is no transfer of benefit between the developer and the Towning Planning
Board, the impression is not good. This is the general conscious of the Government to
avoid such impression. ) '

(6) The application if granted will have a consequential effect. Is the Town Planning Board
: prepared to allow all similar application along Kennedy Road in the future.

Last but not least, if the application is granted, I hereby reserve our right to apply for Judicial
Review. : ' -

Yours faithfully

for and an behalf of

HALLY SECRETARIAL LIMITECD
THREMHE L RS 3

Enclosure: Comment from the Chief Town
Planner/Urban Design and Landscape and response from Developer



Section 16 Planning Application

Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Helght Restriction at

33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

ltem

Comment from the Chief Town -
Planner/Urban Design and Landscape,
Pianning Department (CTP/UD&L,
Planning Department) _,.(:})

Response

Architéctug‘a]' and Visual :Asp'e.eig

2,

Having reviewed the Fl submitted by the

applicant, noted that two existing trees
within the site located on retaining wall are
proposed to be removed as a result of the
retaining wall strengthening  works.
Adverse landscape impact is therefore
anticipated arising from the proposed
development. With no detailed information
on the two affected trees (i.e. species, size,
condition, photographic record etc.), the
significance of the adverse landscape
impact cannat be ascertained at this stage.

Please see the attached Tree
Survey in Annex 1.

Furthermore, information on whether

alternative method(s) could be adopted to

strengthen the retaining wall without
affecting the trees, and information on
mitigation measure(s) for the potential
landscape impact (e.g. preservation of

'| existing landscape resources etc.) within

the site is not provided, Therefore, the
applicant failed fo demonstrate that
potential adverse landscape impact arising
from the proposed development has been.
minimized.

Please see the attached letter from |

Buildings‘ Department regarding the

Approved Slope Upgrading Work, .. - |-, - .
dated 8 February 2021, in Annex-2.- |~

We reserve our further comments from the
landscape planning perspective upon
receipt of supplementary information from
the applicant. '

Noted.

ltem

Comment from Lands Department

Response

The applicant’ should ensure that the site

area is consistent with the relevant land
documents and no ~encroachment on
govemnment land. :

Noted.




Section 16 Planning Application :
Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction at .
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

Item -

Comment from the Chief Town
Planner/Urban Design and Landscape,
Planning Department (CTPIUD&L,
Planning Department) {on R-to-C:
Round 2)

Response

- Urban Désign

1.

' The site is located within an area of mixed
use, with residential developments to its
immediate north, west and southeast,
Hopewell Centre and Wu Chung House fo
its further north and northwest, GIC uses to
its further west and northwest, and a slope
to its south. The BH of adjacent
developments are- ranging from about
30mPD to about 220mPD. Judging from
the photomontages  submitted, the
proposed relaxation of BHR will uniikely to

Noted with thanks.

REPREREEDHENENEE

induce "significant adverse impacts to the
surrounding areas. '

floor height for the top two floors is to
address the structural / practical need of
the proposed development. In regard to
the design merit to justify the proposed

| relaxation of BHR, the applicant claims in

the submission that the terrace setback for
the top two floors would allow more
daylight to street level.

According to the éur;entl Fl,.3.5m'ﬂoor-;to~'

Notfed.

-Landstape:

3.

It is noted that, only section drawings of the
special floors are provided, no information
on the landscape aspect of the site is
included in this FI. -

' Landscaping will take place af the

podium levels in planters as
indicated in *Annex 3: Planter
Location.Plans” of the Round 1
Response to Comiment Submission.

The trees abutting the site provide a
significant green visual aspect to the
site as can be seen from the Tree
Survey in Annex 1. The small site
and steep retaining wall make it

1 difficult to provide landscaping within |

N Y R N Y N NE. m & &



Section 16 Planning Application '
Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height:Restriction at
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

the siie beyond the planters‘
indicated.

Vertical greening will be explored at
the detailed design stage.

14. Our further comments would be provided | Noted.
upon receipt of supplementary information
on the [andscape aspect of the site.




132

May 25, 2021

Secretary, Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices,

333 Java Road, North Point,

Hong Kong - - . BYHAND

Dear Sirs, ' -

Re: Application No. A/H5/414
Location : 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong _
Proposal: Propased Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building
Height Restriction ‘

Dear Sirs,

We refer to the above application dated 26/11/2020.

We would like to make comments on the above applicat:ion to the Town Planning
Board under sections 16(2K)(c) and 16{2F) of the Town Planning Ordinance. We
object to give approval to the above application based on the the following reasons.

® The applicant said in the application the proposed minor relaxation is only
9.95m greater than the building height restriction, representing an 8.29%
increase in the total building height. Of course there will be adverse visual
impact to the view of the residents on surrounding buildings. Moreover,
Building Height Restriction {BHR) in the area has been set for rational zone
plannfng reasons.

® Therefore, approval on application for a proposed relaxation of the BHR is
unacceptable.

® Thereisno way a concession could be made dueto a des?gn problem with the
limit of the BHR. ' ' '

" ® The applicant should resolve the design issues himself using existing permissible
fimits such as the permissible GFA and BHR. This would be the same when
talking about the boundary of the site, would it be possibie for the applicant to

| ask the government to extend the site boundary if they so wish for design issue?



' ® The abpficant ciaims in the subm_ission that the terrace setback for the toﬁ two
floors would allow more daylight to street leve! is incorrect. [t is simple
geometric issue that more daylight would be allowed onto street level only if
the building has te'rra(;e set back from lower levels, say from the 4% floor
onwardsfor an over 20-storeys building.

Moreover, an approval for above application would. mean opening a flood gate for
similar applications in future, would the Town Planning Board willing to entertain and
approve such applications to avoid the impression that special favorable treatment
has been givento the current application. As such, this éppliéation should be
rejected based on the existing Building Height Restriction alone, without even’
considéring-the é.dv'erse visual impact to the surroundi'ng buildings.

Yours faithfully
For and on behalf of
Happy China Limited

oy
Leo Kan

Director .
Owner of GNNEGEGNGEGNE—
R

Contact phone number iy —— 1.
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EEEl: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

To : Secretary, Town Planning Board

By hand or post : 15/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Pomt Hong Kong
By Fax : 2877 0245 or 2522 8426

By e-mail : tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

FRHHTR B RSS2 The application no. to which the comment relates
A/H5/414 Received on _ 03/05/2021

BRFFH WHBRE  HEEHR)
Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)
Piease refer to the Ietter enclosed (Ref.: PM-BAMB/ECL/EC/U25/21) /

. Jones Lang LaSalle
TRRERA ) #2/475% Nape of person/company making this comment Management Services Limited

/ anagement Services Ltd.
alf of

B Date |/ < /7.1




@)L

h & B 17

Ref.: PM-BAMB/ECL/EC/025/21
31 May 2021

Secretary, Town Planning Board
Planning Department

15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Keng.

By Hand. By Fax: 2877 0245 &

By Email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Dear Sirs,

Re.: Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat Use
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong. .
(Application No, A/H5/414 - Submission of Further information by Applicant)

We are the Sub-Manager of Bamboo Grove and write on behalf of Hysan Property Management Limited of Bamboo

Grove Block A, Bamboo Grove, 74 Kennedy Road, Hong Kong to direct our objection against the subject

application. Reasons are as below:

1 The extra 9.95 meters height increase will further affect the view and fresh air flow of the 345 nos. of flats
in Bamboo Grove. It shall be unreasonable for the said 345 flats in Bamboo Grove being affected by the
subject development which consists of 75 flats only;

2 Bamboo Grove contributed a lot to develop an environmental friendly community for residents and
members of the district with a lot of green areas in the estate developed. The development with extended
height of 9.95 meters together with Wing Wai Court and Hopewell Centre forming a curtain (as per
photograph enclosed) could block the sunlight and affect fresh air flow to Bamboo Grove. It affects the
growth of plants and living environment of Bamboo Gove. Again, it shall be unreasonable for the
residents of 345 flats being affected by a new development with 75 flats only.

3 We consider that the planning department should only consider such relaxation if there is significant

benefit for the public and the design/planning of the development cannot achieve it without the
relaxation.

We hope you could consider the above concerns from owners and residents of Bamboo Grove and decline the
subject application. Should you have any queries or if any further information is required, please feetl free to -
contact the undersigned on 2846 5917 or | N '

Yours faithfully,

Jongk Lang LaSalle Management Services Limited
As jhe Bub-Manager

Far on behalf of the Owner of Bambao Grove

ham”

Senior Manager

Encl.

cc. Client -
PRERITYEEESRAT Our quality assurance accreditation
BEARE oI WS BAE 1718 IS 9001 Quality Management System
ATV EPREGEEE: C-.006182 18O 14001 Environmental Managenent System

180 30001 Energy Management System

Jones Lang LaSalle Management Services Limited QHSAS 18001 Occupational Health and Safetly Management Sysiam

17/F Dorser House 979 King's Road Hong Kong
Company Licence No.: C-N06182 T +852 2846 5000 F+852 2968 1668
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OB ‘ " Planning Department
s D Nerth Point Government Offices
BHEILREREIT=+=3 ﬂ 333 Java Road, North Paint,
dLRBIFSE Hong Kong
TS Your Reference By Registered Mail
A Our Reference TPB/AIH5/414

WL Fel. No.: 2231 4940 ' Seq 3 5-135
¥ FL MBS fiax No. : 2895 3957 h .
11 May 2021

HYSAN PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LTD
BAMBOO GROVE BLOCK A

BAMBOO GROVE '

74 KENNEDY ROAD

HONG KONG

Dear Sir/Madam,

Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat Use
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong . )
(Application No. A/H5/414 - Submission of Further Information by Applicant)

Please refer to the attached statutory notice issued by the Town Planning Board (the Board). As youcan
see from the notice, the Board is now inviting public comments on the further information submitted by the applicant of
the captioned planning application which is in your neighbourhood. Any comments on the further information you
wish to make must be made in writing to the Board direct not later than | June 2021.  Under the Town Planning
Ordinance, any out-of-time comment shall not be accepted. You may use the attached submission form for making
comment. Details  of the application can be inspected on the Board’s  website
(https:/fwww.info.gov.hik/tpb/en/plan_application/A_H35_414.html or by scanning the QR code below) or at the Planning
Enguiry Counters of the Planning Department (Hotline: 2231 5000).

. The tentative date of the Board to consider the application has been uploaded to the Board's website
(https:/fwww.info.gov.hk/tpb/)

The paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the application will be available for public inspection
at the Planning Enquiry Counters and on the Board's website (hitps://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/en/meetings/meetings.html)
before the meeting, and at thé Public Viewing Room on the day of meeting,

After the Board has considered the application, enquiry about the decision may be made at tel. no. 2231
4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at the Board’s website after the meeting.

Please bring this matter to the attention of the owners and tenants of your building.

Yours sincerely,

(SO Tsz-lui Chillie)
for District Planning Officer/Hong Kong
Planning Department

(This is a computer prini-out and no signature is required)

SEEE 3
ERVING THE COMHMMWTY
BMOEE - "EARITIEETERAENLENEESN -

Our Vision — “We plan to make Hong Kong an international city of world prominence.”



TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (Chapter 131)
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION
SUBMISSION OF FURTHER INFORMATION

Pursuant to section 16(2D)(b) of the Town Planning Ordinance (the Ordinance), the Town Planning
Board (the Board) has published newspaper notice(s) of the planning application(s) made under
section 16(1) of the Ordinance as set out in the Schedule below. Pursuant to section 16(2K) of the
Ordinance, the Board has accepted further information from the applicant(s) to supplement the
information included in the application(s). The further information is now available for public
inspection during normal office hours at the following locations -

() the Planning Enquiry Counter, 17th Floor, North Point Government Offices, 333
Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong; and

(ii) the Planning Enquiry Counter, 14th Floor, Sha Tin Govermment Offices, 1
Sheung Wo Che Road, Sha Tin, New Tetrritoties.

In accordance with sections 16(2K)(c} and 16(2F) of the Ordinance, any person may
make commient to the Board in respect of the further information. The comment should state the
application mumber to which the comment relates and should be made to the Secretary of the Board
by hand, post (15th Floor, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong),
fax (2877 0245 or 2522 8426) or e-mail (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk), or through the Board’s website
(http://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/) not later than the date specified in the Schedule.

Any person who intends to make comment is advised to read the “Town Planning Board
Guidelines on Publication of Applications for Amendment of Plan, Planning Permission and Review
and Submission of Comments on Various Applications under the Town Planning Ordinance” (the -
Guidelines) for details. The Guidelines are available at the above locations, the Secretariat of the
Board (15th Floor, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong) as
well as the Board’s website (http://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/).

In accordance with sections 16(2K)(c) and 16(21) of the Ordinance, any comment made
to the Board will be available for public inspection during normal office hours at locations (i} and (ii)
above until the Board has considered the application in question under section 16(3).

The gists of the applications (including location plans) can be viewed at the above
locations, the Secretariat of the Board and the Board’s website.

The tentative date of the Board to consider the application has been uploaded to the
Board’s website (http://www.info.gov.hi/tpb/). The meeting for considering planning applications,
except the deliberation parts, will be open to the public. For observation of the meeting, reservation
of seat can be made with the Secretariat of the Board by telephone (2231 5061), fax (2877 0245 or

2522 8426) or e-mail (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk) at least one day before the meeting,  Seats will be
allocated on a first-come-first-served basis.

The paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the application will be available
for public inspection after issue to the Board Members at the Planning Enquiry Counters of the
Planning Department (Hotline: 2231 5000), uploaded to the Board’s website before the meeting and -
at the Public Viewing Room on the day of meeting.

After the Board has considered the application, enquiry about the decision may be made

. attel. no. 2231 4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision.can be viewed at the Board’s website
after the meeting.

Statement on Personal Data T
The personal data submitted to the Board in any comment will be used by the Secretary of the Board and Govemnment




e,

departments for the following purposes:

and

(2) the processing of the application which includes making available the name of the person making the comment
(hereafter known as “commentes”) for public inspection when making available the comment for public inspection,

(b) facilitating communication between the “commenter” and the Secretary of the Board/Government departments

in accordance with the provisions of the Ordinance and the relevant Town Planning Board Guidelings.

Schedule
Deadline for
Applied Use/ Furth Maling
§
Application No. Location ppied Lse urther Comment on the
Development Information Further
Information
A/KC/473 2-10 Tai Yuen Street, {Proposed Minor The applicant provided 18 May 2021
© |Kwai Chung, New  {Relaxation of Plot |responses to deparimental
Territories Ratio Restriction  |[comments with revised
' traffic impact assessment.
A/H5/414 33-35 Kennedy Road, |Proposed Minor ~  |The applicant submitted I June 2021
' ‘Wan Chai, Hong Kong|Relaxation of further information
Building Height involving responses to
Restriction for departmental comments
Permitted Flat Use |and new tree survey
_[report.
11 May 2021 Town Planning Board
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/ Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People's Republic of China Wan Chai District Council

2§ '
g ;g 1% 6&, ﬁ %? i Office of Peggy Lee, Wan Chai District Councillor

I3¢ 31st May, 2021
15/F North Point Government Office,
Hong Kong

Secretariat of Town Planning Board

To whom it may concern,

Objection to A/H5/414 (FI2)

I am writing to object the further information submitted by the applicant of A/H5/414 (FI2}, my
reasons are as follow:

1. No response to the previous insufficient calculatlon and unrealistic assumgtion in traffic
assessment report

The traffic assessment report by LLA/applicant in A/H5/414 (FI) did not give calculation of cars
and traffic situation during Peak hours in Kennedy Road, it also did not include the future
traffic generates by a new mega hotel (Hopewell Centre 2) in 2022 with over 1000 rooms.
However, Transport Department did not require the applicant to submit further calculation
on the traffic flow, which is MISLEADING the Board on their traffic impact if heigh restriction
is relaxed.

2. No solution is given to ease the overload traffic to the right of way between 33-35
Kennedy Road, Wing Way Court and Phoenix Court (“right of way”)} and impact to

Emergency Vehicle Access (“EVA”} A

As stated in my previous objection Iétter, the right of way is now sharing between Wing Way
Court and Phoenix Court, but the traffic is already overloaded. More units of the new building
mean more pressure to the usage of right of way, EVA may be blocked and put residents’ lives
and safety at risk, and there is no solution provided by the applicant to address this problem.

3. Removal of big healthy trees without compensatory plan or alternative plan

The applicant proposed to remove two big and healthy trees (TO1 and T02) for retaining wall
upgrading work which is UNACCEPTABLE. Based on the tree report provided by the applicant,
these trees are still in rather healthy status and should be preserved. These trees are treasure
to the environment of Kennedy Road and the neighbourhood which provide shade and fresh
air to residents. In addition, the applicant was asked- by the Building Department to explain
whether alternative methods could be adopted to strengthen the retaining wall without
cutting the trees. However, the applicant did not response to Building Department but insisted
to cut down the trees, which is also UNACCEPTABLE and IRRESPONSBLE by the general public
and the environment.

BREHFREHT A EAE13MEARE
Room A, 13/F, Thomson Commercial Building, 8 Thomson Road, Wan Chai, HK

Erh Tel: 28653300 {HHE Fax: 28653636  BEB Email:__



In addition, even if the only way to strengthen the retaining wall is to cut down the trees, the
applicant should offer a compensatory plan by replanting trees in other area of Wan Chai. This
is a very usual practise adopted by Developer on tree cutting, such practice has also applied
in Hopewell Centre 2 project, where a compensatory plan was provided by Hopewell Ltd to
replant their ‘cut down” trees in other area of Wan Chal.

4: Air ventilation . -
A 28 storeys building will surely block the sunlight and affect air circufation to Phoenix Court
and Wing Way Court. [ strongly request the applicant to provide neighbourhood a report and
analysis on air ventilation impact specially to Block 1 and Block 2 of Phoenix Court.

To conclude, the GBP approved for this site was 46 units in 2018 and 69 units in 2020, and the.
applicant is now proposing to increase to 75 units by asking for relaxation of height, which is totally
UNACCEPTABLE and UNFAIR to residents nearby. It is also inadequate to use to the approved GBP in
2018 as a reason for not providing car park as approval of GBP and height relaxation should not be
assessed under same mechanism. With all the impact and concerns above, | do not see any reason or
necessity of granting the height relaxation to the applicant for more units. | sincerely request the
Board to reject the height relaxation application after reviewing all the im pact to resident’s safety,
traffic, greenery and living environment.

Yours Sincerely,

Peggy Lee Pik-yee

Wanchai District Councilior (Southorn)
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YRk ges] %@&ﬁ&%ﬁ Making Comment on Plamﬁng Application / Review
SRR '

Reference Number:

210601-205423-72814

TR PREA |
Deadline for submission: - ‘ 01/06/2021
FE3Z HHA B R :
Date and time of submission: 01/06/2021 20:54:23
ﬁﬂﬁﬂ’gﬁﬁﬁaﬁgﬁﬁ : :  AJH5/414
The application no. to which the comment relates: .
MR A /e : ' /N Miss Genevieve Moo
Name of person making this comment: - Te

B REHE

Details of the Comment :

I object to the plans to construct a 28 storey residential building on this site, which formerly hou
sed low-rise tong lau, pre-war buildings. This site is not appropriate for a larger scale residential
building given the site constraints and already congested and developed nature of Kennedy Road
and the surrounding area. Kennedy Road cannot support yet another residential building bringin
g more traffic to the area, particularly due to the large-scale redevelopment of Hopewell Centre
already under construction, which will heavily tax the existing road infrastructure.

Over-Development in Contravention of the Existing OZP: this project will contribute to overdey

elopment impacting this medium-density residential area as noted in both the Wanchai OZP and
{Mid—Levei’ East OZP.

[nappropriate Development Site: this site is inappropriate for residential development given its s
mall and irregularly shaped site set far below Kennedy Road with difficult access. A large portio
n of the GFA is derived from an area zoned “Road™. A “road” zone cannot be used in the GFA ¢
alculation by private developers.

Inappropriate Building Height: the applicant proposes a “minor relaxation of the Building Heigh
|t Restriction” to allow an alleged building height of 129.95 mPD, which excludes the E&M facil
[ities on the roof, which will add another 10 m. Thus, the applicant is actually proposing a buildi
[ng of 140 mPD to maximize the GFA by fully utilizing the plot ratio of 8 because they are restri
|cted to a small triangular site as the “Road” zone cannot be built over as it is a necessary existin
g right-of-way. According to height restrictions imposed in the comprehensive Hong Kong West
Development Statement commissioned in 1993 and completed in 1999 (as confirmed to The Off
ice of the Ombudsman by the Planning Department), this site has a-building height restriction of
90 mPD. A proposed height of 129.95 mPD is therefore a 44% increase—not a MINOR relaxati
on. Such 90 mPD height restriction was imposed in the Wanchai QZP in May 2002 and is applic
able to this application. TPB’s approval for a relaxation of a building height restriction is to be g
|ranted “exceptionally” only in “special cases”—not just because an applicant wants more GFA.
If TPB were to approve this application, it would set a very bad precedent going against the gen
eral community interest. : '

Adverse Traffic Irﬁpact: despite the fact that no carparking is planned for this development, 75 fl

1

H
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PEMS Comment Submission | Page 2 of 2

|ats will attract considerable additional traffic along Kennedy Road. Transport Department has al
ready acknowledged that Kennedy Road and Queen’s Road East junction are already close to saf|
Juration during peak hours. Accordingly, when Hopewell Holdings presented the HCII to TPB an
d relevant government departments, it was required to redesign and implement traffic mitigation
rmeasures to justify the project (A/H5/408). Such mitigation measures made no allowance for thi
s proposed project (A/H5/414). The vehicular ingress/egress at Kennedy Road is shared with Ph
Ioenix Court and Wing Way Court (the existing right-of-way) and is a difficult and somewhat da
ngerous access/exist from the eastbound lane. As the proposed development shows an entrance t
o the lift Iobby directly from Kennedy Road, this may create a dangerous situation when vehicle
s (tax1s) stop in the eastbound lane. :

Architectural and Visual Impact: despite the constraints of this very small, triangular shaped sit
e, the apphcant plans to build 75 flats at 3 flats per floor. This would make it one of the Iargest d
| levelopments in the medium-density residential Kennedy Road. The proposed development is ju
xta-positioned with Wing Way Court such that it will almost touch the neighboring building alo
ng the western boundary. This will take light away from the Wing Way Court bedrooms, create
a wind tunnel effect between the two buildings as the prevailing wind is from the east and will 1 |
ook “strange.” Finally, there is no open space access for residents.

Tree Impact: I ob_]ect to the proposed felling of TO1 and TO2 within the site area, T02 isan old b
anyan and has high amenity value to the community. It is irrelevant for the applicant to point to f |
he plans approved by Buildings Department (BD) as justification for moving forward with both

fthe development and the tree felling, as BD is not concerned with over-development nor with m

aintaining existing trees or the natural environment. BD will approve any buildings plan that me
ets the technical requirements of the Buildings Ordinance. Thus, having approved BD plans is ir
|relevant to whether TPB-approval should be given to this proposed development. I agree with co
mments of the Planning Department that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the potentia
1 adverse impact to the environment has been minimized.

Accordingly, I request TPB to reject this application.

file-/inld_acici_ann/finline Cammant/V10ENT_INGAI2_TIRIA Crmeont A T8 A1A nNYMNEnON
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Wit Tpbpd

B . Peggy LEE; Clarisseysy; King Sing Mak

x5 KRPG TPB A/H5/414 (FD)

P8 KRPG-TPBA -H5-414 FI_20210601_0001.pdf; KRPG-TPB A-H5-414 F1_20210601_0002. pdf .
Dear SIRS,

With reference to our letter of 14fh December 2020 please find attached our additional
COMMENTS and OBJECTIONS with regard to the developer's "Response to Comments:
Round 3" of May 2021.

The below two photos are referenced in paragraph 1. of our attached letter dated 1st
June 2021.

Best regards

Roger Emmerton

for Kennedy Road Protection Gfoup
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KRPG Secretariat:- 11A Man Yuen Garden

Kennedy Road,
_ Wan Chai,
Secretary, Town Planning Board Hong Kong
15/F Floor, North Point Government Offices, '
333 Java Road, : -
North Point, Hong Kong ‘ 1st June 2021°
Dear Sirs, _
Re:- Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of

Building Height Restriction
s.16 Application No. A/H5/414

“Kennedy Road Protet:tibn Group” are a group of residents living in the Wan Chai
sector of Kennedy Road in vicinity of the application site on the “R(B)" zone
and “Road” at 33-35 Kennedy Road.

In addition to the FIVE REASONS why we consider this residential redevelopment

project OVER-DEVELOPMENT that we forwarded to you in our letter dated

14th December 2021 we wish to give our further perspective on the developer’s
“Response to Comments : Round 3” dated May 2021. As stated we are concerned that
over-development will impact this essentially medium density residential area -
noted in both the Wan Chai 0zZp and the Middie-level East OZP.

1. Archxtectural Landscape and Visual Aspects -

We refer to the Tree Survey Report and consider that this report and the
accompanying photos downplay the size, quality and value of these trees to the
community. Kennedy Road is well known for its mature banyan trees that line the
northern side of the road. T02 and T04 are such trees and have high amenity value
to Kennedy Road residents. (We attach two photos that we believe give a better
perspective than those in the developer’s consultant’s portfolio.)

The developer admits that the (SIX) trees abutting the site will provide a significant
green visual aspect, BUT then ludicrously to the contrary proposes to FELL TWO
mature healthy trees that have been happily growing at this location for many years.

2. Urban Design -

a) The Chief Town Planner - Planning Department should recognize that the BH of
adjacent developments were built or had GBP approvals BEFORE the height
restrictions were imposed on the Wan Chai OZP in May 2002, We are not aware
that a relaxed BH of over 110mPD has been approved by TPB in this Wan Chai
Kennedy Road vicinity since 2002. CTP-PD cites Hopewell Centre and Wu Chung

House as examples BUT these are commercial developments founded in Queens | _

Road East and were completed before 2002: they are NOT residential projects
on Kennedy Road.



b) The design merit claimed in the submission that the terrace setback for the top
two floors would allow more daylight to street level (i.e Kennedy Road) is
complete fantasy as the project is to the north side of the road and sunlight is to
the south. In any event Kennedy Road does not suffer from lack of daylight.

c) “Vertical greening” appear’ to be magical buzz words - but experience
shows that results are usually meaningless.

3. Traffic-

Buildings Department, the Commissioner for Transport and the Chief Highways
Engineer are fully aware of the difficulties that access from Kennedy Road to this
development site presents - reference Appeal Tribunal - Buildings Ordinance (Cap
123) Case N. 74 91 (Ref (18) in PELB(L) 67/01/05 (74-91).

The Tribunal after visiting the site stated that “we are left in no doubt that the
existing traffic conditions both at the junction of Kennedy Road and the right of way
and on the right of way itself are unsatisfactory, unsafe and dangerous”. Those
existing traffic conditions have NOT materially changed since this 1992 statement.
We acknowledge that the Master Layout Plan (MLF) shows that NO car-parking is

being pianned tor this redevelopment, and the MLP intimates that the residénts of
this block will access on foot via Spring Garden. BUT these _

75 flats will attract considerable traffic (e.g taxis) along Kennedy Road and into the
“Phoenix Court junction and the r1ght~of-way

4, Precedent -

The TPB’s approval for the relaxation of BHR is NOT a formality. The intention is
that it should be granted exceptionally for “special cases” - NOT just because a
developer wants more GFA. The BHR were established in 2002 in the public
interest. Granting a relaxation of BHR for “weak” cases would set a very bad
precedent, where every developer will think they have a “right” to BHR relaxations.
This would be against the general community interest; and also it offers
opportunities for collusion and corruption. .

In the context of the above we request consideration and protection under Section 3
(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance Cap.131. We therefore respectfully request

Members of the Board to REJECT this 5.16 proposal in the PUBLIC INTEREST.

Yours sincerely,

Roger Emmerton for Kennedy Road Protection Group
c.C.

® Miss Peggy LEE - Wan Chai District Council for Southorn - Fax 2865 3636
®  Miss Clarisse YEUNG - Chairman Wan Chai District Council Fax 2834 9667
® Mr. Louis MAK King-sing - Chairman, WCDC DPT Committee- Fax 3611 5248
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Bl Peggy LEE; Clarisseysy; King Sing Mak

5 KRPG TPB A/H5/414 Further Information 5th Round

Bk KRPG-TPB A-HS5-414 FI Sth 20210705_0002.pdf: KRPG-TPB A-H5-414 Fl 5th 20210705_0001.pdf
Dear SIRS,

With reference to our letter 6f 14th December 2020 please find attached our additional
COMMENTS and OBJECTIONS with regard to the developer's "Response to Comments:
“Round 5" of June 2021.

Best regards
Roger Emmerton

for Kennedy Road Protection Group




2} Planning Department:-

‘Has the Town Planning Board made a determination on whether the pertinent
bujlding height restriction has been correctly assessed by Buildings Department
when they approved the General Building Plans on 215t December 2018. These BHR
were implemented in 2002 for Wan Chai Planning Area No.5:- ‘

1) 120mPD - focal point at Bowen Road gallery behind No.62 Kennedy Road

ii) 90mPD - focal point at Wan Chai Gap behind No. 90 Kennedy Road.

Planning Department photographically confirmed those hei ght restrictions to

The Ombudsman. Our understanding is that the 120mPD height restriction applies
to sites to the west of Spring Garden Lane, and the 90mPD height restriction’applies
to the sites to the east of Spring Garden Lane. This site is to the east of Spring
Garden Lane. o . o

[n the context of the above we request consideration.aind protection under Section 3
(1} of the Town Planning Ordinance Cap.131. We therefore respectfully request

Members of the Board to REJECT this s.16 proposal in the PUBLIC INTEREST.

Yours gingerely,

Roger Emmerton for Kenﬁea‘y Road Protection Group
c.C. ‘ :

-®  Miss Peggy LEE - Wan Chai District Couﬁcil for Southorn - Fax 2865 3636
®. Miss Clarisse YEUNG - Chairman Wan Chai District Council Fax 2834 9667
& Mr. Louis MAK King-sing - Chairman, WCDC DPT Committee- Fax 3611 5248



KRPG Seqretariat:— 11A Man Yuen Garden

Kennedy Road,

- Wan Chai,
Secretary, Town Planning Board . Hong Kong
15/F Floor, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road, o
North Point, © Stjuly202¢
Hong Kong -
Dear Sirs,
Re:- Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of

Building Height Restriciion _ '
5.16 Application No. A/H5/414 - FI 5% Round

;"Kennedy.Road Protection Group” are a groﬁp'ofresidexits living in the Wan Chai
sector of Kennedy Road in vicinity of the applicatjon site on the “R(B)” zone
and “Road” at 33-35 Kennedy Road.

In addition to the FIVE REASONS why we consider this residential redevelopment
project OVER-DEVELOPMENT that we forwarded to you in our letters dated

14" December 2020 and 15t June 2021 we wish to give our further perspective on

. the developer’s “Response to Comments : Round 5" dated June 2021. As stated we are
concerned that over-development will impact this essentially medium density
residential area - noted in both the Wan Chai 0ZP and the Middle-level East OZP.

1. Transport Depariment’s Comaments:-

a} The applicant had mentioned the use of the car-park in front of Nos 52 & 54-56
Kennedy Road. We can report that this facility is already used to full capacity.
The metered parking spaces in Kennedy Road near Bamboo Grove, also
mentioned, are also already in much demand. _ 2 ‘ ‘

b} This proposed residential block will have 75 units, making it the largest single

block in Kennedy Road : the only larger residences have several blocks. This will

. NOT have an insignificant effect on traffic generation. Where will this traffic stop
for residents to alight? As we pointed out already the Commissioner for
Transport and the Chief Highways Engineer are fully aware of the difficulties
that access from Kennedy Road to this development site presents — reference
Appeal Tribunal - Buildings Ordinance (Cap 123} Case N. 74 91 (Ref (18) in
PELB(L) 67/01/05 (74-91). [The Tribunal after visiting the site stated that “we

_are left in no doubt that the existing traffic conditions both at the junction of
Kennedy Road and the right of way and on the right of way itself are
unsatisfactory, unsafe and dangerous”, ] Those existing traffic conditions have
NOT materially changed since this 1992 statement - so have TD's safety
standards reduced in this time ? :
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Bl Leo Kan
EE: ' Re: Comments on Application No. A/H5/414 (FI-3)
B 5 - 20210712165831755.pdf o

July 12, 2021

Secretary, Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road, North Point,

Hong Kong

Dear Sirs,
Re: Application No. A/HS5/414 (FI-3)

Location : 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong _
Proposal: Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction

DearSirs,
We refer to the above application dated 26/11/2020.

We would like to make comments on the above application to the Town Planning Board under
sections 16(2K)(c) and 16(2F) of the Town Planning Ordinance. Further to our letter sent to you making
comments dated May 25, 2021 ( copy attached), we object to give approval to the above application
based on the following additional cbservation which will be included in the attached scanned letter.

Please see attached scanned copy of the letterof comments together with relevant attachments.

For and on behalf of
Happy China Limited

Leo Kah
 Director




July 12, 2021

Secretary, Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices,

333 Java Road, North Point,

Hong Kong | . By Fax

Dear Sirs,
Re: Application No. A/H5/414 (FT-3)
. Location : 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

Proposal: Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Building
Height Restriction

Dear Sirs,

We refer to the above application dated 26/11/2020.

We would like to make comments on the ﬁbove application to the Town Planning
Board under sections 16(2K)(c) and 16(2F) of the Town Planning Ordinance, Further
to our letter sent to you making comments dated May 25, 2021 { copy attached), we
object to give approval to the above application based on the following additional
observation. l

® Aftera review on the responses to comments made by Transport Department to
prepared by the Developer’s appointed consultant LLA Consultancy Ltd, we
found that in Figure'4 of the response, the marking on the Legend on the
location of (4) 248 Queen’s Road East and (5) The Zenith were incorrect. Please
see copy of figure 4 and copies of the map showing the correct location of (4)
and {5}, Such mistake made on the report as a response to comments made by
Transport Department is unacceptable and unprofessional. As such, the
accuracy of other information or founding contained in the response are also

~ questionable,

® By deduction, the seriousness of the response made by the Developer to
comments and queries from varlous responsible parties was only slightly taken.
Moreover, those comments were treated as if they were only routine questions
from different parties which require response rather than serious and detailed
to the point answers. And the tactic of extending the application period is used



such that relevant parties including the general public would be tired and will
not respond any further to the application and the application would not be
. rejected eventually.

Moreover, an approval for above application would mean.opening a flood gate for
similar applications in future, would the Town Planning Board willing to entertain and
approve such applications to avoid the impression that special favorable treatment
has been given to the current application. As such, this application should be
rejected based on the existing Building Height Restriction alone, without even
considering the adverse visual impact to the surrounding buildings.

Yours faithfully
For and on behalf of

Leo Kan
Director
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. KV@ ,/ Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People’s Republic ofChma M Wan Chai District Counil

#‘ ;;g 1&0&, ﬁ mg i Office of Peqggy Lee, Wan Chai District Councillor |

13" July, 2021

15/F North Point Government O'ffice,
Hong Kong

Secretariat of Town Planning Board

Dear Chairman and members;

Objection to A/H5/414 (FI3)

| am again waiting to object the height relaxation application by the applicant
A/H5/414 after reviewing this time’s further information submitted.

Comments and Response to the Transport Department (TD)

1. Under item 2 of the summary of response to TD’s comment, the applicant
mentioned that the metered car park in front of no 52-56 Kennedy Road is possible
alternatives of public parking facilities. [.must point out that this car park is 100% full every
day and night. In addition, there is always illegal parking near Bamboo Grove and outside
Tang Kangaroo Po College due to insufficient supply of car park spaces along Kennedy Road.
Reports from the Police can prove the existing illegal parking situation.

2, Under item 4 of the summary of response to TD’s comment, the applicant
mentioned that their residents will rely more on public transportation, but this can’t prove
that using public transportation has no adverse effect to the existing traffic flow, in fact |
believe majority of residents will rely on taxi or Uber as there is only minibus along Kennedy
Road and there is walking distance from the building to the nearest MTR station. Thus, it will
worsen the traffic congestion especially during peak hours. *

3. No traffic assessment has been done together with Hopewell Centre 2.

Response to the Planning Department

1. From the extracted page of GBP approved by the Building Department in
2018, the new proposed development has over 60% in increase in GBP, such will create
traffic issue to Kennedy Road.

2. The Building Height Restriction were implemented in 2002 for Wan Chai
Planning Area no 5 after consultation with Wan Chai District Council. A height restriction

EREFREESHRFIEERE13EAE
Room A, 13/F, Thomson Commercial Building, 8 Thomson Road, Wan Chai, HK

B Tel: 28653300 3R rax 28653636 %8 Emel | GG



was set with 90mPD for focal point at Wan Chai Gap Road behind 90 Kennedy Road and
applied to the sites to the east of Spring Garden Lane, where this proposed building located.
| believe Planning Department has assessed the surrounding traffic and environment in
2002 to finally impose such height restriction to the area, it is very nonsense to relax any
height relaxation when the existing traffic is indeed with no improvement but in fact is
worse than 2002.

To conclude, | continue to object to the proposed height relaxation for this
. development in 33-35 Kennedy Road as all these further information provided cannot solve
the concerns, | have raised in my previous objection letters. 1 sincerely request the Board to
review the necessity and impact on such application and to keep the height restriction to
90mPD.

Yours Sincerely,

Peggy Lee Pik-yee

Wan Chai District Councillor (Southorn)
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To: Secretariat of Town Planning Board, 15/F North Point Govt Offices, HK (Fax; 2877 0245)

WEARSE 1 A/H5/414 (F1-3) EBRE
Comment on Application No. A/H5/414 (FI-3)
( #&RIEAZE Expiry Date for Making Comments: 2021/7/12

AAE CHEBRE A/H5/414 (FI-3)) IABET (BMEY)
Regarding Application No. A/H5/414 (FI-3), I (Please mark with a V)

] =x Support m ¥ Reject L] AR R Have no commients

ERMT My opinions ( S & Please use additional pages if needed )

(Plegew. Seo alfictedd)

¥ Name : *B4EEEE Contact :
*i it Address @ _ A‘Mé@? GALDER/ LeSINENT
*BE Email ; HEf Date : 6 ﬂwéj J02]

5 B R 2 B OB 2 3% For replies by Town Planning Board



Comments on Application No. A/H5/414(FI-3)

8 metered parking spaces near 54 Kennedy Road taken around 11am on 6 July 2021

Under item 2 of the Summary of Response to TD’s Comment, the Applicant indicated that the
above metered parking spaces are possible alternatives of public parking facilities downhill
from the proposed development.

However, these metered parking spaces are always being fully occupied. As shown by the 2
red and white cars in the middle of the above photograph, they are already being illegally
parked within the facility.

Such illegal parking problem also spreads to the road next to Bamboo Grove as shown below.




Comments on Application No. A/H5/414(FI-3

Under item 3 of the Summary of Response to TD’s Comment, the Applicant also listed 5 car
parking spaces for public use, including the 3 shown in the photograph below, which are
nearest to the property development. Based on these available facilities, the Applicant said
they are sufficient to meet the overall demand throughout the day, except the time period
between 12:00 to 14:00.

Car parking spaces available around 10:40am on 6 July 2021

However, the following photographs taken around the same time on the same day will
demonstrate that despite the availability of such vacant car parking spaces at the above 3
facilities, illegal parking around the area is still serious.

This means that unless the property development itself has car parking facility which
enables visitors and delivery vehicles to park at the development, having such car parking
spaces nearby does not help resolve traffic congestion and illegal parking problems.

The arrows are pointing at cars and trucks that have illegally parked on the road next to the
listed car parking facilties:



Comments on Application No. A/H5/414(FI-3

Spring Lane, next to the Avenue car park and opposite the Wu Chung House car park



Comments on Application No. A/H5/414(F1-3)

Kennedy Road, next to the Hopewell Centre car park

3. With the newly proposed development of 75 units, a 63% increase from the 2018 approved
GBP, the corresponding increase in the number of visitors and delivery trucks will cause a
serious traffic load on Kennedy Road and potential danger to pedestrians around the area.

4. The only solution is to either (a) reduce the number of units of the property development, or
(b) require the new development to have its own car park and loading/unloading area so
that traffic jam and illegal parking on Kennedy Road can be avoided.

5 The situation of the new property development must be assessed together with the upcoming
mega hotel block to be completed on Sharp Street with entrance on Kennedy Road and must
not be evaluated in silo.

Dated: 6 July 2021
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B EEBILBHNFAE 1S5 #ﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁiiﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁwﬂlﬁ( {8 : 2877 0245)
To: Secretariat of Town Planning Board, 15/F North Point Govt Offices, HK (Fax: 2877 0245)

BEARSE  A/H5/414 (F)-2 BR=
Comment on Application No. A/H5/414 (F1)-2
( EEEHIZE Expiry Date for Making Comments: 2021/5/30 )

FANE (RFEHBE A/H5/414 (F)Y RIRBER (FmLEY)
Regarding Application No. A/H5/414 (F1, I (Please mark with a V)
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Appendix III of
MPC Paper No. A/H5/414B

Advisory Clauses

(2)

(b)

(d)

()

@

the approval of the application does not imply that any proposal on building design elements
to fulfil the requirements under the Sustainable Building Design Guidelines, and any proposal
on bonus plot ratio (PR) and site coverage (SC) and/or gross floor area (GFA)
concession/exemption for the proposed development will be approved/granted by the Building
Authority (BA). The applicant should approach the Buildings Department (BD) direct to
obtain the necessary approvals. In addition, if the building design elements and the bonus
PR/GFA concession are not approved/granted by the BA and major changes to the current
scheme are required, a fresh planning application to the Town Planning Board (the Board)
may be required;

to note the comments of the District Lands Officer/Hong Kong East, Lands Department that
the “Existing Right of Way” as shown on the Master Layout Plan is covered by a Deed of
Covenant and Mutual Grant of Rights of Way (Deed of ROW) registered in the Land Registry
under Memorial No. 198862 dated 29.6.1955.  The said Deed of ROW is a private agreement
made between owners of various private lots without government involvement. Any issue
relating to the concerned right of way should be liaised and sorted out with the concerned
private lots owners to facilitate the proposed development. The site area should be consistent
with the relevant land documents and no encroachment on government land,

to note the comments of the Commissioner for Transport that the methodology and
assumptions adopted in the traffic assessment (e.g. traffic growth rate, other developments in
the vicinity) have not been mentioned and justified. You should also advise whether the
traffic flow along Kennedy Road would be affected by the traffic queue entering to the Site to
support the conclusion of satisfactory operation of the junction. For the junction capacity
assessment, it appears that Arm A (i.e. Kennedy Road eastbound) has only one traffic lane
and the width should not be 7.8m as adopted in the calculation; '

to note the comments of the Chief Building Surveyor/Hong Kong East and Heritage, Buildings
Department that regarding the consultant’s statement on strengthening of the existing
retaining wall, the slope upgrading work for portion of the feature no. 11SW-D/R191(SD2)
was proposed by the Authorised Person arising from a geotechnical comments from the
Geotechnical Engineering Office, Civil Engineering and Development Department (GEO, .
CEDD), however, no removal of the existing tree was proposed in the submission. Detailed

comments on compliance with the Buildings Ordinance will be given upon formal building
plans submission;

to note the comments of the Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape, Planning
Department that relevant authority/ government department(s) should be approached direct to
obtain necessary approval for any proposed tree preservation/ removal scheme if necessary;
and

to note the comments of the Director of Fire Services that detailed fire services requirements
will be formulated upon receipt of formal submission of general building plans. The
emergency vehicular access provision in the application site shall comply with the standard
as stipulated in Section 6, Part D of the Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings 2011
under the Building (Planning) Regulation 41D which h is administrated by BD.
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_ . Annex B of
TPB Paper No. 10802

.
Hong Kong District

. T
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES OF é‘ﬂ MPC HELD OM ' 3.8, 22

Agenda Item 4
Section 16 Application
[Open Meeting (Presentation and Questioﬁ Sessions only)]
A/H5/414 Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted
* Flat Use in “Residential (Group B)” Zone, 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan
Chai, Hong Kong \
{(MPC Paper No. A/HS5/414B)

8. The Secretary reported that T.K. Tsui & Associates Limited (TKT) was one of
the consultants of the applicants. Mr Alex T.H. Lai had declared an interest on the item as
his former, firm had business dealings with TKT. The Committee agreed that as Mr Lai had

no involvement in the application, he could stay in the meeting.

Presentation and Question Sessions

9. ~ With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Ms Floria Y.T. Tsang, STP/HK,

presented the application and covered the following aspects as detailed in the Paper: -
(a) background to the application;

(b) the proposed minor relaxation of building height (BH) fe_striction for
permitted flat use; '

(c) departmental comments were set out in paragraph 9 of the Paper;

.(d) during the statutory publication periods, a total of 195 public comments
were received, including five supporting comments from individuals, 189
objecting cornments (with 24 in standard format) from the Chairman of the
Wan Chai District Council (WCDC), a WCDC member, the Incorporated
Owners of Amber Garden, the Incorporated Owners of Bamboo Grove, the
Incorporated Owners of Phoenix Court, the Kennedy Road Protection

Group and individuals, and the remaining one from an individual providing



(e)

-7-

views on the application. Major views were set out in paragraph 10 of the

Paper; and

the Planning Départment (PlanD)’s views — PlanD did not support the
application based on the assessments set out in paragraph 11 of the Paper.
Although the visual impact assessment submitted by the applicants had
demonstrated that the proposed development would unlikely induce
significant adverse visual impact and both the Chief Town Planner/Urban
Design and Landscape (CTP/UD&L), PlanD and Chief Architect/Central
Management Division 2, Architectural Services Department had no adverse
comment on the application from visual perspective, there were insufficient
planning and design merits to justify the proposed minor relaxation of BH
restriction. Furthermore, since a set of general building plans (GBPs) able
to accommodate the permissible gross floor area (GFA) within the BH
restriction on the Qutline Zoning Plan (OZP) had been approved, the
applicanté_ had yet't;) demonstrate that there was site constraint to justify the
current proposal. The Commissioner for Transport objected to the
application on the ground that the applicants failed to justify the nil
provision of internal. transport facilities (except one disabled car parking
space). Other concerned government departments had no objection to or

no adverse comment on the application. Regarding the public comments

- received, the comments of government departments and planning

assessments above were relevant.

[Mr Franklin Yu joined the meeting during PlanD’s presentation. )

10.

The Chairman and some Members raised the following questions:

(a)

(®)

.The Proposal

the proposed average flat size and range of flat sizes;

whether the proposed floor-to-floor (FTF) height of 3.15m was a norm for a

typical residential floor and essential to meet the objectives of the



(c)

(d)

(e)

6

(2)

()

@

-8-

Government’s Green BLliIdiilg Policy as claimed by the applicants, and.
whether information on the FTF height of the other residential
developments in the area was provided by the applicants in support of the

application;

comparison of the current scheme and the schemes under the approved
GBPs, including the FTF height, total BH and provision of electrical and
mechanical (E&M) facilities and clubhouse, and whether the hmximu'm site
coverage (SC) permissible under the building regime had been adopted

under the current scheme;

noting that some E&M facilities were located on R/F, whether they would

be counted towards the overall BH of the proposed development; |

what site constraints would be taken into account in assessing applications

for minor relaxation of BH restriction;

details of the site constraints and arrangement of the ground floor level
including the right of way (ROW), and whether building structures were
allowed over the ROW;

the greening ratio of the proposed development;

apart from the proposed terrace setback, whether there were other planning
and design merits under the current scheme that could benefit the general

public;

should the application be rejected, whether the applicants could proceed
with the redevelopment without addressing the concerns raised by relevant

departments regarding provision of car parking and tree felling;

BH of Surrounding Developments

Q)

the existing BH profile of the area, and whether there was any building

exceeding the BH restriction of the OZP; and



1.

points:

-9.

(k) details of the redevelopment of the Church of Christ in China (CCC)

Wanchai Church in the vicinity as mentioned in a supporting public

commment.

In response, Ms Florlia Y.T. Tsang, STP/HK, PlanD made the following inain

The Proposal

" (a)

(b)

(d)

the proposed average flat size was 57m? while the flat size ranged from
34m? to 96m?;

according to the applicants, the proposed FTF height of 3.15m for typical
residential floors was for allowing sufficient natural lighting and air
ventilation, yet a FTF height of about 3m was commonly adopted in many

residential developments. No information on the FTF height of other

residential developments in the area was provided by the applicants;

as compared with the GBPs approved in 2018 and 2020, the FTF height of
typical floor of the current scheme was increased from 3m/3.05m to 3.15m
with two additional domestic floors, resulting in an increase in the overall
BH of about 10m. There was also an increase in SC for the podium level
(i.e. LG2/F to G/F). As compared with the GBP Scheme 2020, the
clubhouse (with the same GFA of about 243m?) was cutrently proposed on
G/F instead of LG1/F and G/F. There was no clubhouse proposed in GBP .
Scheme 2018. The E&M facilities in the current scheme and the two sets
of GBPs were mainly accommodated on LG1/F and LG2/F: The current
scheme had adopted the maximum permissible SC under the Building

(Planning) Regulations (i.e. 33.33% for a Class A site);

the height of roof top structures including E&M facilities of not more than
10% of the BH of the proposed development or 15m, whichever was the

less, would not be counted towards the height of the building;



(e)

(f

(g)

(h)

()

-10-

- in general, site constraints might include factors such as small site area,

heritage preservation, existence of overhead electric cables or underground
pipelines, etc. Should the site constraints be justified and the planning and
design merits could be demonstrated by the applicants, favourable
consideration might be given by the Town Planning Board (the Board} to

the application;

according to the applicants, the lowest level of the application site (the Site)
was at LG2/F. AIt was constrained by the need to reserve a ROW for the
adjacent Wing Way Court {which had taken up about 42% of the site area)
and the remaining area would be occupied by the lobby and E&M facilities.
Hence, there was no space available for provision of parking facilities.
Regarding the ROW, it was a private agreement amongst owners of various
private lots and the applicants could. liaise with the concerned owners to
sort out lissues relating to the ROW, including erection of building
structures over and abbve the ROW. According to the Lands Department

(LandsD), there was no GFA.restriction on thic Site under the lease;

a total of about 53m? of greenery area would be provided at all levels in the

proposed deilelopment;

in terms of planning and design merits, the applicants had only proposed
the terrace setback at the top two floors under the current scheme. Other
than a section drawing, the applicants had not submitted information to
support their claim that the terrace setback at the top two floors would

allow more daylight at street level;

as ‘Flat’ was a Colﬁmn 1 use which was always permitted in the
“Residential (Group B)” zone, no planning perfnissiori from the Board was
required as long as the development proposal was in compliance with the
BH restriction on the OZP. Should the application be rejected, the
applicants could st.ill proceed with redevelopment conforming to the B
restriction on the OZP, including the two schemes under the previously

approved GBPs, notwithstanding the concerns raised by relevant
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departments on provision of parking facilities and tree felling;
BH of Surrounding Developments

()  the proposed development with a BH of about 130mPD was generally
considered not incompatible with the surrounding de;velopments including
Wing Way Court to its west (about 143mPD), Amber Garden (about
153mPD) and Bamboo Grove to its southeast (about 160mPD to 181mPD)
and Phoenix Court to its north (about 71mPD). In terms of the proposed
BH, CTP/UD&L, PlanD had no adverse comment on the application from
visual perspective. As most of the buildings in the adjoining area were
completed before the imposition of BH restrictions 'on the OZP in 2010,
some of them had exceeded the BH restrictions on the OZP. However, no
new development in the adjoining area had been approved by the Board

" exceeding the BH restrictions on the OZP after imposition of BH

restrictions in 2010; and

(k) the CCC Wanchai Church fell within the “Government, Institution or
Community” (“G/IC”) zone to the further northwest of the Site. After BH
restrictions were first imposed on the OZP in 2010, the concerned church
submitted a redevelopment proposal with a BH of 110mPD (which
exceeded the then BH restriction for that site) to the Government. Given
that the redevelopment proposal had obtained relevant policy support and
there was no adverse comment received from relevant government
bureaux/departlhents, the BH restriction for that site was amended to
110mPD on the draft Wan Chai OZP No. S/H5/27 to facilitate the

redevelopment project.

12. Noting that two existing trees on the affected retaining wall within the Site were
proposed to be felled, a Member asked whether application to government departments was
required for tree felling on the Site. In response, Ms Floria Y.T. Tsang, STP/HK, PlanD
said that according to the applicants, the two concerned trees were proposed to be removed
due to slope stabilisation works. According to LandsD, there was no tree preservafion

clause under the lease.
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13. Noting that two sets of GBPs had already been approved in 2018 and 2020 for the
Site but the Transport Department (TD) still raised objection to the current application, some
Mefnbers asked about the specific concerns of TD and innovative parking systems being
referred to in TD’s comments. Mr Patrick K.H. Ho, Assistant Commissioner for Transport
(Urban), TD explained that as a general prinéiple, parking demand generated from the
developrnent should be satisfied within the Site, hence parking spaces within the
development should be provided unless under special circumstances, such as site constraints,
which should be demonstrated by the applicants. In such cases, the applicants should justify
whether parking spaces were available in the area for use by occupants of the development
and explore the possibility for provision of innovative parking systems such as automatic
parking system. For the subject case, there was insufficient information in the application to
justify the proposed nil provision of internal transport facilities (except one disabled car

parking space). Heﬁce, objection was raised to the application.

14. In résponse to the Chairman’s enquiry, Ms Floria ¥.T. Tsang, STP/HK, PlanD
confirmed that the subject application was recommended to be rejected on the ground that the
applicants failed to demonstrate strong planning and design 'merits to justify the proposed
minor relaxation of BH restriction, but not for reason related to the traffic impact of the

proposed development or nil internal transport facilities within the Site.

Deliberation Session

15. The Chairman recapitulated that the subject application was to seek planning
permission for proposed minor relaxation of BH restriction at the Site. According to the
Explanatory Statement of the OZP, applicants needed to demonstrate the planning and design
merits to justify minor relaxation of BH restriction. For the subject application, the only
planning and design merit proposed by the applicants was the terrace >setbac‘k at the top two

floors. He invited Members to express views on the application.

16. | Members in general did not support the application as the applicants failed to
demonstrate that there were sufficient planning and design merits to justify the proposed
relaxation of BH restriction. There were no strong justifications nor sufficient public gaihs
to support the application. The mere provision of terrace setback at the top two floors was

far from adequate and there were even no details on how such provision could help improve
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the natural lighting to the street. A Member opined that the increase in the number of flats
due to a reduced average flat size and the provision of a disabled car parking space in the
proposed development could not be considered as substantial public gains. Another
Member remarked that the proposed minor relaxation of BH restriction would allow the
increase in the FTF and provision of two additional residential floors that would only benefit

- the owners/users of the building but not the general public.

17. Two Members pointed out that as two sets of GBPs conforming to the BH
restriction on the OZP had been approved by the Building Authority (BA), the applicants had
yet to demonstrate that there was site constraint to justify the proposed minor relaxation of
BH restriction. A Member opined that the applicants might explore the possibility to use

some space in the ROW for provision of parking facilities.

18. A Member raised concerns on how the traffic and landscape issues arising from
the proposed development could be addressed, should the applicants decide to proceed with
the OZP compliant scheme instead of going through the planning application process. In
response, the Chairman said that relevant government departments including PlanD and TD
would be consulted in the GBP submission stage. As long as the development proposal
complied with the development restrictions/requirements on the OZP, PlanD would not raise
statutory objection to the GBP submission but could provide advisory comments including
the landscape issues to BA for consideration. Regarding the parking require'ments, TD

would also provide their comments to BA as appropriate.

19. After deliberation, the Committee decided to reject.the application. The reason

was:

“the applicants fail to demonstrate strong planning and design merits to justify the

proposed minor relaxation of building height restriction.”

[Dr Frankie W.C. Yeung joined and Mr Alex T.H. Lai left the meeting during the

deliberation session. ]

[The Chairman thanked Ms Floria Y.T. Tsang, STP/HK, for her attendance to answer

Members’ enquires. She left the meeting at this point.]
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WhH B e e : | TOWN PLANNING BOARD
BHEILAEEBEB=-T=+=4 . 15/F., North Point Governmerit Offices
tMBEFeR+EY ' 333 Java Road, North Point,
Hong Kong.
¢t 7 Fax 2877 0245 /2522 8426 By Post & Fax (2587 7068)

% mrer 2231 4810
H PRI SR Your Reference:

TR G _ . ' )

In reply please quote this ref.. TPB/A/HS5/414 : , : 27 August 2021
Masterplan Ltd.
Rm 3516B, 35/F,.China Merchants Tower
Shun Tak Centre

200 Connaught Road Central

(Attn.: Kira Whitmén)

‘Dear Sir/Madam,

Proposed Minor Relaxation of
Bmldmg Height Restriction for Permitted Flat Use in “Residential (Group B)”
Zone and area shown as ‘Read’, 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong -

I refer to my letter to you dated 10.8.2021.

After giving consideration. to the appllcauon the Town Planning Board (TPB}
decided to reject the application and the reason is: '

- you fail to demonstrate strong planning and design merits-to justify the proposed
minor relaxation of building height restriction. .

A copy' of the TPB Paper in respect of the application (except the supplenlentary

planning statement/technical report(s), if any) and the relevant extract of minutes of the TPB

e mieeting held on 13.8.2021 are enclosed herew1th for your reference.

Under section 17(1) of the Town Planmng Ordinance, an applicant aggrieved by a
decision of the TPB may apply to the TPB for a review of the decision. If you wish to seek a
review, you should inforrh me within 21 days from the date of this letter (on or before
17.9.2021). I will then contact you to arrange a hearing before the TPB which you and/or your
authorized representative will be invited to attend. The TPB is requxred to consider a review
apphcatlon within three months of receipt of the application for review. Please note that any
review application will be published for three weeks for public comments.

Under the Town Planmng Ordinance, the TPB c'an only reconsider at the review
hearing the original application in the light of further written and/or oral representations.
Should you decide at this stage to materially modify the original proposal, such proposal

- should be.submitted to the TPB in the form of a fresh apphcatlon under section 16 of the Town
Planning Ordinance.



2.

If you wish to seek further clarifications/information on matters relating to the
above decision, please feel free to contact Ms. Floria Tsang of Hong Kong District Planning
Office at 2231 4917.

FRITIP g

Yours faithfully,

e

( Raymond KAN )
for Secretary, Town Planning Board
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

EERBEMER ST
Your Ref. No.: TPB/A/H5/414

The Secretary, ~ Date: 16 September 2021
Town Planning Board, ‘ ;

15/F, North Point Government Offices, By Email & Hand
333 Java Road, North Point,

Hong Kong.

Dear Sir or Madam,

Request for Section 17 Review
Application Number A/H5/414

. Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat
Use in “Residential (Group B)” Zone and area shown as ‘Road’,
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

[ refer to your letter dated 27 August 2021 advising the decision of the Town
Planning Board {the Board) to reject the captioned application. The Applicant
considers the reason for rejection to be inadequately justified.

Therefore, on behalf of the Applicant, | write to apply to the Board for a review of the
decision under section 17(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance.

1 should be grateful if you would advise us of the date on which the hearing will be
held.

Yours faithfully,

[. T. Brownlee,
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

c.C.
DPO/HK —~ Ms. Chillie So (By Email)
Client and Consultants (By Email)

Room 3516B, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED AX )

Planning and Development Advisors

 EERSEEMEESY
Your Ref. No.: TPB/A/H5/414

The Secretary,

Town Planning Board, _

15/F, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road, North Point,

Hong Kong.

Date: 9 November 2021

By Hand

Dear Sirs,

Section 17 Review
Application-Number A/H5/414

Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat |

Use in “Residential (Group B)” Zone and area shown as ‘Road’,
. - 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

'Further Information: Submission of Review.Statement

| refer to your letter dated 23 September 2021 confirming receipt of our request for a

review of the decision to.reject the application under Section 17 of the Town
Planning Ordinance. )

A Review Statement has been prepared in response o the reason for rejeétion and |
am pleased to attach 35 hard copies and 35 soft copies of the Review Statement.

I would be grateful if you could advise us of the date on which the hearing will be
held. ' - o

Yours faithfully,

— . - .

l. T. Brownlee, .
For and on behalf of
Masterp!an‘ Limited

,
~} et
ras e

c.c, ’

DPO/HK — Ms. Chillie So (By Email)
Clientand Consultants (By Email)

oy
=

GEAI

VOB ONRANTI NWOL
hE LV b AN I

Room 3316B, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shup Tak Conlre, 200 Connaught Road Central, I-Ic;ng Kong.
Tel: (§52) 2418 2880 Fax: (852) 2587 7068 Fmail: in fomasterplan.com.hk

TOTAL P.0O1
NA-NOV=2021 441 +40 . . toAms emee e . .
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EEHEBERFER ST

Your Ref. No.: TPB/A/H5/414

The Secretary, ' Date: 5 January 2022
Town Planning Board,

15/F, North Point Government Offices, By Hand
333 Java Road, North Point,
Hong Kong.

Dear Sifs,

Section 17 Review
Application Number A/H5/414

Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat
Use in “Residential (Group B)” Zone and area shown as ‘Road’, ‘
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

Further Information: Response to Comments

| refer to abovementioned review under Section 17 of the Town Planning Ordinance.
On behalf of the Applicants, we would like to make a Further Information submission
in response to the departmental comments from Urban Design & Landscape,
Planning Department and Transport Department, which were made available to us
by the District Planning Office on email on 3™ and 9 December 2021.

In accordance with the Town Pianning Board Guideline (TPB PG-No. 32A), the
submitted further information are only minor clarifications and do not constitute a
material change. Therefore, they should be exempted from the publication and
recounting requirements.

Aftached are 35 hard copies and 35 soft copies of the Further Information: Response
to Comments Submission to aid the Town Planning Board's consideration of the
Section 17 Review. :

Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us at 2418 2880.

Yours faithfully,

—" / . . ‘%‘: s ‘{!

' - = m

7 =l

[. T. Brownlee, S o L)

For and on behalf of z @

Masterplan Limited 5 U s

= M

c.c. : % - U
DPO/HK — Ms. Chillie So (By Email) o

Client and Consultants (By Email)

Room 3516B, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068 Email: info@masterplan.com.hk

ERRFE LTS
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Detailed Comments from the Transport Department

@

(b)

(c)

(@
@©

- ®

(g)

Regarding the Building Appeal Tribunal case quoted by the applicants in the their FI dated
9.11.2021 (Annex D-2), the content under which is considered largely not relevant to the
present s.17 review application, for example, the trip generation and attraction rates of
residential developments at present have been significantly changed from those in the early
1990°s. Moreover, the tribunal case was based on a set of rejected building plans where the
associated vehicular access and car lift arrangement within the Site were considered not
unacceptable according to Buildings Ordinance at that time. Such vehicular access and car
lift arrangement for 48 parking spaces are not relevant to the proposed development.
Moreover, given the existing narrow right-of-way (ROW) for two-way traffic, in the absence
of any internal transport facilities within the Site, it is expected that the obstruction on the
ROW would be more prevalent as some loading/unloading activities related to the Site may
take place on the ROW.

The applicants mentioned in the FI dated 5.1.2022 (Annex D-3) that the ROW under the
applicant’s ownership cannot be widened. The applicants should provide justification on this
matter, explore possible improvement measures.

No additional justification is the applicants’ FI dated 9.11.2021 (Annex D-2} is provided to
address his previous comments on the FI on 4.8.2021 in the section 16 application stage
(Appendix Ih of Annex A).

Regarding the assessment of parking space availability, the applicants have assessed the

‘demand for weekends in the FI on 4.8.2021 (Appendix Ih of Annex A) but the assumptions

adopted (e.g. 80% of the minimum requirement of the Hong Kong Planning Standards and
Guidelines) should be further justified.

While the applicants mention that it is impractical to provide innovative parking systems (e.g.
puzzle-type parking system) in the proposed development, no details are provided in the FI
on 4.8.2021 (Appendix Th of Annex A). There is also no information to support their
argument that above-ground car parks are technically infeasible.

The applicants have assessed the performance of the junction of the existing right-of-way and
Kennedy Road (the junction) in the FI on 4.8.2021 (Appendix Th of Annex A). However,
the methodology and assumptions adopted in the traffic assessment (e.g. traffic growth rate,
other developments in the vicinity) have not been mentioned and justified. The applicants
should also advise whether the traffic flow along Kennedy Road would be affected by the
traffic quéue entering to the Site to support the conclusion of satisfactory operation of the
junction.

For the junction capacity assessment, it appears that Arm A (i.e. Kennedy Road eastbound)
has only one traffic lane and the width should not be 7.8m as adopted in the calculation.
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Town Planning/i
. Teaa-?
R EELARKNSE 15 WWHRNEBQWEE (/55 : 28770245 )
To: Secretariat of Town Planning Board, 15/F North Point Govt Offices, HK (Fax: 2877 0245)

- ERRREREE : A/H5/414 (Hk) 2 BEER
Comment on Application No. A/H5/414 (Review)
( FEE9HAE Expiry Date for Making Comments: 2021/10/13 )

EAR (BB A/H5/414 (HK)) WABET (FMEY) -
Regarding Application No. A/H5/414 (Review), I (Please mark with a v):

3% Support L = Reject ] A% R Have no comments

E%M'F My opinions ( EI%?JHFﬁ ] Plea.se use additional pages if needed ) : '
A4 = 2B AEVAL LTSN
&d:  RAVKRI OB 522D S

o B EMARE A4 BT L UG 2L
1 MEBE BT R0 S AG A BALMYT,
BRIV IFTIS YL D

0k N Eed HU AR R0 TR o
¥ AE NS GA AR R ALY DR, ma
LYD ANS/4th 2 ve e % b AT /R dh O Rt of by B4 2% 4
NEY ik B g o AEREHR AR AR
vz a.

@ Name - TONY  FUNG *BE4EEEE Contact ;
*ttik Address :

*BTI Email ; % B Date: 30 /?/80&_]

G 6 M I AT B R 2 /532 For replies by Town Planning Board
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" Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People's Republic of China Wan Chai District Council

5 ;g 1%. gi. ﬁ m % i Office of Peggy Lee, Wan Chai District Councillor

15%, October, 2021
15/F North Point Government Office,
Hong Kong

Secretariat of Town Planning Board ) - ) {

RECEIVED

Dear Chairman and members,

Objection to A/H5/414 (Review) 15 o0 201

Town Plunning
Board

| am again waiting to object the height relaxation application
A/H5/414 (Review).

applicant

Transport Department (TD)

1. It's required by TD that all new constructed buildings should reserve certain area for
car park facility to solve illegal parking and traffic issue in Hong Kong. | think this
rationale should apply to ALL SIZES of buildings and sites and SHOULD NOT BE
exempted. The new residential building in 33-35 Kennedy Road will have 75 units
which means there will be increase in car flow every day, but the Applicant HAS NOT
proposed any plan or car park facilities to deal with their increase car flow in this
review. As mentioned in my previous objections, the metered car park mentioned by
the Applicant in front of no 52-56 Kennedy Road is still 100% full every day and night.
In addition, we still continuously found serious illegal parking near Bamboo Grove and
outside Tang Kang Po College due to insufficient supply of car park spaces along
Kennedy Road.

2. The Applicant mentioned that their residents will rely more on public transportation,
there is still no solid proof in this review to show this assumption is correct.

3. NO new traffic assessment has submitted by the Applicant with the traffic forecast of
future traffic in Kennedy Road, i.e. Hopewell Centre 2 traffic.

Planning Department

From the extracted page of GBP approved by the Building Department in 2018, the new
proposed development has over 60% in increase in GBP, such will create traffic issue to
Kennedy Road




To conclude, | believe the Board has already given enough chances for the Developer
to submit further information (A/A5/414, A/H5/414F11, A/H5/A414FI12 and A/H5/A414FI3) to
address our concerns. Therefore, the “DECLINE” decision made by the Board should has taken
the concerns of different Departments and residents nearby into consideration aftér 4 rounds

~ of consultation and comments, such the “DECLINED” decision should be BINDED. In addition,

the Applicaht DID NOT SUMBIT any new supporting documents to support this review, or any
new plan to solve the traffic and parking issue, there is NO REASONABLE JUSTIFICATION for
such review.. : :

| continue to object to the proposed height relaxation for this development in 33-35
Kennedy Road, | sincerely request the Board to maintain the decision due to UNSOLVED
TRAFFIC, PARKING AND AIR CIRCULATION ISSUES by the Applicant.

Yours Sincerely,

Vepn©

Peggy Lee Pik-yee

. Wan Chai District Councillor (Southorn)
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Ref.: PM-BAMB/ECL/EC/025/21

12 October 2021
C )
Secretary, Town Planning Boar: \2
Planning Department '
15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

By Hand. By Fax: 2877 0245 &
By Email: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Dear Sirs,

Re.: Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat Use
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong.
(Review of Application No. A/H5/414)
4

We are the Sub-Manager of Bamboo Grove and write on behalf of Hysan Property Management Limited o i
h to direct our objection against the subject
application. Reasons are as below: 7/
1 The extra 9.95 meters height increase will further affect the view and fresh air flow of the 345 nos. of flats

in Bamboo Grove. It shall be unreasonable for the said 345 flats in Bamboo Grove being affected by the
subject development which consists of 75 flats only;

2 Bamboo Grove contributed a lot to develop an environmental friendly community for residents and
members of the district with a lot of green areas in the estate developed. The development with extended
height of 9.95 meters together with Wing Wai Court and Hopewell Centre forming a curtain (as per
photograph enclosed) could block the sunlight and affect fresh air flow to Bamboo Grove. It affects the
growth of plants and living environment of Bamboo Gove. Again, it shall be unreasonable for the
residents of 345 flats being affected by a new development with 75 flats only.

3 We consider that the planning department should only consider such relaxation if there is significant

benefit for the public and the design/planning of the development cannot achieve it without the
relaxation.

We hope you could consider the above concerns from owners and residents of Bamboo Grove and decline the

subject application. Should you have any queries or if any further information is required, please feel free to
contact the undersigned on 2846 5917 or h :

Senior Manager

Encl.
cc. Client
fPRETMHRERARLE Our quality assurance accreditation
FEREHE 979 WS HAE 1718 ISO 9001 Qualitny Management System
AT RGIREES: C-006182 I1SO 14001 Environmental Management System
IS0 30001 Energy Management System
Jones Lang LaSalle Management Services Limited OHSAS 18001 Occupational Health and Safety Management System

17°F Dorset House 979 King 's Road Hong Kong
Company Licence No.: C-006182 T +852 2846 5000 F +852 2968 1668
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' oM F Planning Department
D North Paint Government Offices

[ b 3 I Ry ot | d 333 Java Road, North Point,
LRI & Hong Kong
Fofi ik Your Reference By Registered Mail
¥R Our Reference TPB/A/H5/414
WA Tel, No 2231 4940
P PR B Iax No. : 2895 3957

24 September 2021

Dear Sir/Madam,

Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction for Permitted Flat Use
33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong
(Review of Application No. A/H5/414)

Please refer to the attached statutory notice issued by the Town Planning Board (the Board). As you can
see from the notice, the Board is now inviting public comments on the captioned planning application which is in your
neighbourhood. The applicant has sought a review on the Board's decision on the application. Any comments you
wish to make must be made in writing to the Board direct not later than 15 October 2021. Under the Town
Planning Ordinance, any out-of-time comment shall not be accepted.  You may use the attached submission form for
making comment. Details of the application can be inspected on the Board’s website
(https://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/en/plan_application/A_H5_414.htm] or by scanning the QR code below) or at the Planning
Enquiry Counters of the Planning Department (Hotline: 2231 5000).

The tentative date of the Board to consider the application has been uploaded to the Board’s website
(https://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/)

The paper for consideration of the Board in relation to the application will be available for public inspection
at the Planning Enquiry Counters and on the Board's website (https://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/en/meetings/meetings.htm!)
before the meeting, and at the Public Viewing Room on the day of meeting,

After the Board has considered the application, enquiry about the decision may be made at tel. no. 2231
4810 or 2231 4835 or the gist of the decision can be viewed at the Board’s website after the meeting.

Please bring this matter to the attention of the owners and tenants of your building.

Yours sincerely,
(SO Tsz-lui Chillie)
for District Planning Officer/Hong Kong
Planning Department

(This is a computer print-out and no signature is required)

KMy EE - "SARNTHFESEXSBERDBOEEHS - |

Our Vision — “We plan to make Hong Kong an international city of world prominence.”




b5 U Planning Department
D North Point Government Offices

Rl ==k o3 e o d 333 Java Road, North Point,
JLAEEEE IHong Kong
HEEE R Your Reference
R Our Reference TPB/A/MS/414
ERGAARS Tel. No. : 2231 4940
L FLAR liax No. ¢ 2895 3957

Yot/ Hook

EHABFREME 33 E 35

B R ERY SRS MEAFNIBETHR
(A% BB 35 4R 5% © A/HS/414)

HEBaRHhR T AN ERGCTHE "G ) ) A EEERTD -
— B AP AR IR A R B RH AT M A IE M R O R R BT AU BE)RE L E R - H
AT HBMR G LR AR EREEZ - WRRAGREER - AR 2021 £ 10
15 ARz Sm AR EREEE A GRS o R BR8] - FE 6T 0 B A B R
A - A ERMATER EHBTER  SHNPHARN TR ATEE
(https://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/tc/plan_application/A_HS5_414. htm| B¢ 7§ LT = 4 55 ) 2 43 M &

WO o F B R OB MW OE & B B W B b ik R E R R
(https://www.inf'o.gov.hk."tpb/) °

{1 308 4R 7 F 3% B P SEEF 2 B AV SO 0 @ 1E @ B AT E IR R BB E R R IR G
48 E (https://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/tc/meetings/meetings.html) » DL B 1€ @ 5% & B 77 7 & #7% %
BE - Dt RERM -

TE Wi 40 o % 58 eR Btk 0 O ELEE 2231 4810 3¢ 2231 4835 AL E - B TE &R
W% ERRENEHEEERAEME -

B L EEANROAREARARENES -

W E B L R
( #RiEE 17)

2021 4 9 H 24 H
(M B 73 B I P AT » A 3 )

W< oA
BMHER - "EBRAMITEEEFERAMRDBOBRDG - S

Our Vision — “We plan to make Hong Kong an international city of world prominence.”



BRI B GRS

B SENE TR AEEEE 333 RILABINS R 15 *ﬁ
(HE : 2877 0245 5% 2522 8426

EET: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

To : Secretary, Town Planning Board

By hand or post : 15/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong
By Fax : 2877 0245 or 2522 8426

By e-mail : tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

A BRI H4RSE The application no. to which the comment relates
A/HS5/414

BRS WAEE  H5HRE)

Details of the Comment (use separate sheet if necessary)

TRRERA L SRR N ' NRSEsIMROsIRARY making this comment
As the agent for/& op behalf of

The Owner /of Bamboo Grove
%% Signature HHi Date \1 OU\ A

-M-" A s .
Casrvitessags

'
[5%]
1
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October 12, 2021 \ s

Secretary, Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices,

333 Java Road, North Point,

Hong Kong By Email

Dear Sirs,

RECEIVED

1 72 oot 2021

Re: Request for Section 17 Review

Application No. A/H5/414
Proposal: Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building He-ight Restriction
Location : 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

Town pPlanning
Board

We refer to the above application dated 26/11/2020 and su bsequent request from
Developer on September 16, 2021 for a review on the decision of the Town Planning
Board to reject the Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height Restriction.

We would like to make comments on the above application to the Town Planning
Board under section 17 of the Town Planning Ordinance.

As there is no additional information or any further planning merit to support the
application to review the decision, we are of the opinion that the Board should reject
the review application.

We have gone through the minutes recording and found that the Town Planning
Board had considered the BHR application with sufficient review of the submitted
materials from the developer. With a lack of planning merit to support the BHR
application, it is more than reasonable for the Board to reject the BHR application..

® The applicant claims in the submission that the terrace setback for the top two
floors would allow more daylight to street level is absolutely incorrect. It is
simple geometric issue that more daylight would be allowed onto street level
only if the building has terrace set back from lower levels, say from the 2nd
floor onwards for an over 20-storeys building.



® The applicant said in the application the proposed minor relaxation is only
9.95m greater than the building height restriction, representing an 8.29%
increase in the total building height. Of course there will be adverse visual
impact to the view of the residents on surrounding buildings. Moreover,
Building Height Restriction {BHR) in the area has been set for rational zone
planning reasons.

® Therefore, approval on application for a proposed relaxation of the BHR is
unacceptahble. '

'@ Thereisno way a concession could be made due to a design problem with the
limit of the BHR.

Moreover, an approval for above application would mean opening a flood gate for
similar applications in future, would the Town Planning Board willing to entertaln and
approve such applications to avoid the impression that special favorable treatment
has been given to the current application. As such, this review application should be
rejected based on the existing Building Height Restriction alone, without even
considering the adverse visual impact to the surrounding buildings and no planning

" merit to the surrounding areas. '

Yours faithfully
For and on behalf of _
Happy China Limited

HAD CiMiren

apssanaserravInaIN (TP T T LI T A R LI bkl bl

M‘S&mmmk




| Halli Secretarial Limited

Wanchai
0526

Hong Kong

Your ref. no. TPB/A/H5/414
12th October, 2021

The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15/F., North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road

North Point

Hong Kong

RECEIVED
19 0GT 2021

Town Planning
Board

Dear Sir/Madam

Application Number A/HS5/414
No. 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wanchai, Hong Kong

We refer to the subject matter and the letter addressed to the Town Planning Board (TPB) issued
by Masterplan Limited dated 16th September, 2021.

We have listened to the meeting recordings in depth. We understood that the sub_] ect apphcanon
was rejected by the TPB with valid reasons. .

In the letter issued by Masterplan Limited, there is no valid reason or document to support the
request for review under section 17 of the Town Planning Ordinance. It appears that the request
is without any merit for the TPB’s consideration. It is only a wasting of the TPB’s members
valuable time.

Last but not least, we would raise our objection to the application again.

Yours faithfﬁlly

for and on bekalf of

HALLY SECRETARIAL LiMiTE
THHRER B AR g i

il LI TR PP T TP,

rized Signature(s)

Enclosure - A copy of our objection letter dated 26th May, 2021



Hally Secretarial Limited

Wanchai
‘Hong Kong

o COPY
’ i
26th May, 2021 . . | \@@ |

Secretariat of Town Planning Board:
15/F., North Point Government Oﬁces
333 Java Road
Hong Kong

o BY HAND

Dear Sir

Re: Application No. A/H5/414 (¥X) :
' No. 33-35 Kemnedy Road, Wanchal, Hong Kong -

We refer to the subject matter.

Regarding Section 16 Planning Application Proposed Minor Relaxation of Building Height
Restriction at 33-35 Kennedy Road, Wanchai, Hong Kong, especially on “Urban Design” we
would raise an objection to the Application on the following grounds:-

(1) The relaxation of buﬂdﬁng height will affect the view of our flat as well as the surrounding
environment, We consider the relaxation is prejudicial to our interest as existing resident
in the neighborhood on Kennedy Road.

(2) The relaxation is also prejudicial to other developers in the past who had been bounded by
the height restriction.

(3) Regarding the applicant’s claim that the terrace seiback for the top two floors would allow
more daylight to the street level is only a deception, Simple geometry shall show that the
affected angle is minimal as the building is a high-rise one. Furthermore, we would point
out that as the sun is moving, the timing of more daylight, if any, should be very short. 1 or
2 minutes? This is the usual trick of developers oxly.

It is so obvious that the applicant’s intention is to sell the top two floors with terrace at a
higher price only. :

(4) Oncomment under head(l) and (2) from the Chief Town Planner regarding Urban Design,
it appears that the content is a recap of the applicant’s views and not the comment of the
Chief Town Planner.
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(5) The relaxation if granted, will have a very bad effect to the citizen at large. -Even we
. believe that there is no transfer of benefit between the developer and the Towning Planning
Board, the i nnpressmn is not good. This is the general conscious of the Government to
avoid such impression.

(6) The application if granted will have a consequential effect. Is the Town Planning Board |
prepared to allow all similar applicaﬁon along Kennedy Road in the future.

Last but not least, if the apphcaﬁon is granted, I hereby Teserve our right to apply for Judicial
Rewew

s W
Yours faithfully @ %

Ty
PR b

Eor and oi behalf of w e %:::
T H ¥ F-ﬂ»#i‘ m/\ a4, g

o3
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Enclosure: Comment from the Chief Town
Planner/Urban Design and Landscape and response from Developer

-
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To : Becretary, Tawn Planning Board

By hand or post : 15/F, North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong
By Fax : 2877 0245 or 2522 8426

By e-mail : \pbpd@plend gov.hk

Fﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬂiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁl AFARYE The applleation no. to which the comment relates

AfH5/414 Recelved on 09/11/2021

BERMY (GORHE  SIEET)

Deteils of the Comment (vse separutc sheet I necessary)

mmm#&mélﬁi&m

rfﬁﬁ!r&& = BRI Namﬁpnsom’ a1y making this comment o

g Signature

06-DEC-2021 17:08 97x P.001
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Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People's Republic of China Wan Chai District Council

5— g 1%0& ﬁ })ﬁ' ? i Office of Peggy Lee, Wan Chai District Councillor

S@S&\ - 9th December 2021
15/F North Point Government Office, PS ,_%\
Hong Kdng

Secretariat of Town Planning Board

To whom it may concern,

Objection to A/H5/414 (Review)

| am writing to object the further information submitted by the applicant of A/H5/414
(Review), my reasons are as follow:

1. Tree Preservation
We understand that the government land lease of 33-35 Kennedy Road is a document
drafted 60 years ago and no Tree Preservation Clause was included in such an old lease.
However, Kennedy Road is always an area with nice greenery, and surrounded by
many valuable old trees. As a responsible Developer in Hong Kong, ! think it is a must
to protect our environment, but not to cut down trees due to any reasons.

2. Car Park Issue

Our strong request to car park spaces and loading areas for this residential building is
because the vehicle path outside the building is the ONLY access to Wing Way Court
and its car parks, if it's blocked by lorry/cars or any illegal parking, it will have terrible
traffic issue to both Wing Way Court and Phoenix Court. The precedent submitted by
Developer is a case 29 years ago where the number of cars on street was totally
different from what we have now, especially in Kennedy Road, therefore, it should not
be applied in this case.

3. Building Heights

According to the Buildings Department - Practice Note for Authorized Persons,
Registered Structural Engineers and Registered Geotechnical Engineers, point 5 under
“Building Heights” states clearly that the minimum height of rooms for habitation or
office for health reason is 2.5 m, therefore the GBP approved scheme on 21 December
2018 with floor-to-floor height of 3m is well above the minimum requirement of the

Building Department for health reason. The reason for the Developer to have higher
building height is just to get a higher unit price for more profit.
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Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People's Republic of China Wan Chai District Council

ﬁ' ;g 1%.;%\. ﬁ ﬁﬁ-"? & Office of Peggy Lee, Wan Chai District Councillor

4. Approved General Building Plans (GBP}) ‘
The GBP approved scheme dated 21 December 2018 aiready approved and allowed
the applicant to achieve the full permissible GFA with the Building Height Restriction
on the lots. The only reason for Developer to apply for height relaxation is to build
more unit and to have higher building height just to earn more money.

5. Location of the Proposed Building
33-35 Kennedy Road is extremely close to Wing Way Court and Phoenix Court, every
increase of height will have further negative impact to the adjacent buildings in term
of scenery, sunlight, air ventilation and traffic.

6. Housing Supply to specific group of buyers
Lacking housing subply Is an issue concerned by the Government and the public.
However, this lacking housing supply refers to housing supply to low-income family or
earners. Thus, the increase in units of this proposed residential building doesn’t help
to increase housing supply for the general housmg market as it targets at high income
group of buyers or investors.

To conclude, the GBP approved for this site was 46 units in 2018 and 69 units in 2020,
and the applicant is now proposing to increase to 75 units by asking for relaxation of height,
which is totally UNACCEPTABLE and UNFAIR to residents nearby. it is also inadequate to use
to the approved GBP in 2018 as a reason for not providing car park as approval of GBP and
height relaxation should not be assessed under same mechanism. With all the impact and
concerns above, | do not see any reason or necessity for the Board to withdraw the “Rejected”
decision on the height relaxation to the applicant.

| believe the Broad and all relevant govérnment departments have already fully

reviewed and considered all information submitted by the Applicant in many rounds of

submissions with the existing regulations and rules, and to finally come up with a “REJECTED”

~ decision. Since the Applicant DID NOT SUMBIT any new supporting documents to support

this review, | continue to object to the proposed height relaxation for this development in 33-
35 Kennedy Road, I sincerely request the Board to maintain the decision.

Yours Sincerely,

Vegrf L=

Peggy Lee Pik-yee

Wanchai District Councillor (Sduthorn)
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*E: Fw: KRPG TPB A/H5/414 5.17 Review - further information OBJECTION L
LopEH KRPG-TPB-A-H5-414 Review Objection 20210929.pdf ﬂ)" - “
Dear SIRS

We refer to our OBJECTION letter dated 29 September 2021 and wish to retain our views.

We confirm that we have read the applicant's "further information” given on the TPB

website (as below)
and have followed the applicant's rational for feeling aggrieved by the Board's prevrous ruhngs on
this A/H5/414 case.

We believe the the Town Planning Board should NOT grant relaxations to height restrictions
"willy-nilly” as this will lead to over-development
and set a bad precedent for.this essentially medium density residential road, and local area.

The applicant argues that they have been unable to build over the full land ownership area
_because a ROW ("right-of-way"} to adjacent private

properties uses up a large area of the site, and the scope for utilizing the allowed plot ratlo on the
“balance area is stymied by the height restriction of 120mPD.

However:-
a) The development risk is for the deve!oper government and the community NEVER
GUARANTEE any developer a full plot ratio utilization and a maximum GFA.

b) The ROW is a private agreement between the owners of the application site, Wing
Way Court and Phoenix Garden and is shown as a “Private Road”.

Without this road passing through the application site vehicular access would not be
possible to the adjoining sites. '

The ROW agreement would have been by legal contract, which would have entailed
offer, acceptance and CONSIDERATION. .

The precept of caveat emptor would appear to apply.

Best regards
Roger Emmerton

for Kennedy Road Protection Group

TPB : Planning Application A/H5/414

TPB : Planning Application A/H5/414

--—- Forwarded Message -----



From: [
To:
Cc
Sent: Wednesday, September 29, 2021, 11:28:30 PM GMT+8
Subject: KRFPG TPB A/H5/414 S.17 Review OBJECTION

Dear SIRS,

Please find attached our COMMENTS and OBJECTIONS with regard to the developer's
application for a s.17 Review regarding the MPC rejection of their proposal for a height
restriction relaxation at the s.16 stage.

Best regards

Roger Emmerton

for Kennedy Road Protection Grbup



Secretary, Town Planning Board
15/F Floor, North Point Government Offices,

333 Java Road, , o

North Point, Hong Kong 29t September 20217
.Dear Sirs,

Re:- Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of

Building Height Restriction
s.17 Application No. A/H5/414 - OB]ECTION

“Kennedy Road Protection Group” are a group of residents living in the Wan Chai
sector of Kennedy Road in vicinity of the application snze on the “R(B)" zone

and “Road” at 33-35 Kennedy Road.

+ We notice from the Towi Planning Board website that the applicant has applied for
a5.17 Review of the REJECTION of their 5.16 application which went through many
stages of “further information”. ALL this information given to government
departments was unable to garner support for the proposed height restriction
relaxation from the relevant government officials, Wan Chai District Councillors and
the residents in the locality. During the s.16 planning procedures for A/HS5/414 we

sent four Jetters to the TPB on 14t December 2020, 15t June 2021, 5% July 2021 .

and 8t July 2021 giving specific reasons for our OBJECTION to this proposal.

In brief our COMMENTS and OBJECTIONS focused on:-

1. Architectural, Landscape and Visual Aspects -

2. Urban Design -

3. Traffic.

4. Legal Outcome Appeal Tribunal - Buildings Ordinance (Cap 123) Case N. 74 91
(Ref (18) in PELB(L) 67/01/05 (74-91). -

5. Wan Chai OZP - contradiction of specific planning statements

6. Precedent -

We can find no new information in the gist given to the public on the TPB website.
In the context of the above we request consideration and protection under Section 3
(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance Cap.131. We therefore respectfully request

Members of th rd to REJECT this 5.17 proposal in the PUBLIC INTEREST.

urs sincerely,

¢

Roger Emmeégton for Kennedy Road Protection Group




Annex G of
TPB Paper No. 10802

Advisory Clauses

(@)

(b)

(©

(d)

(¢)

®

the approval of the application does not imply that any proposal on building design elements
to fulfil the requirements under the Sustainable Building Design Guidelines, and any proposal
on bonus plot ratio (PR) and site coverage (SC) and/or gross floor area (GFA)
concession/exemption for the proposed development will be approved/granted by the Building
Authority (BA). You should approach the Buildings Department (BD) direct to obtain the
necessary approvals. In addition, if the building design elements and the bonus PR/GFA
concession are not approved/granted by the BA and major changes to the current scheme are
required, a fresh planning application to the Town Planning Board (the Board) may be
required;

to note the comments of the District Lands Officer/Hong Kong East, Lands Department that
the “Existing Right of Way” as shown on the Master Layout Plan is covered by a Deed of

- Covenant and Mutual Grant of Rights of Way (Deed of ROW) registered in the Land Registry -

under Memorial No. 198862 dated 29.6.1955. The said Deed of ROW is a private agreement
made between owners of various private lots without government involvement. Any issue
relating to the concerned right of way should be liaised and sorted out with the concerned
private lots owners to facilitate the proposed development. The site area should be consistent
with the relevant land documents and no encroachment on government land;

to note the comments of the Commissioner for Transport that the trip generation and attraction
cannot be considered as negligible. The loading/unloading demand of the proposed
development would not be eliminated by not providing parking spaces within the subject site
(the Site), and therefore the adverse traffic impact and road safety hazard due to stopping/
parking of vehicles on the ROW and Kennedy Road due to the proposed development may
arise in such case. Justification for not providing any parking spaces and loading/unloading
facilities within the Site should be provided.  Also, justification on the ROW cannot be widen
should be provided, possible improvement/traffic management measures on the ROW under
the applicants’ ownership should be explored, and provide confirmation on whether the width

~ of the ROW will be further reduced with the proposed greenery. Regarding the assessment of

parking space availability, the assumptions adopted (e.g. 80% of the minimum requirement of
the Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines) should be further justified. The
methodology and assumptions adopted in the traffic assessment (e.g. traffic growth rate, other
developments in the vicinity) have not been mentioned and justified. You should also advise
whether the traffic flow along Kennedy Road would be affected by the traffic queue entering
to the Site to support the conclusion of satisfactory operation of the junction. For the junction
capacity assessment, it appears that Arm A (i.e. Kennedy Road eastbound) has only one traffic
lane and the width should not be 7.8m as adopted in the calculation;

to note the comments of the Chief Building Surveyor/Hong Kong East and Heritage, Buildings
Department that detailed comments on compliance with the Buildings Ordinance will be given
upon formal building plans submission;

to note the comments of the Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape, Planning
Department that relevant authority/ government department(s) should be approached direct to
obtain necessary approval for any proposed tree preservation/ removal scheme if necessary;

to note the comments of the Director of Fire Services that detailed fire services requirements
will be formulated upon receipt of formal submission of general building plans. The



(2)

f

-2
emergency vehicular access provision in the application site shall comply with the standard
as stipulated in Section 6, Part D of the Code of Practice for Fire Safety in Buildings 2011
under the Building (Planning) Regulation 41D which h is administrated by BD; and

to note the comments of the Commissioner of Police that the developer should take note of -
any requirement to notify/apply permit from relevant departments in respect of any possible
road works, loading/unloading on the street, etc.



