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Annex II of
TPB Paper No. 10661

SCHEUDLE OF AMENDMENT TO
THE DRAFT SAI YING PUN & SHEUNG WAN OUTLINE ZONING PLAN NO. S/H3/32
MADE BY THE TOWN PLANNING BOARD
UNDER THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (Chapter 131)

Amendments to Matters shown on the Plan

Item Al

Incorporation of the area covered by the approved Urban Renewal
Authority Staunton Street/Wing Lee Street Development Scheme
Plan No. SfH3/URA /4 into the Plan.

Item A2 — Zoning of the site at 4-10 Shing Wong Street, 16 Wa In Fong
West and a portion of Wa In Fong West as “Other Specified
Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Cultural, Community, Commercial and
Open Space Uses” with stipulation of building height
restriction of 4 storeys.

Item A3 — Zoning of the sites at 60-66 Staunton Street, 88-90 Staunton Street,
2-2A Shing Wong Street, 2-10 Wa In Fong West, and a portion of
Chung Wo Lane and Wa In Fong West as “OU” annotated
“Residential, Institutional and Commercial Uses” with stipulation of
building height restriction of 4 storeys.

Item A4 — Rezoning of the site at 1-12 Wing Lee Street and 17-19 Shing Wong
Street from “Comprehensive Development Area” (“CDA”) to “OU”
annotated “Residential, Institutional and Commercial Uses” with
stipulation of building height restriction of 4 storeys.

Item A5 - Zoning of the sites at 8 and 13 Wa In Fong East, 4-6 Chung Wo
Lane, Chung Wo Lane Sitting-out Area, the Government land
adjacent to 6 Chung Wo Lane, and a portion of Chung Wo Lane and
Wa In Fong East as “Residential (Group C)” (“R(C)™).

Item A6 — Zoning of a strip of land near 13 Wa In Fong East as “Residential
(Group A)25” (“R(A)25”) with stipulation of building height
restriction of 150mPD. :

Item A7 - Zoning of a strip of land near Chung Wo Lane as “R(A)” with
stipulation of building height restriction of 150mPD.

ItemB - Rezoning of the site comprising the Centre Point at 72 Staunton
Street from “R(C)” and “R(A)” to “R(A)25” with stipulation of
building height restriction of 150mPD.

Item C1 - Rezoning of the site at 1-7 Tak Sing Lane from “Open Space”
(“0”), “R(A)8” and area shown as ‘Pedestrian Precinct/Street’
(‘PPS”) to “R(A)24” with stipulation of building height restriction
of 120mPD.

Item C2 - Rezoning of Tak Sing Lane from “0O” to area shown as ‘PPS’.



Item C3 — Rezoning of a strip of land adjacent to Goodwill Garden at 83 Third

Street from “R(A)8” to area shown as ‘PPS’.

Item C4 — Rezoning of a portion of the site comprising Goodwill Garden at 83

Third Street from area shown as ‘PPS’ to “R(A)8” with stipulation
of building height restriction of 120mPD,

IL. Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

(a)

()

(©)
(d)

(e)

9 August 2019

Incorporation in the Remarks of the Notes for the “R(A)” zone the
requirement for provision of a 24-hour public passageway within the
“R{A)24” zone.

Incorporation in the Remarks of the Notes for the “R(A)” zone the gross
floor area restriction and requirement for provision of a public open space
within the “R(A)25” zone.

Deletion of the set of the Notes for the “CDA” zone,

Incorporation of a new set of Notes for the “OU” annotated “Cultural,
Community, Commercial and Open Space Uses”.

Incorporation of a new set of Notes for the “OU” annotated “Residential,
Institutional and Commercial Uses™.

Town Planning Board
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Hong Kong District

Agenda Item 4

[Open Meeting]

Proposed Amendments to the Draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan Outline Zoning Plan No.

S/H3/32
(MPC Paper No.10/19)

7. The Secretary reported that the Urban Renewal Authority (URA) Staunton

Street/W ing Lee Street Development Scheme Plan (DSP) area was one of the subject sites for

the proposed amendments to the Outline Zoning Plan (OZP). The following Members had

declared interests on the item:

Mr Raymond K.W. Lee
(the Chairman)

as the Director of
Planning

Mr Lincoln L.H. Huang
(the Vice-chairman)

Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon

Mr Wilson Y.W. Fung
Ms Lilian S.K. Law
Mr Thomas O.S. Ho

Mr Alex T.H. Lai

being a non-executive director of the URA
Board and a member of the Planning,
Development and Conservation Committee of

- URA;

being the Deputy Chairman of the Appeal
Board Pane] of URA;

being a non-executive director of the URA
Board, a member of the Lands, Rehousing and
Compensation Committee and the Planning,
Development and Conservation Committee of
URA, and a director of the Board of the Urban
Renewal Fund of URA;

being a director of the Board of the Urban
Renewal Fund of URA;

having current business dealings with URA;

his firm having current business dealings with
URA; and



-6-

Mr Daniel K.S, Lau .- being an ex-employee of the Hong Kong
Housing Society which was currently in
discussion with URA on housing development
issues.

8. The Committee noted that Mr Thomas O.S. Ho had tendered apologies for being
unable to attend the meeting and Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon and Mr Alex T.H. Lai had not yet
arrived to join the meeting. According to the procedure and practice adopted by the Town
- Planning Board (the Board), as the proposed amendments to the OZP in relation to the URA
site were proposed by the Planning Department (PlanD), the interests of those Members as a
Member of URA only needed to be recorded and they could stay in the meeting. The

Committee agreed to this arrangement.

9. The following representatives from PlanD, URA and Social Ventures Hong Kong
(SVhk) (URA’s consultant) were invited to the meeting at this point:

Mr Louis K.H. Kau District Planning Officer/Hong Kong (DPO/HK);

Ms Natalie L.Y. Luk

Town Planner/Hong Kong (TP/HK);

Mr Wilfred An - Director, Planning ahd Design, URA;
Mr Mike Kwan - General Manager, Planning and Design, URA; and
Mr Francis Ngai - Founder and Chief Executive Officer, SVhk

Presentation and Question Sessions

10. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Mr Louis K.H. Kau, DPO/HK,
presented the proposed amendments as detailed in the Paper and covered the following main

points:

{a) the proposed amendments to the draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan OZP
were mainly related to: (a) zoning of the area covered by the URA Staunton
Street/Wing Lee Street DSP and rezoning of the Wing Lee Street area; (b)
rezoning of a site at 70-72 Staunton Street (i.e. Centre Point) to reflect the

existing development; and (c) rezoning of a site at Tak Sing Lane to take
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forward the decision of the Committee on s.12A application No. Y/H3/6;

URA Staunton Street/Wing Lee Street Area - Amendment Items Al to A7

Background

(b)

()

(d

the redevelopment project of Staunton Street/Wing Lee Street Development
Schéme (H19) was first proposed by URA in 2003, comprising three sites
(i.e. Sites A, B and C) zoned “Comprehensive Development Area”
(“CDA”). Site A (i.e. the tenement buildings at Wing Lee Street and the
Bridges Street Market) was excised from the DSP on 8.7.2011 and the
Wing Lee Street area and the Bridges Street Market site were then
designated as “CDA” and “Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated
“Historical Site Preserved for Cultural and Recreational Uses” zones

respectively on the OZP;

following the announcement in the 2018 Policy Address, a revitalisation
proposal for the URA-owned properties in the DSP area was submitted by
URA on 5.3.2019, and an updated one on 12.7.2019 having considered the
findings of the Community Making Study (CMS) which had incorporated
the local comments. The Central & Western District Council (C&WDC)
was consulted on 4.7.2019 and its members in general welcomed the

findings;

in view of the latest intention to revitalise the area instead of a
comprehensive redevelopment as envisaged in the approved DSP, URA
considered that the project was no longer possible to be implemented by

way of a development scheme under section 25 of the URA Ordinance;

Proposed Amendments to Matters shown on the OZP

()

Amendment Item Al (about 2,034m?) — incorporation of the area covered
by the approved URA Staunton Street/Wing Lee Street DSP No.
S/H3/URA1/4 into the OZP;



H

(g)

(h)

(i)

@
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Amendment Item A2 (about 452m?) — zoning of the site at 4-10 Shing
Wong Street, 16 Wa In Fong East and a portion of Wa In Fong West as
“OU” annotated “Cultural, Community, Commercial and Open Space
Uses” (“OU(Cultural, Community, Commercial and Open Space Uses)”),
with stipulation of a building height restriction (BHR) of four storeys,
provision of a public open space (POS) of not less than 135m?, of which
90m” would be at-grade, and not less than 50% of the total gross floor area
(GFA) of the future development should be for cultural and community

uses;

Amendment Item A3 (about 824m?) - zoning of the sites at 60-66 Staunton
Street, 88-90 Staunton Street, 2-2A Shing Wong Street, 2-10 Wa In Fong
West and a porticn of Wa In Fong West and Chung Wo Lane as “OU”
annotated  “Residential,  Institutional and Commercial Uses”
(“OU(Residential, Institutional and Commercial_ Uses)”) and stipulation of

a BHR of four storeys;

Amendment Item A4 (about 699m”) — rezoning of the site at 1-12 Wing
Lee Street and 17-19 Shing Wong Street from “CDA” to “OU(Residential,
Institutional and Commercial Uses)” and stipulation of a BHR of four

storeys;

Amendment Ttem A5 (about 669m?) — zoning of the sites at 8 and 13 Wa In
Fong East, 4-|6 Chung Wo Lane, Chung Wo Lane Sitting-out Area, the
government land adjacent to 6 Chung Wo Lane and a portion of Wa In
Fong East and Chung Wo Lane as “Residential (Group C)” (“R(C)”) with a

maximum plot ratio of 5 and BHR of 12 storeys;

Amendment Item A6 (about 22m?) — zoning of the strip of land near 13 Wa
In Fong East as “Residential (Group A)25” (“R(A)25”) and stipulation of a
BHR of 150mPD to reflect the area within the private lots of Centre Point

which was proposed to be rezoned as the same “R(A)25” zone;
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(k) Amendment Item A7 (about 29m?) — zoning of the strip of land near Chung
Wo Lane as “R(A)” and stipulation of a BHR of 150mPD to reflect the arca
within the same private lot of the adjacent pedestrian lane currently zoned

“R(A)” with the same BHR;

70-72 Staunton Street - Amendment Item B

Background

(I)  the proposed OZP amendment was to reflect the existing development on

the site;

Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on the OZP

(m) Amendment Item B (about 797m?) — rezoning of the site comprising Centre
Point from “Residential (Group C)” (“R(C)”) and “R(A)” to “R{A)25” and
stipulation of a BHR of 150mPD, a maximum GFA of 8,265m°> and

provision of a POS of not less than 712m?;

1-7 Tak Sing Lane, Sai Ying Pun - Amendment Items Cl to C4

Background

(n) on 17.4.2015, the Committee decided not to agree with s.12A rezoning
application No. Y/H3/6 for the site and a judicial review (JR) application
against the decision was lodged by the applicant. On 12.1.2018, the Court
of First Instance handed down the Judgment allowing the JR and quashed
the decision of the Committee. On 18.1.2019, the Committee reconsidered
the application with further information submitted by the applicant, and
decided to partially agree with the application by rezoning the site to an
appropriate sub-zone of “R(A)” with stipulation of a BHR of 120mPD and
the requirement for provision of a 24-hour public access through the site on
the OZP;
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Proposed Amendments to Matters shown on the OZP

() Amendment Item CI (about 401m?) - rezoning of the site at 1-7 Tak Sing
Lane from “Open Space” (“O), “R(A)8” and area shown as ‘Pedestrian
Precinct/Street’ (‘PPS’) to “R(A)24” with stipulation of a BHR restriction
of 120mPD and requirement for the provision of a 24-hour public

passageway;

(p) Amendment Item C2 (about 176m?) - rezoning of Tak Sing Lane from “O”
to an area shown as ‘PPS’ to retain the remaining part of Tak Sing Lane as

a public passageway;

() Amendment Item C3 (about 61m?) — rezoning of a strip of land at Third
Street from “R(A)8” to an area shown as ‘PPS’ to reflect the existing use of

the concerned area;
(r)  Amendment Item C4 (about 58m?) — rezoning of a portion of the site at 83
Third Street from an area shown as ‘PPS’ to “R(A)8” and stipulation of a

BHR of 120mPD to reflect the existing use of the concerned area;

Proposed Amendments to the Notes and Explanatory Statement of the OZP

(s) corresponding revisions to the Notes and Explanatory Statement (ES) had
been made to take into account the proposed amendments and to follow the
revised Master Schedule of Notes to Statutory Plans promulgated by the
Board; and

Public Consultation
(t) C&WDC would be consulted on the amendments prior to or during the
exhibition period of the draft OZP depending on the meeting schedule of

C&WDC.

[Mr Alex T.H. Lai arrived to join the meeting during the presentation.}
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11. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, Messrs Wilfred Au and Francis Ngai,

representatives of URA and SVhk, made the following main points in relation to URA’s

revitalization project:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

there was strong local objection to the redevelopment project of Staunton
Street/Wing Lee Street Development Scheme in the past. The 2018
Policy Address announced that the area would be revitalized, instead of
redeveloped, by URA and the emphasis was on place making and synergy
with nearby revitalization projects, such as Former Police Married Quarters

(PMQ) and Hong Kong News-Expo;

revitalization of the neighbourhood in the area would be the target for the
current project, which was different from other URA projects in the past.
The community making process mainly adopted bottom-up approach to
gauge community aspirations, while observing the statutory proceédures

under the Town Planning Ordinance (the Ordinance);

CMS was conducted between January and May 2019 to understand the
needs and aspirations of local community stakeholders, such as local
residents, nearby schools, pedestrians, C&WDC members and concerned
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) towards the future development

of this neighbourhood including the proposed revitalization project;

four visions (Knowledge Common, Impact Common, Community
Common and Wellness Common) and six directions including
collaboration with community stakeholders to further explore community
making, had been recommended by CMS for urban renewal of the study

area,

for the existing residential properties owned by URA in the area, the
residential use would be retained and some properties would be renovated
or refurbished for provision of co-living spaces and some were for

transitional housing with collaboration of the Hong Kong Council of Social



(f)
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Service; and

regarding the concept of the proposed Community Hub to be built at the
vacant site at 4-10 Shing Wong Street, there was no development scheme at
the moment, and the detailed proposal would later be formulated based on
the four visions and six directions and further design development to cater

for cultural and community use.

[Mr Franklin Yu arrived to join the meeting at this point.]

Amendment Items Al to A7

12

13.

Place making and community making

Some Members raised the following questions:

(a)

(b)

the definitions of place making and community making; and

how place and community making could be achieved noting that there was
no detail in URA’s revitalization proposal, and how the OZP amendments

could help facilitate the place and community making processes.

Messrs Wilfred Au and Francis Ngai made the following responses:

(a)

URA was still acquiring experience on place and community making.
Notwithstanding that, the idea of place making had been explored in the
past two years at URA’s projects at Graham Street (H18), H6 CONET at
The Centre and Central Market. Place making focused on hardware
elements, e.g. landscape. Community making focused on “life-scape” and
human-centric elements, and it referred to the process where local
stakeholders were actively engaged and their needs‘ and perspectives

embedded into the overall design including hardware facilities provided by
URA; and
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(b) URA had been in liaison with the operatoré of the nearby revitalisation
projects such as Hong Kong News-Expo with a view to formulating further
ideas for community making and place making for the neighbourhood in
the area. On the other hand, URA would also pay attention to the

comments/views raised in the representations on the subject OZP later.

14. A Member expressed disappointment that there was no discussion on the target
group of the community making process and considered that the historical, traditional and
interpersonal relationships of the local community should be taken into account. In
response, Mr Francis Ngai said that different stakeholders were involved in the community
making process including organizers for traditional local activities such as Yu Lan Ghost
Festival. Their views would be incorporated to support the ideation of community

initiatives to reconnect and preserve the neighbourhood’s rich cultural heritage.

Stepped street, public realm and green neighbourhood

15. Some Members raised the following questions/suggestions:

(a) how the planning, design and enhancement works of Shing Wong Street, -
which was a stepped street, would facilitate the community making

process;

(b) reasons for failure to reach consensus on the future use of the vacant site at

4-10 Shing Wong Street;

(c) how the concept of three-dimensional space could be used to explore the
interfaces between the revitalization project, public realm and the high-rise
developments in the vicinity in respect of the area along Shing Wong

Street;

(d) how green neighbourhood, i.e. green spaces between buildings, could be

achieved; and
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the implementation of barrier-free access within the proposed revitalization
project given that the revitalization project was located on sloping ground

with a number of internal stepped streets.

16. Messrs Wilfred Au and Francis Ngai made the following responses:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Shing Wong Street formed part of the urban fabric and served as a resting
point between Caine Road and Hollywood Road. It would be necessary {o
discuss with stakeholders regarding its future use, design and interface with
URA’s project. Nonetheless, not less than 50% of the total floor space of
the proposed Community Hub Qould be reserved for cultural and

community uses;

there were diverse views on whether the existing trees at the vacant site
should be retained or removed for providing more floor space for future
uses. Nonetheless, URA was committed to preserve the trees as far as
possible subject to the findings of the tree survey and future design of
non-domestic hub. The paving of anti-slippery emery coating on the steps
along Shing Wong Street by the Highways Department also aroused strong

local objections;

activities and shared space to be organized / provided in the proposed
Community Hub for the local residents / pedestrians would help the
revitalization project to interface with the existing developmerﬁs in the
vicinity. While there was no development scheme yet, the issues of
interface and green neighbourhood could be further explored at the

architectural design stage; and

a lift had been built at Hong Kong News-Expo to provide barrier-free
access to Shing Wong Street which was in close proximity to the proposed
Community Hub. Another barrier-free lift was also provided from Centre
Point to 8 Wa In Fong East. Given the proposed Community Hub would
also be barrier-free, it could help link up the northern and southern portions

of the revitalization area.
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Proposed uses

The Vice-chairman and a Member raised the following questions:

(a)

(b)

how the “non-SOHO” development approach for minimizing nuisance to
the revitalization area could be implemented if ‘Eating Place’ was a use
always permitted on the ground floor of the URA-owned properties or

whether there would be any restriction on the type of ‘Eating Place; and

differences between transitional housing and co-living spaces.

Messrs Louis K.H. Kau, Wilfred Au and Francis Ngai made the following

(a)

(b)

(©)

‘Eating Place’ was a Column 1 use which was always permitted within the
proposed “OU(Cultural, Community, Commercial and Open Space Uses)”
zone and on ground floor only at the “OU(Residential, Institutional and

Commercial Uses)” zone;

while URA committed that no selling of alcohol would be allowed at
URA-owned properties, the type of ‘Eating Place’ to be allowed had yet to

be determined; and

the objectives of the transitional housing and co-living spaces were
different. Transitional housing would be provided on a temporary basis in
collaboration with the Hong Kong Council of Social Service at
URA-owned properties at Staunton Street for low-income families in need.
Co-living space, which was yet to be implemented, was put forward by
URA to promote and explore the concept of co-living, which might set a

precedent for other districts.



- 16 -

Heritage aspect

19. In response to a Member’s enquiry, Mr Louis K.H. Kau illustrated the locations
of the heritage buildings in the vicinity of the revitalization project, including PMQ at
Hollywood Road, the ex-Bridges Street Market (Hong Kong News-Expo) and the YMCA at
Bridges Street, and Kam Tong Hall (Dr Sun Yat-sen Museum) to the further south, The
stepped street at Shing Wong Street was pending for grading assessment by the Antiquities
Advisory Board. A Member said that the nearby heritage revitalization projects should also
be taken into account during the community making process, whereas another Member was
of the view that the subject revitalization proposal could be complementary to nearby

heritage revitalization projects.

Population and provision of GIC facilities

20. The Chairman and a Member raised the following questions:

(a) the current population within the revitalization area and age distribution;

(b)  whether the provision of social welfare facilities was sufficient in the area;

and

(c) whether social welfare facilities were permitted uses within the proposed

revitalization scheme.

21. Mr Louis K.H. Kau made the following responses:

(a) he had no information at hand regarding the population in the area.
Notwithstanding that, the URA owned properties at Wing Lee Street were
currently used by NGOs to provide rental accommodation under ‘Light

Home’ scheme or transitional housing to their clientele;

(b) referring to Attachment VII of the Paper, there was a shortfall of hospital
beds within the OZP area but it could be addressed by the surplus provision

of hospital beds in the Southern District which was within the same



22,
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hospital cluster. There would be shortfalls of 547 places and 167 beds for
community care services and residential care homes for the elderly
respectively. In the long term, the actual provision of these facilities
would be subject to the consideration of the Social Welfare Department

during the planning and development process as appropriate; and

‘Social Welfare Facility” was a Column | use always permitted within the
proposed “OU(Cultural, Community, Commercial and Open Space Uses)”
and “OU(Residential, Institutional and Commercial Uses)” zones. A
Neighbourhood Elderly Centre sub-base would be provided at the URA

Queen’s Road West / In Ku Lane Development Scheme site.

Mr Wilfred Au supplemented that about 20% of the population in the. area were

the elderly with reference to the 2016 By-census. While no less than 50% of the total GFA

in the proposed Community Hub would be used for cultural and community uses, the exact

level of GIC provision would be subject to the views of the relevant government departments

and the local community.

23.

24.

Proposed BHR for Amendment Item A4

Some Members raised the following questions:

(a)

(b)

the BH profile for the surrounding area of the proposed revitalization

scheme; and

the rationale for the proposed BHR of four storeys for Amendment Ttem
Ad,

Mr Louis K.H. Kau made the following responses:

(a)

owing to the topography of the area, the BH bands increased progressively
uphill with a stepped height profile. The surrounding area was
predominantly occupied by high-rise residential developments within

“R(A)” zone. The BHRs for “R(A)” zone along Hollywood Road and
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Bridges Street were about 120-130mPD and 150-160mPD respectively and
more than 160mPD to the south of Caine Road; and

(b) the site of Amendment Item A4 was vacant and a BHR of four storeys was
recommended given the existing buildings on Wing Lee Street and within
the proposed revitalization area were predominantly four-storey high or
less. Taking into account the BH of Koon Nam House to the immediate
south-west was five storeys (75mPD) and the average 4m floor-to-floor
height for residential use, the maximum BH of future development at the
site (i.e. 16m) was equivalent'to about 70mPD. A minor relaxation of
BHR clause had also been recommended in the Notes for the proposed

“OU(Residential, Institutional and Commercial Uses)” zone.

25, Mr Wilfred Au supplemented that while the BHR of four storeys was not
proposed by URA, it was in line with the indicative massing of the proposed Community
Hub with POS submitted in March 2019. However, this indicative design notion was

outdated and yet to be determined via community making processes.

26. Noting that the BHR for the surrounding residential developments varied from
120-160mPD and the current shortfall of social welfare facilities in the area, a Member asked
whether new structures could be built on top of the existing tenement buildings in the
revitalization area for providing more floor spaces for social welfare facilities while retaining
the building facades. The Member also asked if any air ventilation assessment (AVA) was

conducted.

217. In response, Mr Louis K.H. Kau said that while no AVA had been conducted for
the current revitalization scheme, it should be noted that no adverse air ventilation impact
was anticipated with reference to the previous redevelopment scheme with a higher BH of

about 20 storeys proposed by URA.

28. Mr Wilfred Au supplemented that the technical feasibility of the proposed
additional structures on top of the existing tenement buildings was yet to be ascertained by

any technical assessment.
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29, In view of the scarce land resources in the territory and the local need for GIC
facilities in particular elderly facilities, a Member had reservation on the proposed BHR as it
would pose restrictions for providing more GIC facilities. The Member suggested that the
proposed BHR of four storeys could be more lenient to allow flexibility for creation of more
floor spaces to provide facilities to meet local needs, as well as to facilitate place and
community making. Noting that the BHR for the surrounding developments were imposed
in terms of mPD and with reference to the estimated BH of future development at the site
based on URA’s indicative scheme submitted in March 2019, a Member -suggested to impose
a BHR of 70mPD for the site.

30. In view of absence of a concrete/detailed development scheme by URA, some
Members concurred with the view that more flexibility should be allowed for creation of

more floor spaces to meet local needs.

31. Noting that the BHR for the subject site of Amendment Item A5, which was
proposed to be zoned as “R(C)”, was 12 storeys, a Member suggested the same BHR could

be imposed for Amendment Item A4.

32. Members noted that BHR in terms of number of storey, instead of mPD, was
proposed by PlanD taking into account the special circumstances of the varied heights of the
existing buildings on a sloping ground and the intention to maintain the low-rise character
while keeping a stepped BH profile. BHR in terms of number of storeys would also allow

flexibility as there was no restriction on the floor-to-floor height.
Conclusion

33. Members in general supported URA’s visions/directions for the proposed
revitalization project and appreciated the emphasis on community and place making. There
were diverse views regarding the proposed BHR for Afnendment Item A4. Members cast a
vote on three obtions: (1) four storeys (as recommended by PlanD); (ii) 70mPD (equivalent to
about four storeys at the subject site); and (iii) 12 storeys (with reference to the BHR of the
adjoining site for Amendment Item A5 proposed to be zoned as “R{C)”). Members in the
majority were in support of option (i), and agreed to impose a BHR of four storeys for the

subject site of Amendment Item A4 as recommended in the Paper. Members also agreed to



-20 -

Amendment Items Al to A3 and A5 to A7,

Amendment Item B

34, Noting that the site was originally zoned “R(A)” and “R(C)” and the
development parameters of the existing residential development exceeded those stipulated
under “R(C)” zone on the OZP, a Member enquired whether the subject site was involved in
any planning application. In response, Mr Louis K.H. Kau said that the site was the subject
of planning applications for residential development approved in 1998, 2002 and 2009
respectively and the development was completed in 2011 in accordance with the approved

scheme. Members agreed to Amendment Item B.

Amendment Items CI to C4

35. In response to a Member’s enquiry, Mr Louis K.H. Kau said that in January 2019,
the Committee decided to partially agree to the rezoning application (No. Y/H3/6), i.e. by
rezoning the site to an appropriate sub-zone of “R(A)” with stipulation of a maximum BHR
of 120mPD and the requirement for provision of a 24-hour public access through the site on

the OZP. Members agreed to Amendment Items C1 to C4.
[Dr Frankie W.C. Yeung arrived to join the meeting during the discussion.]

[Mr Alex T.H. Lai left the meeting at this point.]

36. Members had no comment on the proposed amendments to the Notes and ES of
the OZP.
37. After deliberation, the Committee decided to:

“(a) agree to the proposed amendments to the draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung
Wan OZP No. S/H3/32 and that the draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan
OZP No. S/H3/32A at Attachment II of the Paper (to be renumbered as
S/H3/33 upon exhibition) and its Notes at Attachment III of the Paper are

suitable for exhibition under section 7 of the Ordinance; and
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(b) adopt the revised ES at Attachment IV of the Paper for the draft Sai Ying
Pun & Sheung Wan OZP No. S/H3/32A as an expression of the planning
intentions and objectives of the Board for various land use zonings of the
OZP and agree that the revised ES is suitable for publication together with
the OZP.”

[The Chairman thanked Mr Louis K.H. Kau, DPO/HK, Ms Natalie L.Y. Luk, TP/HK, Messrs
Wilfred Au, Mike Kwan and Francis Ngai for their attendance (o answer Members’ enquiries.

They left the meeting at this point.]

[Dr Lawrence W.C. Poon arrived to join the meeting at this point.]

—Agendaltem s

Section 16 Applicalion

[Open Meeting]

A/H3/441 : Proposed Office, Shop and Services/Eating Place in “Resjdential (Group
A)” Zone, 3-6 Glenealy, Central, Hong Kong
(MPC Paper No. A/H3/441)

38. The Secretary reported that Kenneth To & Assocjdtes Limited (KTA) was one of

the consultants of the applicant. Mr Daniel K.S. Lau Jxdd declared interest on the item for

being an ex-employee of the Hong Kong Housing Seciety which was havihg current business
dealings with KTA.

39. The Committee noted thag#the applicant had requested deferment of consideration
of the application and agreed that"Mr Daniel K.S. Lau could stay in the meeting as he had no
involvement in the applicagion.

40. The COmmittee noted that the applicant’s representative requested on 12.7.2019
deferment of“the consideration of the application for two months in order to allow time to
rther information to demonstrate the feasibility and enforceability of the proposed
strian enhancement scheme. It was the first time that the applicant requested deferment

of the application.




Summary of Representations and Comments and the Planning Department’s Response
in respect of the Draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H3/33

(GROUP 2)

(1) The grounds and proposals of representers (TPB/R/S/H3/33-8 (part), 13 to 57) as well as responses are summarised below:

Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

13to 24
(Individuals)

(a) Oppose Item C1.

Grounds of Representations

(b) The development density in the area is very
high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R13 to R23)

(c) Further development will cause adverse impact
on air ventilation, health, safety, privacy and
living quality. (R15, R16 and R23)

(d) Infill development will affect the quality of life
and living environment in the area. (R15, R16,
R23 and R24)

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

The Tak Sing Lane Site (TSL Site) (i.e. Representation Sites C1 and
C2) was the subject of a s.12A application No. Y/H3/6 which was
partially agreed by the MPC on 18.1.2019. According to the indicative
scheme submitted by the applicant, the proposed development would
have a PR of 8.514 and building height (BH) of 1220mPD at main roof
level. Given the TSL Site is surrounded by other existing high-rise
residential buildings with building heights ranging from 87mPD to
107mPD the proposed development is not incompatible with the
surrounding developments.

The rezoning of the Representation Site C1 (i.e. 1-7 Tak Sing Lane) to
“R(A)24” would inevitably affect the visual relief offered by the
existing low-rise developments at the site to the surrounding buildings.
While the Representation Site C1 may not be the most ideal location
for high-rise residential development from the urban design
perspective, the proposed development is considered not incompatible
visually with the surrounding built-up context.

The technical assessments provided by the applicants in the s.12A
application (No. Y/H3/6) including sewerage impact assessment, air
ventilation assessment (AVA), and visual appraisal have also
demonstrated that the proposed development would have no
insurmountable impacts on the surrounding developments. Concerned
departments including Environmental Protection Department,
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

(iv)

Buildings Department and Fire Services Department did not have any
adverse comments on the s.12A application.

In view of the above and the Government has no implementation
programme for the planned “Open Space” (“O”) zone at Tak Sing
Lane, the MPC decided on 18.1.2019 to partially agree to the
application by rezoning the Representation Site C1 (about 401m?) to
an appropriate sub-zone of “R(A)” with stipulation of a building height
restriction (BHR) of 120mPD and the requirement for provision of a
24-hour public access through the site on the OZP.

(e) The proposed OZP amendment has defeated the

(M

original planning intention of zoning the site as
“O” to control the living density. (R24)

Government should resume the land for open
space use. (R24)

(V)

(vi)

Although the planned open space at the Tak Sing Lane has been zoned
on the OZP since 1970, the Leisure and Cultural Services Department
(LCSD) has indicated previously, in various junctures, that there is no
programme to resume private land for open space development. In
other words, the “O” zoning of TSL Site has already held up the
owners’ development right of the site for about 50 years. As the
prospect for implementing the planned open space at the TSL Site is
slim, it is considered that the original “O” zoning of the TSL Site is no
longer appropriate.

According to the requirements of Hong Kong Planning Standards and
Guidelines (HKPSG), there is an overall surplus existing and planned
open space are 15.66ha and 17.43ha respectively from the district
council perspective with a planned population of 261,455.
Notwithstanding that, for the area covered by the Sai Ying Pun &
Sheung Wan OZP, there is an overall deficit in the provision of
existing and planned open space by 4.01ha and 4.61ha respectively
mainly due to the shortfall of local open space. Despite the deficit, the
provision of local open space has been increased in recent years, which
includes the public open space provided at the URA Yu Lok
Lane/Centre Street development (about 1,303m?) and the Former
Central Police Station Compound (i.e. Tai Kwun) (about 3,430m?),




Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

some smaller open spaces and sitting-out areas in other parts of Sai
Ying Pun and Sheung Wan area (about 256m?), as well as the planned
open space of not less than 135m? at 4-6 Shing Wong Street under the
“Other Specified Uses” (“OU”) annotated “Cultural, Community,
Commercial and Open Space Uses” zone to be implemented by the
URA. Hence, there is no strong planning justification for retaining the
TSL Site as “O”.

Representers’ Proposal

(g) To preserve the open space use (R13 to R23)

(vii) Responses (v) and (vi) above are relevant. Hence, the representers’
proposal is not supported.

2510 30
(Individuals)

(@) Oppose Items C1 and C2

Grounds of Representations

(b) The development density in the area is very
high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R25, R27 to R29)

(c) Population density is too high in the area. (R26
and R30)

(d) More space is needed to ensure the quality of
life. (R26)

(1) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

(e) The proposed development will affect the
foundation of other buildings. (R30)

(i) The proposed development at the site is subject to the compliance with
statutory requirements under relevant ordinances and regulations,
including the Buildings Ordinance. Hence, concern on the adverse
impacts on the foundation of nearby buildings caused by the proposed
development will be adequately addressed under the prevailing
regulations.




Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

Representers’ Proposal

() To preserve the open space use. (R25 to R29)

(iii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant. Hence, the
representers’ proposal is not supported.

31to 36 (a) Oppose Items C1 and C4
(Individuals)
Grounds of Representations
(b) The development density in the area is very | (i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.
high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby. | (ii) The proposed development at the site is subject to the compliance with
(R31, R33to R36) statutory requirements under relevant ordinances and regulations,
including the Buildings Ordinance. Hence, concerns on the adverse
(c) There are already a lot of residential impact on the natural lighting will be adequately addressed under the
developments in the area and the open space prevailing regulations.
should be preserved. (R31)
(d) Further development will cause adverse impact
on air ventilation, light penetration, health,
safety and living quality. (R32 to R35)
Representers’ Proposal
(e) To preserve the open space use. (R31, R33 to | (iii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant. Hence, the
R36) representers’ proposal is not supported.
37to41l (a) Oppose Amendment Items C1 to C3.
Individuals

Grounds of Representations

(b) The development density in the area is very

high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R38 to R41)

() Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.




Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Subject of Representation

Response to Representations

(c) Further development will cause adverse impacts
on health, safety and living quality. (R37)

(d) Retaining the open space can maintain the air
ventilation in the neighbourhood. (R38)

Representers’ Proposal

(e) To preserve the open space use. (R38 to R41)

(i) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant. Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.

42 to 47
Individuals

(a) Oppose Items C1, C2 and CA4.

Grounds of Representations

(b) The development density in the area is very
high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R42 and R43)

(c) Future development will be too close to the
nearby buildings. (R44 to R46)

(d) There is limited road capacity to support more
residential developments. (R47)

(1) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.

Representers’ Proposal
(e) To preserve the open space use. (R42 and R43)

(i) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant. Hence, the

representers’ proposal is not supported.

8 (part), 48 to 57
(Individuals)

(@) Oppose Items C1 to C4

Grounds of Representations

(b) Application No. Y/H3/6 (which relates to Items
C1, C2, C3 and C4) has previously attracted
many objections. (R8 (part))

(i)

Noted. During statutory publication periods of the application No.
Y/H3/6, a total of 1,301 public comments were received. Amongst
them, 7 were supporting comments, 1,290 opposing comments and 4




Representation No.

(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

comments not indicating support or oppose.

(c) Items C1 and C2 are surrounded by tall | (ii) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.
buildings, and development of an open space can
mitigate the wall effect and address the deficit of
open space in the area. (R8 (part))

(d) There has been a shortage of open space in the
Central and Western district, rezoning the site
from “O” for residential use will further increase
the shortage and lower the living quality of the
residents nearby. (R56 and R57)

(e) The development density in the area is very | (iii) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.
high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents nearby.
(R48 to R57)

() Further development will cause adverse impact
on air ventilation, health, safety, light
penetration and living quality. (R8 (part), R53
to R56)

() There are too many infill developments in Sai
Ying Pun. (R57)

Representers’ Proposal
(h) To preserve the open space use. (R48 to R57) (iv) Responses (v) and (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant. Hence, the
representers’ proposal is not supported.




(2) The 21 comments are submitted by individuals (TPB/R/H3/33/33-C3, C6 to C24) and owners of the Representation Site C1 (C25). The grounds of the
commenters, as well as responses are summarised below:

(Tg%TRrr/]Se/rll—tlggé-) Replfeesfsrtﬁgtion Gist of Comments Response to Comments
C3 Nil (@) There are strong public objections to the | (i) Noted.
(Individual) amendments.
(b) The community wants to preserve the historic | (i) The existing seven 3-storey residential buildings at
and cultural elements of the area. 1-7 Tak Sing Lane was completed in the early 1950s.
They are not historic buildings graded by the
Antiquities Advisory Board.
(iif) The “R(A)24” zone (Item C1) requires the provision of
a 24-hour public passageway of not less than 1.65m
wide connecting Tak Sing Lane and Third Street, and
the two existing pedestrian access at Tak Sing Lane
(Item C2) and Third Street (Item C3) are designated as
area shown as ‘PPS’ to clearly reflect the planning
intention of providing the pedestrian connection
between Third Street and Second Street. This has also
retained the urban fabric of streets and lane in the area.
(c) There is an urgent need for open space in this | (iv) Response (vi) to R13 to R24 above is relevant.
district.
C6 R13 to R57 (a) Oppose rezoning the site from “Open Space” | (i) Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 above are relevant.
(Individual) (“O”) to “Residential (Group A)” or any other
uses.
C7toC24 R24 (@) Oppose rezoning the site and/or demolishing | (i) Responses (ii) and (iii) to C3 above are relevant
(Individuals) the existing building.
(b) The existing low-rise buildings are of rich
history and local culture which should be
retained and preserved. (C8(part), C9, C12,
C14, C17 and C20)

7




Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Related
Representation

Gist of Comments

Response to Comments

(©)

(d)

The urban fabric of streets and lanes in the
area should be respected (C17).

The site is a unique place which gives quality
of living, tranquillity and community to Sai
Ying Pun. (C19)

(€)

(M

(9)

(h)

The high-rise building in the small site will
have negative effects on the foundations of the
surrounding buildings (C8 and C21)

Further development will cause noise,
pollution and adverse impacts on light
penetration, traffic, visual quality and living
quality. (C9, C10, C14, C18, C22 and C23)

The development density in the area is very
high. The open space should be preserved to
ensure the living quality of the residents
nearby. (C17 and C24)

Tak Sing Lane is a relief from the high-rise
buildings in the area. (C11)

More open space is needed among tall
buildings and the existing buildings should be
preserved to maintain housing diversity in the
area. (C22)

(ii)

(iii)

Responses (i) to (vi) to R13 to R24 and response (ii)
to R25 to R30 above are relevant.

Response (ii) to C3 are relevant.

()

The site could be used for organic community
garden. (C16)

(iv)

Noted. Asthe TSL Site is a private land, its future use
is subject to the lot owner’s own decision.

C25
(Leung Chung

R13 to R24,
R37 to R41

(@)

The “O” zoning of the site is outdated and
jeopardised the development rights of the land

(i)

Noted.

8




(TCFiCI)BTRrr/]Se/rII—tI3I\/I§é-) Replfeesfsrtﬁgtion Gist of Comments Response to Comments
Ching Edwin & owners as there had been no program for
Wong Fung San implementing the open space by the
Hanny) government.

(b)

(©)

The argument of “a severe shortage of local
open space” was not a strong reason to retain
the site for open space use as it is the
government’s duty to develop open space on
suitable and available government land.

The proposed 24-hour public access and open
space for public use in the future development
could benefit the public.

R8(part), R25
to R30, R42 to
, R48 to

R47
R57

(d)

(€)

As demonstrated in the AVA submitted in
support of the s.12A application (No.
Y/H3/6), the proposed development has no
adverse air ventilation impact on the local
area.

Regarding the concerns on the impacts on
health, safety, light penetration, living quality
and foundation, the approval of the general
building plans obtained for the proposed
development has confirmed the proposed
development is feasible under the Buildings
Ordinance.

(i) Noted.

R42

to R47

(M

As justified in the s.12A application, given the
proposed development is of limited scale and
is in close proximity to the Sai Ying Pun MTR
Station, there will be no provision of parking
facilities, and additional pedestrian and
vehicular flows generated is limited.

(iii) Noted.
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Hong Kong Requirement Existing Planned S}lll:,‘ftl;;s]‘;
Planning (based on Provision Provision (against
e Standards and planned (includin 8
Type of Facilities Guidelines population) A HLE S istin 8 plalfn‘ed
N (HKPSG) tng provision)
i (EHEE provision) B
(BmmE | BEERD) TR EEHE | qosta)
SEAER) (RS A O (iEIa ey
B2 AR RS
e SRR | e
District Open 10 ha per 100,000 10 9.75 11.09 +1.09
Space persons” ha 2318 ha 3
SRR | & 100,000 A 10
NiE
Local Open 10 ha per 100,000 10 5.01 5.4 -4.61
Space persons” AN ha /N8
MENREAS | 5 100,000 A 10
A
Secondary School | 1 whole-day 124 158 158 +34
=ap><} classroom for 40 classrooms FR=E classrooms
persons aged 12-17 SRE
40 ABR 12-17
A iRAR R 1 R
HfER =
Primary School 1 whole-day 132 225 212 +79
JNEE classroom for 25.5 | classrooms :RZE classrooms
persons aged 6-11 AR
255 ABR6-11
PR | R4
HfER=E
Kindergarten/ 34 whole-day 37 101 101 +63
Nursery classrooms for classrooms FRE classrooms
4hEADEEL 1,000 children aged smer
of 3 to under 6

ST

1,000 ABH3-6

PR AR At 34 [
£ HflER=E
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Provision {itfE

HKPSG
Hong K Requirement Surplus/
ong hong [(,] d Existing Planned Shortfall
Planning (based on Provision Provision (against
. Standards and planned (including
Type of Facilities Guidelines population) TE 7 fiLE . planned
N BKPSG e existing provision)
e ( ) (R g provision)
S - Res, A6k
(EENAITESE | ZRERAER) ZK EEEIEE | srmmatal
SAAER] ) GEAE AT (FER A fit e
7~ ML e
=) EAL | et
District Police 1 per 200,000 to 0 2 +2
Station 500,000 persons
EREE 200,000 Z
500,000 A 1[4
Divisional Police | 1 per 100,000 to 0 1 +1
Station 200,000 persons
TEEE 100,000 =
200,000 A 1[4
Hospital 5.5 beds per 1,000 642 533 533 -109
EEf= persons beds FR{L beds FR{L
1,000 A 5.5 5%
PR
Clinic/Health 1 per 1 3 +2
Centre 100,000persons & ‘
EEMZHERT | 100,000 A 1[4
R
Magistracy (with | 1 per 660,000 0 0 - 0
8 courtrooms) persons
BHE 660,000 A 1 RS
(8 {EEEE)
Child Care 100 aided places 400 354 354 -46
Centre per 25,000 places $4%H places ZZH
G EA persons”"
525,000 A 100{&
BRI
Integrated 1 for 12,000 1 2 +1
Children and persons aged 6-24*
Youth Services & 12,000 ABFY
Centre 6-24 BRAEHRART 1
BEEVE | p
ATl
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- Provision &

HKPSG
Hong Kong Requirement — Surplus/
. Existing Planned Shortfall
Planning (based on Provision Provision (against
res Standards and planned (includin g
Type of Facilities Guidelines population) SE A AL R uding planned
i existing provision)
B L (HKPSG) (CEERS provision) 3
(BHRBERE | dEgmlgl) R EHEIE |
BRI Gz IUNSED A | e
e (EERE| niEst )
Integrated Family | 1 per 100,000 to 0 1 | +1
Services Centre 150,000 persons"'
e ERET 100,000 &
i 150,000 A I FE¥
Community Care | 17.2 subsidised 594 194 194 -400
Services (CCS) places per 1,000
facilities elderly persons
(including Day aged 65 or above™*
Care Centres/Unit | 4F 1,000 £
fm;1 t{le Elderlzir 65 Il FIvE
md negmied | 25172 )
Services) A
BT
(iR R
H g /5
fir &R E R EIR
EARRES
Residential Care | 21.3 subsidised 735 720 720 -15.6
Homes for the beds per 1,000 beds BRI beds [Rfir
Elderly : elderly persons
e AT aged 65 or
above *
£ 1,000 44 65 FHEL
YR RAEET 21.3
(BRI A
Library 1 district library for 0 1 1 +1
EZEE every 200,000
persons®
200,000 A 115
Sports Centre [ per 50,000 to 1 3 3 +2

BEHO

65,000 persons”
& 50,000 2 65,000
A1 e
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Provision {iLjE

HKPSG
Hong K Requirement Surplus/
ong Kong (based Existing Planned Shortfall
Planning asec on Provision Provision (against
s Standards and planned (including
Type of Facilities Guidelines population) L it plal.m.ed
N HKPSG) tng provision})
ax METESE ( (HsEgNE provision)
e | g b T Flex,~RaEk
(BEHEARBIEE | BHUEH) =R BB | gomps 'I‘ﬁ\ﬂ
S2AER) (EREA DO (EERAEE | g {;t‘}}g;[_%)
ﬁ) ﬂg) AN NERA
Sports Ground/ 1 per 200,000 to 0 0 0 0
Sports Complex | 250,000 persons”
EEhEE ££200,000 &
VEENIE 250,000 A 1 {&*
Swimming Pool |1 complex per 0 0 0 0
Complex 287,000 persons”
iR 287,000 A 1 {EF
Note:

The planned population for the area is 116,812.
PEE A R FEEIVREI A ISR 116,812 A

#  Therequirements exclude planned population of transients

AMERTHEREER

~  The planning standard of community care services (CCS) facilities (including both centre-based and home-based) is

population-based. There is no rigid distribution between centre-based CCS and home-based CCS stated in the Elderly

Services Programme Plan. Nonetheless, in general, 60% of CCS demand will be provided by home-based CCS and the

remaining 40% will be provided by centre-based CCS.
M EBFRSSIE(EE P DA RREARNREBRER M REDE - (ZERBHEIEER) $hLhFEEE
RANHERERBNAIUSEEEIMRE - T - —RIER - REARIIRSE R ORISR 5 BN /SR
PUBR AL EER AR T AR K -

*  This is a long-term goal and the actual provision would be subject to the consideration of the SWD in the planning and

development process as appropriate,

W RERR  ERENSRERT HEEfZeR B RERBELEESE -




