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	4.1
	4.1.1 Schematic drawings for the Proposed Development are presented in Appendix A of this Supporting Planning Statement and this is supplemented by the Design Proposal prepared by Studio Milou in Appendix 3 annexed to the CMP Addendum in Appendix C.  ...
	4.1.2 Communal open spaces and private recreation facilities will be provided at the upper platform as well as the roof of the new building.  The total area of the communal open space would be not less than 308.2m2.

	4.2 Major Design Changes to the Approved S16 Scheme
	4.2.1  The extension block in the east comprises 3 levels above 1 storey of car park level in the Approved Scheme, which includes 2 indoor levels and a partially covered flat roof accessible from 2/F of the main building.  Majority of this level is lo...
	4.2.2 The glass canopy is a sleek steel canopy with luminous ceiling on the underside, extending from the existing entrance porch by approx. 2.3m on all three sides.  It is completely free-standing on 4 slim metal columns.  This provides better weathe...
	4.2.3 As the Applicant for this pioneer revitalization development, the Applicant considers the cross at the prominent lcoation on the roof is incompatible with the adaptive reuse as a residential development, which deems to be a secular habitatable p...
	4.2.4 The existing wooden-frame door systems are  questionable to weather proof the interior at this sea-facing façade.  Therefore, for a more livable and delightful interior environment, the Current Proposed Scheme omits the current door system and c...


	5 IDENTIFICATION OF VISUAL SENSITIVE RECEIVERS AND SELECTION OF VIEWPOINTS
	5.1 Identifying Visual Envelope and Visual Sensitive Receivers
	5.1.1 The Visual Envelope (“VE”) or the zone of visual influence of the Proposed Development is determined by the existing topography and building in the vicinity of the Site.  As prescribed in the TPB PG-NO. 41, the viewers will tend to see the build...
	5.1.2 The zone of visual influence covers the area where direct sight towards the Application Site is presented in Figure 5.1.  Since protecting private view is not the duty of the TPB, this VIA focuses primarily on public VSR only and no private VSR,...

	5.2 Selection of Visual Sensitive Viewpoints
	5.2.1 Representative VPs within the VE were selected for assessing the visual impact to the public viewers.  Selected VPs shall cover public views from easily accessible and popular area from different directions.  When selecting VPs, priority shall b...
	5.2.2 In this VIA, a total of nine VPs are selected for further assessment on the visual impact of the proposed relaxation of BHR, which are summarized in Table 5.1 and shown in Figure 5.1.  The VPs included both close-up and distant views which cover...


	VP1 – Stanley Gap Road
	5.2.3 Stanley Gap Road is one of the major accesses towards Stanely.  The carriageway is narrow (<7m) and the traffic is usually busy, this VP does not attract viewers to stay and appreciate the view towards the south.  However, this VP has been selec...

	VP2 – Ching Sau Lane
	5.2.4 VP2 is taken from Ching Sau Lane to represent the views from the west of the Site. These developments are private developments, yet there is a direct view towards the Site from the west.  Situated to the west of the Site at about 570m away with ...

	VP3 – Stanley Plaza
	5.2.5 Stanley Plaza is a local open space as well as part of the major tourist attraction in Stanely.  It is located at the south of the Site with the distance of about 200m.  With the level of about +6.3mPD, this VP is selected as a close-up viewpoin...

	VP4 – Blake Pier at Stanley
	5.2.6 Blake Pier at Stanley and Murrary House are two major attractions in Stanley.  Blake Pier at Stanley was a ferry pier in Central and was being decommissioned due to the central reclamation.  It was then used as a cover of a pavilion in Morse Par...

	VP5 – Carmel Road to the West of the Site
	5.2.7 VP5 is located at the exit of the bus terminus of Stanley Plaza.  At the level of about +31.1mPD and distance of about 150m from the west, it is one of the close-up VPs selected to assess potential visual impact when viewing from a short distance.

	VP6 – Pick-up Point at Stanley Plaza
	5.2.8 VP6 is taken from the passenger pick-up/drop-off bays of Stanley Plaza where most tourist coaches and the Green Route of Big Bus Hong Kong pick up/drop off their passengers.  This VP is located at about 75m to the south of the Site at about +28....

	VP7 – Stanely Village Road
	5.2.9 This is a distant VP taken at a bus stop, which is located at the gateway of Stanley at the intersection of Stanley Gap Road/Tai Tam Road and Stanley Village Road.  This VP is taken at about +35.4mPD and about 620m to the northeast of the Site. ...

	VP8 – Near Stanely Waterfront Playground
	5.2.10 This VP is located at the waterfront promenade to the southeast of the Site.  This VP is located about 310m away at a level of about +5.1mPD, this VP has the direct visual access to Stanley Bay.  This VP captures the suburban townscape of Stanl...

	VP9 – Stanley Ma Hang Park Hill Top Plaza
	5.2.11 Stanley Ma Hang Park is built by the Housing Authority.  It is designed to blend in with the natural landscape.  Pedestrian paths have been improved to enable safe and easy access to the various thematic zones, with display boards set up to int...

	INSERT Figure 5.1
	6 ASSESSMENT OF VISUAL IMPACTS
	6.1 General
	6.1.1 Since the primary objective of this VIA is for evaluating the visual impact of the Proposed Development (particularly the new elements proposed) at the Site, with minor relaxation of Site Coverage and Building Height Relaxations.  Hence, the ass...

	6.2 VP1 – Stanley Gap Road

	Visual Composition
	6.2.1 VP1 is a mid-range viewpoint taken Stanley Gap Road with distance of about 375m to the northwest of the Site.  It captures an open view towards the south with good visual access towards Stanley, Stanley Bay, Che Pau Teng, even outlying islands (...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.2.2 As illustrated in Figure 6.1, this VP offers an overview of the suburban townscape at Stanley with an open sky view and sea view in the background.  Given only a small portion of the new elements are visible from this VP, the Proposed Developmen...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.2.3 The public viewers of this viewpoint would mainly be the hikers of Wilson Trail Section 1.  Their sensitivity is therefore considered to be medium.  Since this VP is located on a narrow carriageway without a proper place for viewing, public view...
	6.2.4 The main building of the Proposed Development is one of the major visual resources at this VP.  The green pitched roof and red-brick structure will be largely retained.  Not least, existing vegetation in the foreground and the openness towards t...
	6.3 VP2 – Ching Sau Lane

	Visual Composition
	6.3.1 VP2 is a distant viewpoint taken from the west of the Site with the distance of about 570m.  It captures the carriageway and boundary walls of existing developments in the foreground and Shek O Peak and D’Aguilar Peak in the background.  The dis...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.3.2 As shown in Figure 6.2, Shek O Peak and D’Aguilar Peak are visible at the backdrop.  The East Extension Block, which appears as a natural extension of the main building of the Proposed Development, will partially obstruction the view towards She...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.3.3 This VP is selected to represent the views from the west.  Therefore, their visual sensitivity will be low to medium.  As discussed above, the main building will be retained and the East Extension Block appears as a natural extension of the main...

	Effect of Visual Resources
	6.3.4 The existing boundary walls and peripheral greenery in the foreground, as well as the ridgeline of Shek O Peak and D’Aguilar Peak in the background are the visual resources of this VP.  The Proposed Development would inevitably obstruct a tiny p...
	6.4 VP3 – Stanley Plaza

	Visual Composition
	6.4.1 VP3 is a close-up viewpoint taken at a famous tourist attraction in Stanley.  It is located at about 200m to the south of the Site.  Despite the close distance, there is a huge level difference between VP3 and the Site, at +6.3mPD and the upper ...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.4.2 As shown in Figure 6.3, the openness of the plaza and the view towards The Twins will both be maintained.  The main building of the Proposed Development will continue to be partially hidden by the existing mature trees within Stanley Plaza, whil...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.4.3 Public viewers at this VP will be enjoying the serene environment of the plaza on weekdays and the vibrant environment during weekends, their visual sensibility is considered high.  The openness of the plaza, serenity and lush green environment ...

	Effect of Visual Resources
	6.4.4 The visual amenity of this VP is predominantly contributed by the tall and mature trees within the open area and this will be maintained.  While the main building of Maryknoll House will be retained, the new portion at the lower platform will in...
	6.5 VP4 – Blake Pier at Stanley

	Visual Composition
	6.5.1 VP4 is taken at a very similar direction as VP3, but further away from the Site to capture a wider spectrum to uncover the character of the area.   Standing in front of Blake Pier at Stanley, Murray House, The Twins and some existing low-rise de...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.5.2 According to Figure 6.4, major elements that are visible at this VP create, by and large, a skyline of a uniform height.  The small portion of West Extension Block obstruct a tiny portion of the skyview without affecting the overall skyline.  Pu...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.5.3 The visual sensitivity of the public viewers on this VP is high as these people are mostly visitors who are visiting the historic artefacts – Blake Pier at Stanley and Murry House.  The scenic townscape and the landscaping will continue to domin...

	Effect on Visual Resources
	6.5.4 The condition, quality and character of the assessment area would be largely maintained upon completion of the Proposed Development.  The affluent scenic townscape with open sky view, historic features, mountain backdrop and ample greenery will ...
	6.6 VP5 – Carmel Road to the West of the Site

	Visual Composition
	6.6.1 VP5 is taken at a close distance, just 150m away from the Site to the west.  Due to the topography, only the carriageway, man-made retaining structure and some extensive hillside vegetation are captured into this VP.  The Site, including the ret...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.6.2 As shown in Figure 6.5, the massive hillside vegetation has completely blocked the view towards the Site and the existing vegetation on the slope would not be affected, therefore the Proposed Development behind these trees would not bring any vi...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.6.3 The visual sensitivity of the public viewers on VP5 is low as pedestrians would most probably be concentrating on road traffic and would only have a glimpse on the surrounding settings.  Even they do, this existing vegetation will not be affecte...

	Effect on Visual Resources
	6.6.4 The condition, quality and character of the assessment area will be maintained.
	6.7 VP6 - Pick-up Point at Stanley Plaza

	Visual Composition
	6.7.1 This is the closest VP amongst all VPs, which is located just 75m away from the Site in the south.  The pick-up/drop-off area and Carmel Road are visible in the foreground, while the existing vegetation on the slope and the sky view dominate the...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.7.2 As shown in Figure 6.6, view towards the main building is being blocked by existing vegetation and the new building at the lower block would not alter the existing condition.  However, the new building that is partially visible above the existin...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.7.3 The visual sensitivity of the public viewers on these VPs are low as pedestrians would most probably be concentrating on road traffic and would only have a glimpse on the surrounding settings.  The small portion of the new building at the lower ...

	Effect on Visual Resources
	6.7.4 The Applicant proposes to keep the main building intact and design the new building to be substantially lower than the main building.  These very much help to maintain the lush green living environment and the character of the neighbourhood.  No...
	6.8 VP7 – Stanely Village Road

	Visual Composition
	6.8.1 VP7 is distant viewpoint taken at a bus stop at the intersection of Stanley Gap Road/Tai Tam Road and Stanley Village Road with the distance of about 620m to the northeast of the Site.  This VP captured Che Pau Teng (about +177mPD) and some sea ...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.8.2 As illustrated in Figure 6.7, the Proposed Development will continue to be hidden by the existing vegetation in the foreground.  The Proposed Development will not bring visual obstruction to any features.

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.8.3 This VP is a transient VP.  The potential public viewers are bus patrons who are waiting for buses to come from east and this scenic view would most probably be located at their back.  Hence, the visual sensitivity of the potential public viewer...

	Effect on Visual Resources
	6.8.4 All visual resources will be retained thus there will be no impact on visual resources.
	6.9 VP8 – Near Stanely Waterfront Playground

	Visual Composition
	6.9.1 This VP is a mid-range viewpoint taken at the waterfront promenade with a distance of about 310m to the southeast of the Site.  It captured the bay view and existing developments along the waterfront in the foreground; Murray House is also visib...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.9.2 The photomontage in Figure 6.8 illustrates that the first row of buildings near the waterfront would block the view towards the Site.  As such, the Proposed Development at the back of these existing developments would not further obstruct other ...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.9.3 The public viewers, which are mostly the general public who are having a leisure walk along the waterfront the promenade and enjoying the scenic bay view towards Stanley Bay.  The public viewers might stop during their leisure walking activities...

	Effect on Visual Resources
	6.9.4 They bay view, Murray House suburban setting and greenery along the waterfront will remain untouched.  Therefore, the impact on visual condition, quality and character by the Proposed Development will be negligible.
	6.10 VP9 – Stanley Ma Hang Park Hill Top Plaza

	Visual Composition
	6.10.1 Similar with VP8, this VP is a mid-range viewpoint taken at a distance of about 350m to the southwest of the Site.  Stanley Ma Hang Park is a large open space with an area of about 5.5 ha. and is largely covered with vegetation.  Out of the var...

	Visual Obstruction
	6.10.2 As illustrated in Figure 6.9, the only obstruction to be brought by the Proposed Development is the blocking the view towards another built development (i.e. The Manhattan) which is located far apart.  No obstruction to other elements nor loss ...

	Effect on Public Viewers
	6.10.3 The visual sensitivity of public viewers at Stanley Ma Hang Park Hill Top Plaza is considered high owing to the nature of their activities within the park.  Since the existing vegetation within the park dominates the view and the proposed East ...

	Effect on Visual Resources
	6.10.4 Existing vegetation within the park remains and the sky view are the major visual resources at this VP.  While these will be largely maintained, the slight visual change to the suburban fabric would not affect the visual condition, quality at t...

	7 CONCLUSION
	7.1.1 Based on the analysis on the appraisal of visual impact on Visual Composition, Visual Obstruction, Effect on Public Views and Effect on Visual Resources, Table 7.1 below presents the overall visual impact caused by the Proposed Development to th...
	7.1.2 VP1 to VP4 and VP9 capture the view towards the suburban townscape in Stanley.  Existing low-rise developments and abundant greenery contribute to the character of the area.  Given that the main building (i.e. Maryknoll House) within the Site wi...
	7.1.3 VP5 to VP8 includes both mid-range and close-up viewpoints.  Existing features, including vegetation, man-made slope feature and buildings block views towards the Site in the foreground, thus the Proposed Development will not be directly visible...
	7.1.4 Magnitude of visual change to be perceived by public viewers would mostly be negligible to slight, while only public viewers from VP3 be moderate.  However, the Proposed Development which is low-rise in nature would appear compatible with the su...
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	This Planning Application is prepared and submitted on behalf of New Season Global Limited (“the Applicant”) to the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance for the Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxat...
	After obtaining the planning approval, the Applicant submitted a revised Conservation Management Plan (“CMP”) to discharge the approval condition (a) of the approved S16 Planning Application.  The Antiquities and Monuments Office (“AMO”) has no furthe...
	(1) Enhance the Interpretation of Maryknoll House
	The Chapel Wing and Library Wing were both proposed to be predominantly used to accommodate common facilities and E&M facilities in the Approved S16 Scheme.  Two small areas (about 22m2 each) were reserved to erect interpretation panels to display his...
	The Current Proposed Scheme provides a Heritage Gallery of about 298m2 at the Chapel Wing.  Combing the two separate areas, and significantly enlarging them at the same time, allows more flexibility in arranging and organising heritage interpretation ...
	(2) Minor Relaxation of Plot Ratio, Building Height and Site Coverage Restrictions
	The Current Proposed Scheme yields a total GFA of 6,881.019m2 at a plot ratio of 0.9.  Majority of the additional GFA goes to the additional floor at the eastern extension and the new building at the lower platform which are relatively less visible fr...
	The proposed plot ratio (i.e. 0.9) is generally in line with the planned development intensity of the Area, including the nearby “Residential (Group B)” (max. plot ratio of 1.8) and “Residential (Group A) 3” (max. plot ratio of 1.1) zones. The site co...
	(3) Design Enhancement for Adaptive Reuse as a Residential Development
	(3) 為活化再利用以作住宅用途的設計修訂
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	1 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Purpose
	1.1.1 This Planning Application is prepared and submitted on behalf of New Season Global Limited (“the Applicant”) to seek advanced comments from relevant government departments prior to a formal submission to the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) under Sec...
	1.1.2 The Site contains a Grade 1 historic building namely Maryknoll House.  The adaptive reuse of Maryknoll House has well been established in the planning regime, under the approved rezoning application Y/H19/1 and the subsequent approved S16 Planni...

	1.2 Report Structure
	1.2.1 Following this Introductory Section, the site and planning context will be briefly set out in Section 2.  The proposed development scheme will be included in Section 3. The planning merits and justifications for the Planning Application can be f...


	2 SITE AND PLANNING CONTEXT
	2.1 Site Location and Existing Condition
	2.1.1 The Application Site, with an area of about 7,646m2, is located on a small ridge to the west of Stanley Village Road (Figure 2.1 refers).   The Site comprises a Grade 1 historic building, namely Maryknoll House, with a 3-storey main building and...

	2.2 Land Lease and Ownership Status
	2.2.1 The Site is registered as Rural Building Lot (“RBL”) 333 RP (Figure 2.3 refers).

	2.3 Surrounding Land Use Pattern
	2.3.1 The Application Site is surrounding predominantly by residential developments.
	2.3.2 Existing developments nearby include (see Figure 2.1 and Figure 2.2):

	2.4 Accessibility
	2.4.1 The Site is accessible via an access road off Stanley Village Road.

	2.5 Statutory Planning Context
	2.5.1 The Application Site falls within an area zoned “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Residential Development with Historic Building Preserved” (“OU(RDHBP)”) on the Approved Stanley OZP No. S/H19/16 (Figure 2.4 refers).  According to the Statutory N...
	“This zone is intended primarily to preserve the historic building of the Maryknoll House in-situ through the preservation-cum-development project.”
	2.5.2 According to the Statutory Notes of the Approved OZP for the “OU(RDHBP)” zone, ‘House’ and ‘Flat’ are Column 2 uses which require permission from the Town Planning Board.  In addition, any new development, or demolition of, addition, alteration ...
	2.5.3 Development under “OU(RDHBP)” is subject to a maximum plot ratio of 0.75, a maximum site coverage of 30% and maximum building heights in terms of mPD as stipulated on the Plan, or the plot ratio, site coverage and height of the existing building...
	2.5.4 There are two Building Height Restrictions stipulated on the OZP for the zone, these are 64mPD on the south and western portion of the main platform. The remainder of the main platform at the north and east has a BHR of 75mPD reflecting the heig...


	3 SITE AND PLANNING HISTORY
	3.1 Site History – Maryknoll House
	3.1.1 In summary, Maryknoll House was built in May 1935 by the Catholic Foreign Missionary Society of America (“CFMSA”) who were later known as “the Maryknolls”.  It was the first missionary society in the USA to have as its focus the evangelization o...
	3.1.2 Upon the completion of Maryknoll House in 1935, Maryknoll House served as a rest home and retreat centre from the mission areas of South China.  It had also been a language school for new missioners who were going to preach in China.
	3.1.3 In 1941, Maryknoll House was used by the British in preparation for the battle against the Japanese military.  As the Japanese gradually approached Hong Kong Island, Maryknoll House became a refuge for many Chinese refugees.  It did not take lon...
	3.1.4 The end of the war in saw the Maryknollers return, where post-war repair works were completed in 1946.  It resumed as a house and retreat for the missioners.  In 1949 the upheavals following the Communist Revolution in China lead to the expulsio...
	3.1.5 In recent years the use for the building diminished due to ease of travelling back to the U.S. for the missioners, and subsequently the decision was made in 2016 to sell Maryknoll House to the Applicant.

	3.2 Planning History – Approved S12A and S16 Planning Applications
	3.2.1 The Applicant submitted a S12A rezoning application on 11 July 2018 (TPB Ref.:  Y/H19/1) to rezone the application site from “G/IC” to “Residential (Group C)2” (“R(C)2”) or “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Residential Development with Historic ...
	3.2.2 Upon gazettal of the Draft Stanley OZP No. S/H19/13 to reflect the “OU(RDHBP)” zoning, the Applicant submitted a representation to show support but also proposed minor amendments to the zoning with a view to allow greater design flexibility.  TP...
	3.2.3 On 5 July 2021, the Applicant then submitted a S16 Planning Application (TPB Ref.: A/H19/82) and TPB approved the application on 24 December 2021 with the following conditions:
	(a) The submission of a revised Conservation Management Plan (“CMP”) prior to the commencement of any works and implementation of the works in accordance with the CMP to the satisfaction of the Antiquities and Monuments Office of Development Bureau or...
	(b)  The provision of free guided tours with detailed arrangement, as proposed by the applicant, to the satisfaction of the Antiquities and Monuments Office of Development Bureau or of the Town Planning Board.
	3.2.4 The major development parameters of the 2 planning applications are summarized below:

	3.3 Current Status – Approved Conservation Management Plan (“CMP”)
	3.3.1 The Applicant submitted a revised CMP on 8 December 2023 to discharge the approval condition (a) of the approved S16 Planning Application.  According to the letter from the Planning Department dated 5 January 2024, the Antiquities and Monuments ...
	3.3.2 According to the approved CMP, it is to be conceded from the beginning that, for the most part, the significant work of the Maryknoll community did not take place at Maryknoll House, and its description as a rest house or a retreat centre perhap...
	3.3.3 The Applicant has had the intention of implementing a high-quality adaptive re-use of Maryknoll House ever since purchasing it from the Maryknoll Fathers.  The approved CMP has confirmed that the development scheme proposed by the Applicant woul...


	4 GUIDLINE PRINCIPLES FOR THE OVERALL FUTURE DIRECTION OF MARYKNOLL HOUSE
	4.1 Guiding Principles Established in the Approved S16
	4.1.1 Guiding principles forms an overall future direction for the Maryknoll House.  It is to ensure that the redevelopment can appropriately preserve and revitalize the building, along with heritage benefits itself and the way people appreciate it.

	4.2 The Current Guiding Principles
	4.2.1 The Applicant fully understands, recognises and respects the importance of Maryknoll House.  He continues to fully adhere to the abovementioned guiding principles while formulating and polishing the Enhanced Scheme.
	4.2.2


	5 PROPOSED CONSESRVATION CUM RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
	5.1 The Current Proposed Scheme
	5.1.1 Schematic drawings for the Proposed Development are presented in Appendix A of this Supporting Planning Statement and this is supplemented by the Design Proposal prepared by Studio Milou in Appendix 3 annexed to the CMP Addendum in Appendix C.  ...
	5.1.2 Communal open spaces and private recreation facilities will be provided at the upper platform as well as the roof of the new building.  The total area of the communal open space would be not less than 308.2m2.

	5.2 Proposed Heritage Gallery at the Chapel Wing
	5.2.1 The Chapel Wing and Library Wing were both proposed to be predominantly used to accommodate common facilities and E&M facilities in the Approved S16 Scheme.  Two small areas (about 22m2 each) were reserved to erect interpretation panels to displ...
	5.2.2 The Applicant now proposes to designate the Chapel Wing (G/F and 1/F with an area of about 298m2) into a Heritage Gallery for the public to visit, appreciate and understand the historic value of the Site.  There will be displays and exhibits tha...
	5.2.3 These exhibitions will be supported and enriched by the following documentary works to be carried out throughout the project:
	5.2.4 The interpretation of the Maryknoll House can benefit from the latest visualisation techniques such as VR and AR, whilst also being supported through QR codes and applications on mobile devices etc.  Key displays in the Heritage Gallery may comp...

	5.3 Public Interpretation Programme
	5.3.1 A heritage tour is a well-recognised medium to encourage community engagement in the site, and its implementation would allow visitors to discover the history of Maryknoll guided by a docent.
	5.3.2 The 90-minute guided tour is proposed to start at Murray House/Stanley Plaza and participants will arrive Maryknoll House by transportation arranged by the organiser.  Docents will explain the site cultural heritage, whilst taking visitors to se...
	5.3.3 The frequency of the heritage tour will be further increased as committed in the approved S12A application as well as in the approved S16 Planning Application; from half-yearly, to 8 times per year and to the current proposal – 12 times per year.

	5.4 Major Design Changes to the Approved S16 Scheme
	5.4.1 The extension block in the east comprises 3 levels above 1 storey of car park level in the Approved Scheme, which includes 2 indoor levels and a partially covered flat roof accessible from 2/F of the main building.  Majority of this level is loc...
	5.4.2 The glass canopy is a sleek steel canopy with luminous ceiling on the underside, extending from the existing entrance porch by approx. 2.3m on all three sides.  It is completely free-standing on 4 slim metal columns.  This provides better weathe...
	5.4.3 As the Applicant for this pioneer revitalization development, the Applicant considers the cross at the prominent lcoation on the roof is incompatible with the adaptive reuse as a residential development, which deems to be a secular habitatable p...
	5.4.4 During the exploration, the Applicant has considered the following options:
	Option 1: Relocation of Cross to Heritage Gallery with retention of plinth in-situ;
	Option 2: Enclosure of the cross by switchable smart glass cladding to the north side, and clear glass to the south side; and
	Option 3: Cover the cross by switchable smart glass cladding on the north elevation only
	5.4.5 The existing wooden-frame door systems are  questionable to weather proof the interior at this sea-facing façade.  Therefore, for a more livable and delightful interior environment, the Current Proposed Scheme omits the current door system and c...

	5.5 Photomontages of the Current Proposed Scheme
	5.5.1 When viewing from Kwun Yum Temple from the southwest of the Application Site, the new provision of the Proposed Development will be partly visible.  The new building at the lower portion of the Site is only slightly visible with the top part sho...

	5.6 Vehicular Access Arrangements
	5.6.1 There is no change to the vehicular access arrangement.  Vehicular access to the Site will be by way of the existing private right of way leading through the adjacent Stanley Knoll development to the existing gate to the site.  The vehicular acc...
	5.6.2 The main car parking provision will be provided in the central basement under the East extension and at the lowest floor at the lower deck which would have access and egress by ramps. Underground access will be provided by a new lift to be intro...

	5.7 Landscape Proposal
	5.7.1 The aim of the Landscape Proposal in Appendix B is to respond to site conditions, building form and function and to provide a quality landscape scheme. The main factors to be taken into consideration are as follows:
	 Response to the site context, both in terms of landscape character and visual amenity;
	 Response to the proposed building and its architectural style;
	 Creation of a green and sustainable setting by maximising the opportunity for soft landscape; and
	 Establish pleasant landscape areas that meet the varying needs of the residents and satisfy their active and passive recreational requirements.
	5.7.2 A total of 156 nos. of heavy standard trees with average DBH approx. 100mm are proposed to be planted to compensate the loss of existing trees, including 15 nos. of trees to be felled in this submission and 141 nos. of removed trees under the Ap...
	5.7.3 In order to provide smooth transition between the proposed development and the neighbours, planting strips ranging from 1.2m to 3.0m wide are proposed along the northern, eastern and western boundaries.  New tree and shrub planting is proposed a...

	5.8 Environmental Considerations
	5.8.1 The potential environmental impact associated with the Current Proposed Scheme including traffic noise and air quality have been carefully assessed.
	5.8.2 Noise standards are recommended in the HKPSG for planning against possible road traffic noise impacts.  For new residential use, as in the case of the proposed development within the Application Site, the standard for road traffic noise level ex...
	5.8.3 HKPSG has provided a set of guidelines to assess the potential air quality impacts generated from traffics.  According to Table 3.1 in Chapter 9 of HKPSG (shown in Table 2-1 of in Appendix E), a number of horizontal buffer distances between kerb...
	5.8.4 The Environmental Assessment can be found at Appendix E of this Supporting Planning Statement.

	5.9 Drainage and Sewerage Considerations
	5.9.1 The Site is located on a small ridge.  There are no existing flooding blackspots or known drainage problems in the vicinity.  According to the Underground Utility Survey, there are existing drains within the Site that collect Site surface runoff...
	5.9.2 Based on the Drainage Impact Assessment (“DIA”) in Appendix F, a new Ø675mm drain and Ø675 mm width stepped channel would be in place to connect and convey flow from the Application Site to Carmel Road.
	5.9.3 According to the Drainage Record obtained from the DSD, there are existing Ø150 mm sewers running along hillside of Carmel Hill and Carmel Road, it then expands to Ø200 mm and further to Ø225 mm (manhole reference no. FMH7036589 to FMH7037671). ...
	5.9.4 The Sewerage Impact Assessment in Appendix F revealed that the capacity of the existing sewerage network is found to be sufficient to cater for the sewage generated from the Application Site and no sewerage upgrading work will be required.


	6 PLANNING MERITS AND JUSTIFICATIONS
	6.1 Further Improvement to the Public Appreciation and Enjoyment of Maryknoll House
	6.1.1 Upon reviewing the balance between the opportunity for public appreciation of the heritage asset and the maintenance of privacy of the future residents at the Site, the Applicant considers that there is scope to further increase the frequency of...
	6.1.2 During the guided tours, docents will explain the site cultural heritage, whilst taking visitors to several key locations within both the public indoor and outdoor locations. By walking around selective parts of the site and spending time in the...

	6.2 Provide Better Operation and Management of the Public Interpretation Programme
	6.2.1 Under the Approved S16 Scheme, the Applicant proposed to have two 22m2 interpretation areas on 1/F at both wings.  These interpretation areas took up a portion of the proposed recreational facilities for the future residents and visitors will ha...
	6.2.2 As mentioned in Section 5.2 and Section 6.1 above, the Current Proposed Scheme provides a Heritage Gallery of about 298m2 at the Chapel Wing.  Combing the two separate areas, and significantly enlarging them at the same time, allows more flexibi...
	6.2.3 It is also easy to imagine that the Applicant would require additional resources to maintain a standalone Heritage Gallery that is larger in scale and organise a more comprehensive guided tour.

	6.3 The Scale of Relaxation Sought is Minor and Acceptable
	6.3.1 The Applicant has undertaken a more detailed design after obtaining approval of the previous S16 Planning Application.  Together with the newly proposed Heritage Gallery at the Chapel Wing, a GFA of about 585m2 has been used in maintaining vario...
	6.3.2 The Current Proposed Scheme yields a total GFA of 6,881.019m2 at a plot ratio of 0.9.  Majority of the additional GFA goes to the additional floor at the eastern extension and the new building a the lower platform which are relatively less visib...
	6.3.3 Having said that additional GFA goes to the additional floor at the eastern extension and the new building a the lower platform, the current application does not involve seeking further relaxation of the 2 Building Height Restrictions stipulated...

	6.4 The Proposed Plot Ratio is In Line With the Planned Development Intensity of the Area
	6.4.1 As shown in Figure 6.2 below, land use zoning of the area is predominently zoned for residential use, either as “Residential (Group C)” (“R(C)”),  “Residential (Group A)” (“R(A)”) or “Residential (Group B)” (“R(B)”) with reference to the intende...
	6.4.2 Sites zoned “R(C)” are subject to building height control as well as site coverage and plot ratio restrictions in order to maintain the character and setting of Stanley.  These restrictions are tabulated below:
	6.4.3 The maximum plot ratio allowed at “R(C)” zone is 0.9 if the proposed development has 4 storeys that are used for domestic purpose and the maximum site coverage does not exceed 22.5%.  In terms of development intensity, the proposed plot ratio of...
	6.4.4 There is a piece of undeveloped land on Cape Road to the further west of the Site.  Similar to the Application Site, it is located at a slope, away from the town centre/Stanley Main Street and sandwiched between some low-rise (zoned “R(C)”) and ...
	6.4.5 Considering the maximum plot ratio of the nearby “R(A)3” zone (which is 1.1) and the plot ratio of the “R(B)” zone mentioned above, the proposed plot ratio of 0.9 is therefore considered generally in line with the development intensity within th...

	6.5 Continue to Adhere to the Planning Intention of “OU(RDHBP)” Zone in the Approved OZP
	6.5.1 The Application Site falls within an area zoned “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Residential Development with Historic Building Preserved” (“OU(RDHBP)”) on the Approved Stanley OZP No. S/H19/16.  According to the Statutory Notes of the Approved...
	“This zone is intended primarily to preserve the historic building of the Maryknoll House in-situ through the preservation-cum-development project.”
	6.5.2 The Current Proposed Scheme of a residential development at Maryknoll House is consistent with the planning intention of the “OU(RDHBP)” zone.  The historic building will be preserved and the heritage architecture with significance will also be ...
	6.5.3 In addition to “with Historic Building Preserved”, the Applicant takes a big step forward to also activate and showcase the Grade 1 historic building to the general public.  The Current Proposed Scheme involves designating a Heritage Gallery for...

	6.6 Slightly Modify the Building to Match with the Modern Living Standard and Expectation
	6.6.1 Upon the completion of Maryknoll House in 1935, Maryknoll House served as a rest home and retreat centre from the mission areas of South China.  It is not unreasonable to imagine that the building, designed with south-facing verandahs, were to c...

	6.7 Changes Involved are In-Line with the Preservation and Revitalisation of Grade 1 Heritage Building as well as the Guiding Principles Established
	6.7.1 Under the prevailing heritage conservation policy, the Government sought to protect, conserve and revitalise as appropriate historical and heritage sites and buildings through relevant and sustainable approaches for the benefit and enjoyment of ...
	6.7.2 In short, these Conservation Specialists confirm that, with appropriate mitigation measures as described, the Currente Proposed Scheme would not be unacceptable from heritage point of view.

	6.8 No Adverse Traffic Impact
	6.8.1 A Traffic Impact Assessment has been carried out and the results of the junction capacity analysis revealed that there will be sufficient capacity to accommodate the expected traffic growth and the traffic generated by the Proposed Development. ...

	6.9 No Adverse Environmental Impacts
	6.9.1 In the Environmental Assessment Report, the potential environmental impact due to road traffic noise and air quality impact on the Current Proposed Scheme have been assessed.  The results indicated that there will be no exceedance of road traffi...

	6.10 No Adverse Drainage and Sewerage Impacts
	6.10.1 The Drainage Impact Assessment confirms the feasibility of the Current Proposed Scheme in terms of impacts to the public drainage system.  In terms of sewerage, there would be sufficient capacity to accommodate the sewage discharge and no upgra...

	6.11 No Adverse Visual Impact
	6.11.1 The Visual Impact Assessment assessed the potential visual impact of the Proposed Residential Development when viewing from nine different public viewpoints (Appendix G refers).  Magnitude of visual change to be perceived by public viewers woul...
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