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TPB/R/S/H1/21-C114  Ms Ma Lee 
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TPB/R/S/H1/21-C125  Ms Cheung Yuk Yee 

TPB/R/S/H1/21-C126  Mr Law Tat Keung 

TPB/R/S/H1/21-C127  Ms Ng Wing Yee 

TPB/R/S/H1/21-C128  Mr Ng Kin Wai 

TPB/R/S/H1/21-C129  Ms Chau Yuk Lan 

TPB/R/S/H1/21-C130  Mr Lo Siu Hung Oswens 

TPB/R/S/H1/21-C131  Mr Li Tsun Fai 

 



 

Summary of Representations 

In respect of draft Kennedy Town & Mount Davis Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H1/21 

Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

R1 

 

Organisation 

(The Real Estate 

Developers 

Association of Hong 

Kong (REDA)) 

(See Annex II) 

 Supports all amendment items. 

 

 The relevant reassessments and justifications for the 

amendment items are supported.  Such justifications 

include enabling the subject sites to accommodate the 

permissible gross floor area or plot ratio under the Building 

(Planning) Regulations, or as stipulated on the Outline 

Zoning Plan (OZP) for future redevelopment, and to also 

meet the Sustainable Building Design Guidelines (SDBG) 

requirements. 

 

 The Pok Fu Lam Moratorium (PFLM) was a short term 

administrative measure to limit the traffic for new 

development until transportation infrastructure had been 

improved.  Given the planned implementation of 

additional railway infrastructure to serve the general Pok Fu 

Lam area and confirmation of permitted development 

densities on statutory plans covering there area, there is no 

longer any logical reason to prevent the development of 

zoned sites up to the permitted maximum that has already 

been determined and included in the OZP. 

 

To achieve the redevelopment 

of all sites in the relevant area in 

conformity with the zoning of 

the site, the Town Planning 

Board (the Board) is invited to 

support the removal of the 

administrative PFLM on land 

exchanges and lease 

modifications. 

R2 Institute  

(The University of 

Hong Kong (HKU))  

(See Annex II) 

 Supports Amendment Item D. 

 

 The objective of the OZP Amendment to increase the 

building height restriction (BHR) to 150mPD is to enable 

HKU to accommodate more incoming scholars from around 

 

Annex IV of  

TPB Paper No. 10774 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

the world, supporting HKU’s ongoing Global Professoriate 

Recruitment Campaign to recruit outstanding young 

researchers and scholars, and the continuously expanding 

ranks of academic staff in different faculties and 

departments. Facilitating continuous development on higher 

education is an adequate reason to justify the change of 

BHR to 150mPD.  

 

 With the proposed development at the site, HKU aspires to 

provide contemporary, multi-function amenities with 

residential towers to deliver a well-rounded campus 

experience for our staff and university visitors living in the 

iconic Pokfield Road Campus.  

 

 The proposed towers will feature architectural designs that 

aptly responds to the nearby landscape: building heights 

(BHs) will be similar to the existing buildings in the 

neighbourhood and other developments under planning to 

maintain the skyline.  The residential towers for staff 

match the overall profile of the Pokfulam neighbourhood.  

 

 The amendment will also bring benefits to the vicinity 

through enabling better connectivity, more landscape and 

green space for an enhanced visual ambience.  A new 

walking path in the Pokfield Campus linking the site with 

other HKU campuses will provide an alternative method to 

cross Pokfulam Road (the plan of a new footbridge 

connecting the Pokfield Road Campus and the Centennial 

Campus is being developed).  
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

 Design considerations such as incorporating green elements 

such as green roof and vertical greening, adjusting building 

alignment to maintain ventilation and necessary distance 

from adjacent buildings, will preserve the character and 

greenery in the surrounding neighbourhood.  

 

 The Pokfield Road Campus’s site access strategy for 

pedestrians and vehicles will address potential traffic impact 

in coping with the 150mPD scheme by separating walking 

paths and vehicular access. Public parking spaces will be 

provided on-site to prevent illegal parking on the 

surrounding roads, thus minimizing the impact of the 

amendment on local traffic.   

 

 The proposed OZP amendment to 150mPD in “Residential 

(Group B)” (“R(B)”) zone will help meet the needs and 

enhance the streetscape, ambience and accessibility of the 

area.  

 

R3 to R16 Individuals  

(See Annex II) 

 Support Amendment Item D.  

 

 The amendment would provide a better environment for 

HKU. (R3) 

 

 The staff quarters available at HKU are insufficient and the 

redevelopment plan to provide more accommodation for 

HKU staff are much needed to enhance the attractiveness 

and competitiveness of HKU in attracting and retaining staff 

recruited locally and from overseas. (R4, R11, and R13 to 

R16) 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

 The amendment to Item D will allow HKU to provide more 

residential units to cater for the needs of its growing number 

of professoriate, teaching and research staff. (R4, R11, and 

R13 to R16) 

 

 Insufficient/shortage of staff quarters has been a continuing 

hindrance to recruitment, especially international 

recruitment, of academic and research staff for the 

University.  That impacts upon the competitiveness of the 

University in recruiting and retaining talents locally and 

from all over the world, which in turn impacts upon the 

competitiveness of the local higher education sector and the 

society as a whole. (R5 and R7) 

 

 The amendment allows HKU to provide more 

accommodation for junior academic staffs that are long-

awaited. (R5 to R7, R12, and R14 to R16) 

 

 HKU faces a severe shortage of land available for campus 

development.  The development potential of the available 

land lot should be optimised to deliver long-term and 

maximum benefits to the University and the society. (R6 to 

R8 and R12) 

 

 The capacity and amenities of Pokfield Road Residences, 

which was built over 50 years ago, can no longer meet the 

University’s future needs.  Redeveloping Pokfield Road 

Residence into contemporary, multi-function residential 

towers is the best option. (R6, R7, and R12) 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

 While there could be some impact to neighbouring 

developments, the Board should consider the positive 

potential of the Pokfield Road Campus development in 

enhancing the overall environment, accessibility and green 

streetscape of the Pokfield Road and Pokfulam Road 

junction. (R6, R7, and R12) 

 

 HKU alumni looked forward to seeing their alma-mater to 

organise more academic exchange programmes.  The lack 

of sufficient accommodation units managed by HKU on 

campus increases the administrative and financial burden of 

hosting visiting professor and academic conference 

attendees.  Availability of guests lodging is often subject to 

price fluctuation and peak season demand, which comes at 

high cost to the public resources. (R9 and R10) 

 

 Revising the BHR to 150mPD will enable more flexibility 

and convenience for academic exchange programme 

visitors who require staying near the HKU campuses. (R9 

and R10) 

 
R17 to R18 Organisations 

 

(The Incorporated 

Owners of Nos. 6 & 

10 Mount Davis Road; 

and The Trustees of 

the Church of England 

in the Diocese of 

Victoria, HK) 

 

 Support Amendment Item E.  

 

 The justifications for doing so are contained in TPB Paper 

No. 10720 and are supported in this representation.  

 

 The PFLM was a short term administrative measure to limit 

the traffic for new development until transportation 

infrastructure had been improved.  Given the planned 

implementation of additional railway infrastructure to serve 

the general Pok Fu Lam area and confirmation of permitted 

To achieve the redevelopment 

of the site in conformity with 

the zoning of the site, the Board 

is invited to support the removal 

of the administrative PFLM on 

land exchanges and lease 

modifications. 



- 6 -  

Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

(See Annex II) development densities on statutory plans covering there 

area, there is no longer any logical reason to prevent the 

development of zoned sites up to the permitted maximum 

that has already been determined and included in the OZP. 

 

R19 to R28 Companies or 

Individuals 

(See Annex II) 

 Support Amendment Item E.  

 

 Planning on Hong Kong Island has generally adopted the 

approach of allowing lower buildings on the downhill side 

of the road and higher buildings on the uphill side of the 

road.  The zoning for 2-6 & 10 Mount Davis Road 

introduced in 2011 changed this approach.  The 

amendment now being proposed correct this. (R19, R20, 

and R24 to R28) 

  

 It was illogical unfair, unreasonable and in 2011 to impose 

different zonings and development restrictions on sites with 

similar characteristics.  The previous approach of having 

all uphill sites on Mount Davis Road to be zoned as “R(B)”, 

with the same development rights and restrictions, was 

appropriate.  The currently proposed amendment correct 

this. (R19, R20, and R24 to R28) 

 

 The zoning for 2-6 & 10 Mount Davis Road, introduced in 

Plan S/H1/18, was to reflect the current as-built conditions.  

This was a wrong approach to implement long-term 

planning aims.  This amendment now being proposed 

correct this. (R19, R20, and R25) 

 

 The resulting development intensity for 2-6 & 10 Mount 

Davis Road under “R(B)” is still in line with the Residential 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

Density Zone III in the Hong Kong Planning Standards and 

Guideline (i.e. plot ratio of 3 for developments of 17 storeys 

and over). (R19, R20, and R25 to R28) 

 

 The “high landscape value” of the slopes of Mount Davis 

will not be affected by the change of zoning of 2-6 & 10 

Mount Davis Road from “R(C)2” to “R(B)1” and a BH of 

160m, namely to medium-rise; the majority of the existing 

developments on the north side of Mount Davis Road are 

already medium rise. (R19, R20, and R24 to R28) 

 

 The view of ridge line of Mount Davis, when viewed from 

near the Queen Mary Hospital, will be maintained with a 

BH of 160mPD for 6-10 Mount Davis Road. (R19 and R25) 

 

 The imposition of the original “R(C)2” zoning to 2 & 6-10 

Mount Davis Road gave disproportionate interference with 

property rights as it adversely affected the long term value 

of the site which had been purchased by the owners. (R23, 

and R25 to R28) 

 

R29 Central and Western 

District Council 

(See Annex II) 

 Objects all amendment items.  

 

 Raises concern on Item C that the proposed increase of BHR 

is incompatible with the surrounding Government, 

Institution or Community (“G/IC”) and Open Space (“O”) 

sites and hinders the ventilation along Hill Road.  

 

 Claims that the government had worked together with HKU 

on the amendment item(s) to facilitate the redevelopment 

scheme at Pokfield Road. 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

 

 The landscape and view from Pok Fu Lam Road to Pokfield 

Road would be impacted severely with the BHR relaxation; 

and some sea views and mountain views would be blocked 

from certain angles.  

 

 The proposed amendments have conflict to the purpose of 

safeguarding the landscape, visual impact and air 

ventilation, and hence, the health of the residents in the 

community.  

 

R30 Individual 

(See Annex II) 

 Objects all Amendment items.  

 

 It was not justified to revise the BHR of various zones solely 

to achieve the SBDG. 

 

 Could not see the justification for the proposed 

amendments.  The air ventilation assessment (AVA) 

indicates strong negative impact on ventilation with 

Amendment Items C and D.  

 

 Item D will probably be the focus of a single development, 

multi towers atop massive podium.  Proposals would 

create an extensive wall effect on a site that is surrounded 

by schools and community facilities.  While the towers 

would be separated, the podium would block ventilation at 

street level.  

 

 Item C has a school on one side and a garden and academic 

G/IC buildings on the other.  The height of the current 

development is compatible with the surroundings.  The 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

major air airflow diagrams show that ventilation would be 

significantly impeded by additional high wall effect. 

 

 For Amendment Item D, university facilities are essentially 

G/IC and it is shocking that HKU is allowed to claim 

everything in maximum when they redevelop.  The AVA 

did not mention the redevelopment plans of Flora Ho Sports 

Centre and its impacts. 

 

 For Amendment Item E, the two subject sites fall within the 

“Landscape Protection Area” “Development Areas with 

High Landscape Value”, and the planning intention should 

be maintaining a low BH profile and development intensity, 

as agreed by the Board in 2011. The Representation site also 

falls within the PFLM area, which prohibits excessive 

development of the area until there is an overall 

improvement in the transport network in the PFLM area.  

Furthermore, there is a significant impact on the panorama 

on the skyline from Pok Fu Lam Road near Queen Mary 

Hospital and other viewpoints, unlike what it was written in 

the Visual Impact Assessment.  

 

 For Amendment Items F1 and F2, even localised 

improvements are essential for achieving an overall 

improvement of the local environment and tackling climate 

change. 

R31 to R212 Companies or 

Individuals  

(See Annex II) 

 Object to Amendment Item D 

 

 The proposed amendment has no public interest on 

alleviating the existing housing shortage problem but only 

providing short term lodging for overseas staff. (R31 to 

 To combine the swimming 

pool and the 

accommodation into one 

building (R42 and R56); 

increase the seperation 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

R36, R41 to R208, R211, and R212) 

 

 Further heightens the existing traffic burden along 

Smithfield Road and Pokfield Road, which are already over 

the maximum capacity. (R31 to R35, R38, R41 to R208, 

R211, and R212) 

 

 Causes wall effect, which blocks the ventilation and induces 

heat island effect. (R31, R37, R38, and R40 to R212) 

 

 Imposes impacts to the owners of the buildings along 

Pokfield Road and Pok Fu Lam Road and even the entire 

Sai Wan district. (R31 to R35, R41 to R207, R211, and 

R212) 

 

 HKU as a world top institute should focus on high-tech 

development, but not fighting interests with the public. 

(R42) 

 

 Affects the view and ventilation. (R39, R75, and R77 to 

R80) 

 

 The increase of 30m in BH, on top of the existing short 

distance with University Heights would further heightens 

the chimney effect, and hence, deteriorating the ventilation 

and heat in the lower floors. (R97) 

 

 Blocks the natural lighting and mountain view, especially of 

the flats on lower floors in University Heights. (R100 to 

R101, R192 to R193, and R207) 

 

from University Heights 

(R56). 

 

 To lower the BHR of the 

proposed staff quarters 

from 120mPD to 90mPD 

or lower (R40, R211 and 

R212). 

 

 To build an indoor 

swimming pool atop the 

accommodation (R211). 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

 

 It is a waste of resources to have no one living in the 

proposed tall building which is so close to University 

Heights; light and air pollution and greenhouse effect 

incurred by the increasing use of air conditioner and lighting 

in the common area of the proposed building impose 

negative impacts to the environment within the 

neighbourhood. (R100) 

 

 It is unnecessary to increase the BH as reflected based on 

the high vacancy rate of the existing staff quarter of low BH. 

(R101 and R137) 

 

 The property depreciates, which imposes harm to the 

economy of Sai Wan district. (R103) 

 

 Disrespects the view of ridgeline and destroys the 

environment. (R126) 

 

 Incompatible with the surroundings in terms of the outlook. 

(R127) 

 

 According to the public information released by HKU in 

2020, the information indicated that the concerned building 

will only be around 10+floors (120mPD). (R128 and R138)  

 

 Based on the aforementioned information, an apartment on 

upper floor in University Heights was purchased in order to 

secure a hill-side view that is not blocked by the concerned 

building.  The amendment affects stakeholders who 

bought the apartments based on the released information.  
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

Questions the handling of the compensation. (R128) 

 

 While the proposed BH relaxation up to 150mPD does not 

tally with the 120mPD as mentioned in the public 

information released by HKU in 2020. It is considered as a 

handling lacking of integrity, disrespectful of other 

stakeholders and of irresponsibility. (R138) 

 

 Involves the transfers of benefits among stakeholders. 

(R149) 

 

 Privacy issues, noise pollution, light pollution, air pollution 

by the exhaust from the air conditioners and sewerage 

pollution leading to chimney effect are incurred due to the 

close distance with University Heights, harming the health 

of the residents. (R189 to R190, R192 to R193, R205,  

R207, and R208) 

 

 Heightens the burden on traffic and community amenities, 

and hence, posing safety issues to children and elderly living 

nearby and the increasing pedestrians along the narrow 

pedestrian path at Pokfield Road. (R189, R190, R192, and 

R193) 

 

 No imminent demands for residential units to 

accommodating guests.  The original BHR of 120mPD is 

already sufficient to build flats. (R36) 

 

 There is a student village in Lung Wah Street which is close 

to the proposed HKU Pokfield Road Campus.  The 

proposed HKU Pokfield Road Campus already adds 
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Representation No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Representer Subject of Representation Representer’s Proposal 

congestion loading to Pokfield Road, so does the increased 

heights of the proposed guesthouse located in the said 

location. (R36) 

 

 The new building belongs to the HKU and is constructed 

out of public money.  The taller the building, the higher 

would be the construction costs.  Given such a bad 

economic environment at the moment, it is inappropriate to 

spend more public money while there is a more cost 

effective alternative which can also give the same building 

area. (R167) 

 

 The original BHR of 120mPD would already enable the 

HKU to construct buildings more than double its existing 

height. The further relaxation would provide a building of 

three times the current buildings which might not be 

necessary, given the fact that the taller the building, the more 

residential units in the neighbouring buildings would be 

adversely affected in terms of both the amount of natural 

light and also air ventilation. (R167) 

 

 There is a high density area (Amendment Item A) which 

would only be relaxed from 120mPD to 130mPD while this 

“R(B)” site is meant to be medium density only but is 

proposed to be relaxed from 120mPD to 150mPD which is 

also inappropriate. (R167) 

 

 Provides views on the extent of the proposed scheme is 

stretching too wide and too tall, which affects the greenery 

and the environment and is considered as unnecessary. 

(R137) 



Summary of Comments 

In respect of draft Kennedy Town & Mount Davis Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H1/21 

Comment No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Commenter Related 

Representations  

Gist of Comments 

C1 

 

Institute  

(HKU) 

(see Annex III) 

Providing 

responses to 

R29 to R212 

 Supports Amendment Item D based on the followings:  

(i) attracting and retaining academic talents;  

(ii) optimising the use of available land resources; and 

(iii) providing benefits to the community.  

 

 In response to representers’ concerns, HKU provides responses as follows: 

(i) the building design of the proposed staff quarters has been amended to address the 

residents’ concern after two meetings were held between HKU and residents of 

University Heights in late November 2020 and early February 2021; 

(ii) HKU also commissioned an air ventilation assessment (AVA) for the proposed 

staff quarters.  With the adoption of the design features, the “R(B)” site is 

expected to have a satisfactory wind environment, and no significant air 

ventilation impact arising from the new staff quarters is anticipated; and 

(iii) a traffic impact assessment (TIA) has been conducted to evaluate their impact on 

the nearby junctions and adequacy of pedestrian facilities; and the results indicated 

that the new staff quarters with a building height (BH) of 150mPD will bring no 

significant adverse traffic impact to the existing conditions.  

 

C2 to C9, C27 to 

C29, C31, C33 to 

C36, C38, C40,  

C42, C51, C52,  

C59, C60, C68 to 

C74, C84, C87,  

C98, and C99 

Individuals  

(see Annex III) 

R2 and  

R29 to R212 

 Support Amendment Item D.  

 

 HKU currently has limited available space for campus development and must utilise its 

existing land resources to meet its development needs. HKU’s staff quarters are 

insufficient considering the increasing number of regular academic staff and visiting 

professors, especially junior scholars (whom are relocating to Hong Kong with their 

spouse and family) face challenges in finding affordable lodging near HKU campuses. 

 

 Increasing the BH for Item D will enable the University to provide much-needed 

residential facilities. 

 

Annex V of  
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Comment No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Commenter Related 

Representations  

Gist of Comments 

 It is compatible with the overall profile of the district, visual quality and surrounding 

landscape. 

C17 to C22, C24, 

C26, C30, C32, 

C37, C39, C41, 

C43 to C46, C49,  

C50, C53, C54, 

C56 to C58, C61 

to C67, C75, C83, 

C85, C86, C88, 

C90, C92 to C97,  

and C100 to C103 

Individuals  

(see Annex III) 

R2 and  

R29 to R212 

 Support Amendment Item D.  

 

 Balance the need of the HKU to optimise the site's development potential while due 

considerations are given to the community and the planning and design process, such as 

visual impact, traffic flow and air ventilation. 

 

 To meet the needs of the community, various design adjustments have been adopted.  

 

 The increased BH of Item D will be compatible with the overall height profile, landscape, 

and development pattern in the surrounding landscape; while the impact on the penetration 

of natural light and air is expected to be minimal.  

 

 Invited the Board to consider Item D, which will enhance landscape elements and visual 

interest to the streetscape while contributing to a pedestrian-friendly environment. 

 

C76 to C82 Individuals  

(see Annex III) 

R2 and  

R29 to R212 

 Support Amendment Item D.  

 

 By increasing the BH of Item D, the new campus will be able to host more visiting scholars 

to HKU when more academic programmes resume.  

 

 Through providing more green open space, landscape podium and sitting areas, the 

neighbourhood will benefit from the enhanced environment and convenience from new 

pedestrian facilities, such as footbridge, escalators and elevators. 

 

 Item D will be a part of the Pokfield Campus development which will uplift the streetscape 

at Pokfield Road for the benefit of the community. 

C10 to C16, C23,  

C25, C47, C48, 

Individuals  

(see Annex III) 

R2 and  

R29 to R212 

 Support Amendment Item D.  
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Comment No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Commenter Related 

Representations  

Gist of Comments 

C55, C89, and 

C91 

 The new campus will come with new facilities (e.g. footbridge connecting Pokfield Road 

to HKU main campus and Lung Fu Shan), restaurants and open space which will benefit 

the community. (C10, C48, and C55) 

 

 This amendment will optimise land resources for redeveloping the aging sports centers 

and staff quarters. (C11 and C91) 

 

 Oppose to R29 to R212 based on grounds of ventilation and visual impacts.  The BH of  

Item D is still lower than the adjacent University Heights (with BH of 170mPD), which 

might have already blocked the views of other buildings next to it. (C12 and C13) 

 

 Oppose to R29 to R212 that the accommodation to be built by HKU for its staff on the 

site would not be able to “resolve housing shortage” and benefit the wider public. (C14 

and C15) 

 

 The BH is compatible with the overall height profile, landscape and development pattern 

in the surroundings and in line with the current regulations on new buildings; while its 

impact on the penetration of natural light and air ventilation is expected to be minimal. 

(C16 and C25)  

 

 The amendment will facilitate academic exchange and nurture local talents. (C47) 

 

C104 Individual 

(see Annex III) 

-  Opposes all amendment items.  

 

 Makes query on R1 on the point that the proposed amendments can maintain an efficient, 

fair and sustainable urban development. 

 

 Points out HKU admitted “there will be some impacts to neighboring developments’ from 

the HKU redevelopment. 
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Comment No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Commenter Related 

Representations  

Gist of Comments 

 Points out a number of “Green Belt” sites were allocated for student hostels and buildings 

on campus and were redeveloped into many times from their original size. 

 

 The Board has a duty to give equal weight to the views of the residents in the district (who 

bought homes in the city fringes for better environment but in wall effect with these 

amendments in the inner city). 

 

C105 Individual  

(see Annex III) 

-  Opposes Amendment Items A and D.  

 

 The increase of BH of Item D from proposed 120mPD to 150mPD greatly impacts the 

residents in the area. 

 

 There is no strong need in the dormitories for their business school.  

 

C106 Organisation 

(The Owners 

Committee of 

University 

Heights) 

(see Annex III) 

-  Opposes Amendment Item D.  

 

 Has no public interest on alleviating the existing housing shortage problem. 

 

 Further heightens the existing traffic burden along Smithfield Road.  

 

 Causes wall effect; and hence, blocking the ventilation.  

 

 Impacts the owners of the buildings along Pokfield Road and Pok Fu Lam Road and even 

the entire Sai Wan district.  

 

C107 Corporation 

(Soon Cheong 

Material Ltd.) 

(see Annex III) 

 

-  Opposes Amendment Item D.  
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Comment No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Commenter Related 

Representations  

Gist of Comments 

C108 to C130 Individuals 

(see Annex III) 

-   Oppose Amendment Item D. 

 

 Has no public interest on alleviating the existing housing shortage problem. (C109, C114 

to C117, C122, C125, C127, and C129) 

 

 Further heightens the existing traffic burden along Smithfield Road, Pokfield Road and 

within the whole area.  The number of road accidents would also be increased given the 

sharp blind turns and the large number of school children around. (C109, C119, C123, 

and C125) 

 

 Causes wall effect and blocks air ventilation; hence, imposing disturbances to the existing 

residents and those living in HKU buildings. (C109, C111, C113 to C117, C119, C121, 

C122, C124 to C126, and C130) 

 

 The increase in the BH would impact the view and natural lighting of the flats in 

University Heights due to the short distance between the site of Item D and University 

Heights (C110, C113, C118, C121, and C130).  

 

 The amendment will destroy the surrounding environment. (C114 to C117 and C120) 

 

 The amendment will affect the surrounding natural environment/landscape, which is the 

habitat of some special bird species. (C110, C124, and C127) 

 

 Impacts the owners of the buildings along Pokfield Road and Pok Fu Lam Road and even 

the entire Sai Wan district. (C109, C125, and C129) 

 

 The relaxation of BH of Item D would cause interference with the property value and the 

private property market which is unfair for the recent flat purchasers. (C110, and C114 

to C117)  

 



- 6 -  
 

Comment No. 

(TPB/R/S/H1/21-) 

Commenter Related 

Representations  

Gist of Comments 

 Induces privacy issue. (C110) 

 

 HKU does not fully utilise the site coverage of the land lot, hence, it is unnecessary to 

increase the building up to 150mPD. (C111) 

 

 There would be a reduction in the number of face-to-face teaching after the global 

pandemic. The lodging facilities for overseas visitors are not necessary. (C111) 

 

 Planning Department pointed out at the C&W District Council meeting that an effective 

wind path should be 15m wide; however, the distance between the proposed staff quarters 

and University Heights is only 5.5m, which is not up to standards. (C111) 

 

 Wishes the view from the apartment would have no balcony and suggests HKU to use 

white colour for the proposed development. (C113) 

 

 Impacts the Feng Shui. (C114 to C117) 

 

 The newly built Pokfield Road accommodation would affect the building structure of 

University Heights and cause damage to the slope foundation. (C118 and C123)  

 

 The amendment may lead to a congested environment in the vicinity. (C127)  

 

C131 Individual 

(see Annex III) 

R1  Opposes R1  

 

 


