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Comments Response 
 
Comments from Chief Town Planner/Urban Design and Landscape, 
Planning Department: 
 
Urban Design and Visual Perspectives 
(Contact Person: Ms Vanessa TSANG, Tel: 3565 3942) 
 

 

1) According to the submitted visual impact assessment (VIA), the 
visual impacts of the 9 selected VPs range from negligible to 
slightly adverse. Given that there is no discussion on how the 
ratings of the overall visual impact in Table 7.1 were derived, the 
Consultant may consider supplementing Table 7.1 with the 
appraisal of ‘sensitivity of the public viewers’ and the ‘magnitude 
of visual change’ for each VP; and how the overall visual impact be 
concluded and classified. 

 

Chapter 7 has been updated accordingly.  

2) It is noted that the VIA is prepared with reference to TPB PG-No. 
41. Please use ‘public viewers’ adopted in TPB PG-No. 41 instead 
of ‘VSRs’. Please update. 

 

Noted, relevant text has been updated accordingly. 

3) The 2 close range VPs (VP5 and VP6) have no direct sight to the 
proposed development. In view of the accessibility and popularity 
of the bus stop at Stanley Plaza, the Consultant may consider 
moving one of the close range VPs to the sidewalk between Stanley 
Plaza and the bus stop. 

 

VP6 has been relocated to the pick-up point of Stanley Plaza (revised 
VIA in Appendix I refers). 

4) It is noted from para. 5.1.2 that “The VE covers the area where 
direct sight towards the Application Site is presented in Figure 5.1”, 
however, the VE boundary is not shown on Figure 5.1. Please 
rectify. 

Noted, Figure 5.1 has been updated accordingly. 
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Comments Response 
 
5) Section 6.6 and para. 6.6.1 – It is noted that VP6 is the view from 

Carmel Road to the South of the Site instead of the East. Please 
rectify. 

 

VP6 has been relocated to the pick-up point of Stanley Plaza. Relevant 
text has been updated accordingly. 

Landscape Perspectives 
(Contact Person: Mr NGAI Chak Man, Tel: 3565 3955) 
 

 

Advisory Comments to the Applicant  
1) The applicant is reminded that approval of the application does not 

imply approval of the greenery coverage requirements under BD’s 
PNAP APP-152 and/or under the lease. The greenery coverage 
calculation should be submitted separately to BD/LandsD for 
approval. Similarly for any proposed tree preservation/removal 
scheme, the applicant shall be reminded to approach relevant 
authority/ government department(s) direct to obtain the necessary 
approval. 

 

Noted.  

 
Comments from Director of Environmental Protection: 
(Contact Person: Mr Andy KO, Tel.: 2835 1011) 
 

 

Please note that we have the following comments on the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) and Sewerage Impact Assessment (SIA). Please 
advise the applicant to provide clarification or revised EA and SIA 
submissions to facilitate our consideration. 
 

Noted. 

Environmental Assessment  
1) Section 1.5.4 The assessment method for fixed noise is not valid. 

The applicant may consider conducting on site survey to 
Noted, a new chapter has been added to demonstrate that no adverse 
fixed plant noise impact would be anticipated (revised EA in Appendix II 
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Comments Response 
demonstrate no adverse fixed plant noise impact to be anticipated. 

 
refers). 

Sewerage Impact Assessment  
2) In section 3.3.2, please note that there is a typo for UFF for R3 

Private. It should be 0.34m3/day, instead of 0.37m3/day. 
 

Noted, relevant text has been updated accordingly (revised DSIA in 
Appendix III refers). 

3) For Table 3.1, please cross check with the volume of swimming 
pool (common) presented in Table Appendix 3.1 if the volume 
should be 187m3 or 234m3. 

 

The volume of swimming pool is 187m2. 

 
Comments from Chief Engineer/Hong Kong and Islands Division, 
Drainage Services Department: 
(Contact Person: Mr Ray ZHOU Tel: 3101 2366) 
 

 

(A) DIA:  
1. Appendix 2.1, Table 1 – Please provide catchment plans showing 

the extent of subcatchment (Catchments A to F) before and after 
development. 

 

The surrounding catchment has been added in Figure 2.2 (revised DSIA 
in Appendix III refers)..  

2. Appendix 2.1, Tables 4a to 4d – Effect of climate change on 
rainfall intensity in mid-21st Century and end-21st Century should 
be +11.1% and +28.1% (16.0%+12.1% design allowance) 
according to Corrigendum No. 1/2022 of Stormwater Drainage 
Manual. 

 

Noted, relevant text has been revised (revised DSIA in Appendix III 
refers).  

(B) SIA  
3. Table 3.1 - According to Appendix 3.1 Table 1, the adopted flow 

rate for the backwash flow rate of the common swimming pool 
should be 3.2 L/s, instead of 6.5 L/s. Please revise. 

Noted, relevant text has been revised (revised DSIA in Appendix III 
refers).  
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Comments Response 
 
Comments from Chief Architect/Advisory & Statutory Compliance 
Division, Architectural Services Department: 
(Contact Person: Mr Sherman SUM. Tel.: 2582 5314) 
 

 

The applicant may wish to consider the treatment/articulation of the 
building in the design stage to blend in more harmoniously with the 
surrounding environment.  
 

Noted.  

 
Comments from District Lands Officer/ Hong Kong West & South: 
(Contact Person: Ms Krystal HOR, Tel: 2835 1686) 
 

 

As for as the Lease is concerned, development of 3 houses of European 
type within the Application Site would not be considered in breach of 
the lease conditions subject to compliance with type of building 
restriction under the Lease. The applicant shall refer to Lands 
Administration Office Practice Note Issue Nos. 3/2000 and 3/2000A 
regarding “House” Restrictions under Government Leases promulgated 
in the webpage of Lands Department. I reserve comments on the details 
and design of the proposed conservation-cum-development, which will 
be considered when the lot owner submits building plans for approval 
under the Lease.  
 

Noted.  

 
Comments from Transport Department: 
(Contact Person: Mr TAM Sze Wai Vincent, Tel: 2829 5407) 
 

 

Please take into account the planned residential development at Cape 
Road (R.B.L. 1204) in Section 4.3 of the TIA report; 

Noted, please note that the planned residential development at Cape 
Road (R.B.L. 1204) has been added to the revised TIA. Please refer to 
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I. Supporting Planning Statement 
1.  Modifications to the South Elevation 

According to Section 5.4.4 of the Supporting Planning Statement 
(page 27) and the plans for the South Elevation in Appendix E - 
Design Proposals of the Conservation Management Plan (pages 
146 to 148), to suit the proposed use of Maryknoll House (the 
"Graded Building"), some of the existing wooden doors/windows 
(except those of the central protrusion bay on 1/F) on 1/F and 2/F 
of the South elevation are proposed to be removed and replaced 
by the proposed glazing system to create habitable space at a 
desirable temperature to meet the modern living standard. 
Although that the proposed glazing system would be set back 
from the existing parapets and demolition is not required, please 
confirm that the proposed installation is reversible in nature and 

We confirm that the installation of the proposed glazing system is 
reversible in nature, i.e. the necessary fixings to the existing building 
can be made good if the glazing system is removed. We confirm the 
Applicant would minimise any irreversible damage to the façade and 
parapets. 
 
The mitigation measures in the CMP relative to timber windows/doors 
is also updated to acknowledge that existing timber windows/doors 
where being removed, will be salvaged and reused for restoration/ 
replacement on windows/doors in other locations. 
 
We would like to clarify that there will be some demolition of the 
existing parapets, with the extent identical to the south elevation in the 

Comments Response 
 Section 4.3 of the revised TIA report in Appendix IV for details. 

 
It is noted that the proposed pick up/drop off point of the 28-seater 
coach serving the public guided tours is located at Stanley Plaza, which 
is within the restricted road of Ma Hang Estate. Please consult Housing 
Department for such arrangement; and 
 

Please refer to Appendix B of the revised TIA report for the email to the 
Housing Department regarding the arrangement of the proposed pick 
up/drop off point of the 28-seater coach serving the public guided tours 
located at Stanley Plaza. 

It is noted that the size of the proposed pick up/drop off point for 28-
seater coach is 7m x 3.5m. Please review if the proposed pick up/drop 
off point at the proposed development site can accommodate the 28-
seater coach. 
 

Noted and reviewed. Please note that the size of a L/UL has been revised 
to 8m x 3.5m to accommodate the 28-seater coach, please refer to Table 
2.2 of the revised TIA report for details. 

 
Comments from Antiquities and Monuments Office: 
(Contact Person: Ms Carmen WONG, Tel: 2655 0828) 
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that the Applicant would minimise any irreversible damage to the 
facade and parapets. Besides, the Applicant should conduct a 
condition survey for the concerned wooden doors/windows. 
Efforts should be made to salvage them for the 
restoration/replacement of other windows and doors of other 
elevations wherever possible. Corresponding drawing(s) in the 
CMP should be updated accordingly. 

approved CMP in January 2024. Some inner parapets within the 
verandah which are not seen from the exterior are clarified to removed, 
and the CMP is updated accordingly. 
 
At the point of publishing a CMP it would not be normal practice to 
have a fully resolved technical design. That aside, the principle of the 
glazing system has been established and mitigation measures have been 
updated to include the below points to guide the further design 
development and fixing arrangements: 

- The design of the new glazing system to be compatible with but 
distinguishable to the existing. 

- New additions should align with the language of other new 
external interventions across the main building. 

- No new glazed enclosure to the central protrusion bay on 1/F. 
Following the general principle to replace timber 
doors/windows, new metal doors/windows of sympathetic 
design to the exterior facade, will also reference the design and 
characteristics of existing original windows. 

- The fixing folding/sliding glazed enclosure shall be designed 
for reversibility, i.e. the necessary fixings to the existing 
building can be made good if the glazed enclosure is removed, 
with minimised irreversible damage to the façade and parapets.  

- As a principle, fixing to the floor slab and underside ceiling 
soffit is preferred rather than to the facing brickwork piers. The 
setting out of shall not disturb the existing cornice feature. The 
glazed enclosure to be set back from the existing parapet so that 
a separation of 100mm min. is maintained. Division of the 
panels to be sympathetic with the glazed block distribution. 

- A condition survey for the affected timber doors and windows 
on the South Elevation should be conducted. The concerned 
doors and windows should be salvaged for the restoration / 
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replacement of other windows and doors of other elevations 
wherever possible. 

 
The above was updated in section 5.3.16 on page 71 of the CMP. 
 
The plan for the South Elevation in Appendix E – Design Proposals of 
the CMP (page 121) are updated in line with the above. 
 

 
2.  Modifications to the East and West facades 

Similar to the approved application No. A/H19/82, the captioned 
planning application proposed a 1-storey West extension and 3-
storey East extension (adding one additional storey). However, 
when compared with the approved planning application no. 
A/H19/82, there is a significantly greater extent of demolition 
proposed for the facades on both the West and East elevations 
connecting the two extensions. While we understand that 
modifications to the existing facades may be required to provide 
access to the proposed extensions, it is important to minimise 
alterations to the facades of the Graded Building from the 
heritage conservation standpoint. Please critically review the 

The extent of demolition of the facades of West and East elevation of 
the Main Block is reviewed and updated to match the approved 
planning application no.A/H19/82. 
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extent of demolition to the facades given the proposed works will 
cause irreversible physical damages to the Graded Building. 

   
West façade                                              East facade 
 
The drawings in Appendix E (pages 124 & 126) are updated in line 
with above.  
    

3.  Enclosure of the existing cross at the roof ridge 
According to Section 5.4.3 of the Supporting Planning 
Statement, Sections 4.5, 4.6 and 6.9.3 of page 7 and 68 of the 
CMP, the cross at the roof ridge is proposed to be preserved in-
situ and concealed by a reversible cladding and/or enclosure 
featuring an opaque spherical covering for the proposed 
religious-neutral use. From the heritage conservation perspective, 
please ensure that the material used are visually in harmony with 
the roof and that the spherical covering would not create adverse 
impact to the overall integrity of the cross. 

Noted the concern on proposed material and overall integrity of the 
cross. After review, the applicant proposes the following 3 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. 

 
The impact assessment for the three options are included as sections 
5.3.9.1 – 5.3.9.3 (pages 65-67) of the CMP.  
 
After reviewing the assessment, the Applicant would like to pursue 
Option 1, due to below considerations: 

1. With the adaptive reuse as a residential development, the 
Applicant with no religious preference intends to have the 
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building revitalized as a secular space. 
2. The relocation of the cross compared to Options 2 and 3, raises 

fewer concerns regarding the technical aspects. 
 

4.  A New Free-standing Canopy at the Entrance Porch 
A free-standing new glass canopy at the existing entrance porch 
is proposed to provide better weather protection for future 
residents, especially for disabled access. According to Section 
5.4.2 of the Supporting Planning Statement (page 26), the 
proposed new canopy is "completely free-standing". However, 
according to Section 8.3.2 of page 95 of the CMP, it is observed 
that "minimise fixings to the historic fabric" is mentioned in the 
"Mitigation" part. In view of the above, the Applicant should 
clarify and ensure that the said works are reversible and that no 
drilling to the Graded Building is required for the proposed 
canopy. 
 

 
The wording in Section 5.3.7 (p.63) (originally Section 8.3.2) of the 
CMP is updated as “The construction of the porte-cochere structure 
shall minimise any fixings into the historic fabric. Any separation 
layer/material at the interface between the new structure and the 
historic fabric should be reversible in nature.” 
 
 

5.  Interpretation arrangement for the Graded Building 
The captioned application proposes to designate the Chapel 
Wing (G/F and 1/F with an area of about 298m2) as a "Heritage 
Gallery" for the public to visit, appreciate and understand the 
historic value of the site. We note that the quota of free guided 
tour each year would be increased from 200, as set out in the 
approved planning application no. A/Hl 9/82, to 240 as proposed 
in the captioned application given the proposed frequency of 
guided tour would be increased from 8 to 12 times per year with 
the group size of each tour reduced from 25 to 20 persons. In 
addition, Section 5.2.4 of the Supporting Planning Statement 
mentions the use of virtual reality, augmented reality ("VR and 
AR" as mentioned in this Section), QR code and mobile 
applications etc. to enhance visitors' appreciation of the Graded 
Building. The Applicant is encouraged to broaden the usage of 

Noted.  
 
Under Section F.4.9 in Appendix F (P.119) The group size of each tour 
is revised to 25 persons with the unchanged frequency of 12 tours per 
year.  
 
Regarding the usage of technologies, the Applicant anticipates 
establishing an online platform to enhance appreciation of the building 
among a wider audience as well as to facilitate the publics registration 
to joining designated guided tours. 
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such technologies to allow the public to appreciate the building 
through online platform(s). 
 

 Besides, please advise if the Applicant would consider arranging 
complementary transportation for participants of the guided 
tours. 

Yes.  
The entire wording in Section F.4.11 (p.120) of the CMP is updated as 
follows: 
 
“The proposed 90-minute guided heritage tour will start at Murray 
House/Stanley Plaza and participants will arrive at Maryknoll House 
by complimentary transportation arranged by the organiser. 
Participants will be returned to same starting point.” 
 

6.  East Extension Block - To enclose the top level 
It is noted that the main roof level of the East extension is 
+75.4mPD, which involves the proposed minor relaxation of the 
building height restriction set by the corresponding Outline 
Zoning Plan. From the heritage conservation perspective, the 
Applicant should ensure that the proposed East extension would 
not create adverse visual impact to the Graded Building. 

The proposed east extension is updated with its main roof level at 
+75.0mPD (which is in line with the height limit under OZP) so to 
reduce the visual impact to the Graded Building. 
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II. Appendix C - Conservation Management Plan (the "CMP") 
7. Please be advised that the following observations/comments are 

not exhaustive. The Applicant should review the submission to 
ensure consistency and accuracy of the information throughout. 
 

Noted.  

a Please adopt a paragraph numbering system for the CMP for 
easy cross-reference among sections, particularly for the items in 
Section 8 - Impact Assessment. 
 

Noted.  A paragraph numbering system is adopted. 

b In the last paragraph of Section 1.3 "CMP Structure" (page 5), it 
is stated 
that "This CMP is not intended to include a comprehensive 
schedule of character defining elements, that documents every 
building, internally and externally. Nor is the CMP an inventory 
list of a gazetteer". Please be advised that similar to the approved 
planning application No. A/H19/82, in order to protect the 
Graded Building, submission and implementation of a revised 
CMP would be recommended as an approval condition for the 
Town Planning Board's consideration. Please be reminded that 
one of the major objectives of a CMP is to identify the character-
defining-elements (CDEs) of a historic building, assess the 
possible impacts arising from the works on the CDEs and 
propose mitigation measures to minimise the adverse impact. 
 

Noted. The statement in section 1.3 is revised as below: 
“This CMP is structured to assess impacts on the CDEs arising from 
the proposed changes to the Site. The CMP is not an inventory list or a 
gazetteer.” 
 
 

 Table O 1 - Description of features marked on Figure 02 above (page 9) 
c To align with AMO's records, please rectify the following discrepancies: 
 i) Please revise the title of the 4th column as "AMO ref. 

number". 
Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
 
 

 ii) Ref. B: Ma Hang Prison consists of Blocks A to F (#917-920, 
#962-963), but only Block A (#917) is included here. Please 
review. 

Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
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 iii) Ref. C: The Chinese name of Carmelite Monastery should 
read "嘉爾默羅聖衣會女修院". 

Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
 
 

 iv) Ref. F: Please delete the word "Old" from "Old Stanley Post 
Office". 

Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
 
 

 v) Ref. G: Please delete "Old" and "School" from "Old Stanley 
Public Dispensary School". Also, its Chinese name should read "
赤柱公立醫局". 

Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
 
 
 

  vi) Ref. L: The name should read "School House of St. Stephen's 
College". Also, its Chinese name should read "聖士提反書院大

樓". 

Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
 
 
 
 

 vii)Ref. M: The Chinese name of Stanley Mosque should read "
赤柱回教廟". 

Noted. Page 9 of the CMP is updated accordingly.  
 
 

 Section 4.5 - Character-Defining-Elements on pages 38 to 52 
d The Applicant should clarify the followings: 
 i) E9-05 on page 45 - item "verandah on 2/F with square 

patterned parapet and brick column" of the West elevation of 
Main Block: The verandah, parapet and brick column are 
original architectural elements of the Graded Building, yet the 
level of significance is now assessed as "Adverse", please clarify. 
 

The level of significance of item E9-05 should be “high”. The page 44 
in the CMP is updated accordingly.  

 ii) E9-07 on page 45 - item "other later added building services" 
of the West elevation of Main Block: Please clarify the reason 
why the later added building services are assessed with "High" 
level of significance. 
 

The level of significance of item E9-07 should be “adverse”. The page 
44 in the CMP is updated accordingly.  

 iii) E14-03 on page 47 - item "windows with stained glasses" of The level of significance of item E14-03 should be “exceptional”. The 
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all elevations: The level of significance of "windows with stained 
glasses" of all elevations (E14-03) are assessed with "High" level 
of significance, but the level of significance of "windows with 
stained glasses" of East elevation (E10-04 on page 45) are 
assessed with "Exceptional", please review. 
 

page 46 in the CMP is updated accordingly.  

 iv) B-01 and B-02 on page 48 - items "cement floor tiles in 
geometric pattern" and "brown cement skirting tiles" of verandah 
at the South elevation of Main Block: Please state individually 
the level of significance for these two items. 
 

The level of significance of both items, I3-01 and I3-02, should be 
“moderate”. The page 47 in the CMP is updated accordingly.  

 v) 14 - item "cement floor tiles in geometric pattern" to I8 - item 
"boarder tiles and timber skirtings" at the 1/F on page 49: Please 
state if these items are also found at G/F and 2/F. 
 

The referenced items, I4 to I8, are also found at G/F and 2/F. The page 
48-52 in the CMP is updated accordingly.  

 vi) 16 - item "Interiors - Picture rails" on page 49 and 19 - item 
"Interiors - Glazed porcelain floor tiles with religious symbol at 
entrance foyer of Main Block" on page 50: Please provide 
justifications to supplement the "Low" level of significance. 

The level of significance of both items, “I6 Picture rails”, and “I9 
Glazed porcelain tiles with religious symbol”, are the same as the 
previously approved CMP. The extracted pages refer. 
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The justification of item I9 is that the floor finish appears to be modern 
as stated in the previously approved CMP.  
 

 Section 4.6.: Significance Plans (pages 53 to 54) 
e It is noted that there are some occasions where CDEs with 

different level of significances co-exist in the same area, e.g. the 
timber steps of staircases (CDE 12-01) is assessed as "High" 
while the stair lift except for its guiderail (CDE 12-03) is 
assessed as "Adverse". To avoid confusion, we would suggest 
removing Section 4.6 - Significance Plan (i.e. pages 53 to 54) 
from the CMP, as the level of significant of CDEs has already 
been stated in Section 4.5 with relevant locations highlighted. 
 

Noted. The Section 4.6 Significance Plans is removed from the CMP.  
 
 

 Section 5 - Change Management Process, Section 6: Constraints and Opportunities and Section 7 - Conservation Framework 
f These sections offer an academic overview on the theories and 

considerations on developing strategies for managing changes in 
the course of implementing the preservation-cum-development 
scheme. With reference to the approved planning application 
A/H19/82 and the approved CMP with the submission part 
considered complied in January 2024, the conservation process 
should have been carefully reviewed, with impact assessment 

In the professional field of heritage conservation, the term 
“Conservation Management Plan (CMP)” refers to a document that 
guides the management of changes to heritage assets in a sensitive 
manner. Therefore, the standard CMP content, comprising 
understanding, history, significance, issues and opportunities, and 
conservation framework, is well recognized internationally.  
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and mitigation measures explicitly outlined and reflected in the 
CMP for AMO's agreement prior to the commencement of any 
works. All considerations on managing changes and overcoming 
constraints should have been thoroughly planned and integrated 
in the CMP. While a CMP is a case-specific and precise 
guidelines for the Graded Building with suggested measures to 
follow, it is different from an academic paper outlining all the 
concepts and philosophies on the considerations behind. As such, 
please consider removing the aforementioned Sections in the 
CMP. Nevertheless, we also wish to take this opportunity to 
clarify the following observations: 

In this case, the government authority uses the term CMP, the 
document is only intended for supporting the section 16 planning 
application and providing an impact assessment of the proposed design. 
As per your comments, we will remove the Sections 5, 6 and 7. 
 
We had included the following addition under Section 1.2.2 – CMP 
Structure:  
“This CMP serves only as a guide to review and assess impacts, and 
provide mitigation measures for changes outlined in the design 
proposals included in the section 16 submission (Section 5, originally 
Section 8), based on the assessment of significance of the Site (Sections 
2 to 4). The primary function of the CMP, as a guidance document and 
to inform decision-making, has not been captured in this report. It is 
recommended that a conservation framework section should be 
incorporated with conservation policies to ensure there is a robust 
strategy for conservation and managing change on Maryknoll House, 
Stanley.” 
 

 i) Section 5.2.5 (page 61): Please be informed that AMO does 
not have the authority to approve any development involving the 
Graded Building or to impose approval conditions if a planning 
application is necessary. 
 

Section 5 deleted as per comment (f). 
 

 ii) Section 7 .2 - Conservation Policies on page 70 and Policy 29 
of Section 7 on page 78: 
The last paragraph of Section 7 .2 suggested that "... a CMP is a 
management tool that is typically written in parallel with the 
project development and as such it should be reviewed and 
amended if necessary. It should in any case be reviewed and 
updated every five years or when a major alteration to the 
building is being considered". Policy 29 suggested that " ... the 
Conservation Management Plan is a living document which 

Section 7 deleted as per comment (f). 
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should be regularly reviewed and updated whenever necessary to 
reflect any material changes in circumstances or when a major 
change is being considered" and "It should be updated whenever 
necessary to reflect material changes in circumstances, but not 
less than every five years ... ". Similar to the approved planning 
application no. A/Hl9/82, for the protection of the Graded 
Building, an approval condition on submission and 
implementation of a revised Conservation Management Plan 
would be recommended for consideration by the Town Planning 
Board (TPB). With this context and according to our 
understanding from the Planning Department, approval condition 
could only be discharged once when the concerned "revised 
Conservation Management Plan" is accepted/approved. No major 
deviation/material change would be expected between the TPB 's 
approved scheme and the revised CMP. Nevertheless, AMO 
stands ready to communicate with the Applicant when 
matters/issues in relation to statutory requirements and 
conservation measures arise. In this connection, please review 
the above quoted sentences. 
 

 iii) Policy 29 of Section 7 on page 78: It is stated that "Future 
revisions to the Conservation Management Plan should be 
submitted to AMO for record only". To ensure that the Graded 
Building, will not be adversely affected, should there be any 
works proposed in the future, prior consultation with appropriate 
authorities and AMO should be made. 
 

Section 7 deleted as per comment (f). 

 iv) Policy 60 of Section 7 on page 87: The Applicant is required 
to inform AMO immediately when any antiquities or supposed 
antiquities under the Antiquities and Monuments Ordinance 
(Cap.53) are discovered in the course of works. 
 

Section 7 deleted as per comment (f). 
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 Section 6.3 .2 - Fire Service Installation on page 64 
g It is noted that more excavation works within the application Site 

will be required to accommodate fire services water tank and 
pumps. Please ensure that the proposed works would not 
adversely affect the structural stability of the Graded Building. 
AMO will offer technical advice upon receipt of detailed 
proposals. 
 

Noted.  

 Section 6.3.3 - Fire Resisting Construction and Section 6.3 .6 - Structural Integrity on page 64 
h It is stated that the existing slabs, walls, columns and beams may 

have to be upgraded to meet fire resistance and loading 
requirements after investigations, please advise if the said slabs, 
wall, columns and beams are referring to those within the Main 
Block of the Graded Building. Please advise whether the existing 
slabs, wall, columns and beams of the library and chapel would 
be retained. 

Please be clarified that the said slabs, wall, columns and beams are 
referring to those within the Main Block of the Graded Building. The 
existing slabs, wall, columns and beams of the library and chapel 
would be retained as much as possible. This principle is the same as the 
CMP approved in January 2024. Please refer to page 81 section 5.3.33 
for the above proposal. 
Section 6 deleted as per comment (f). 
 

 Section 8.2.3.2 - Exterior -Main Block on page 91 
i 2nd bullet point: The timber windows on both sides of the 

Entrance Porch should be restored and retained in-situ rather than 
as redecoration. 

Noted.  
 
Under item 5.2.6 Exterior – Main Block and 2nd bullet point (p.59), this 
entry will be revised as follows:  
“Restore retained in-situ timber windows on both sides of the Entrance 
Porch.”  
 

 7th bullet point: Please advise if the timber windows to be 
replaced would be designed sympathetically to the facade, taking 
into account the design and characteristics of existing original 
windows and doors. If yes, please revise the sentence. 

Noted.  
 
Under item 5.2.6 Exterior – Main Block and 7th bullet point (p.59), this 
entry will be revised as follows: 
“Replacement of timber windows with new metal windows of 
sympathetic design.” 
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 13th bullet point: It is noted that all external waste water pipes are 
proposed to be removed, please clarify whether the external 
waste water pipes to be removed are architectural elements of the 
Graded Building. For our easy reference, please also indicate 
those external waste water pipes proposed to be removed in the 
relevant drawings. 
 

Under Sections 5.3.18, 5.3.25, and 5.3.33, the CMP is updated to 
include impact assessment entry that captures the removal of redundant 
waste water pipes.  
 
 

 Section 8.2.3.3 - Exterior -West (East) Wing on page 91 
j It should be Exterior -East Wing instead of West Wing. Noted.  

The Section heading on page 70 is revised to: “Exterior – East Wing”. 
 

 3rd bullet point: It is noted that the timber windows of the East 
Wing are proposed to be repaired. Nevertheless, please elaborate 
whether the concerned windows will be repaired as close to 
original as possible. From the heritage conservation perspective, 
the timber windows salvaged from the Main Block should be 
reused and the timber windows should be reinstated in-situ as far 
as possible. Please supplement in the "Mitigation" part 
accordingly. 

Noted. 
Under item 5.2.6 Exterior – East Wing and 3rd bullet point on page 59, 
this entry will be revised as follows: 
 
Existing retained timber windows will be repaired as close to the 
original as possible, making use of salvaged timber from those which 
are removed elsewhere. 
 
Under section 5.3.20 on page 71, and the mitigation measures 3rd bullet 
point, the entry is revised as follows: 
“Existing retained timber windows facing the courtyard will be 
repaired as close to the original as possible, making use of salvaged 
timber from those which are removed elsewhere.” 
 

 5th bullet point: For clarity, please specify the number of stained-
glass panels and revise the bullet point as "Salvage of 4 nos. of 
stained-glass panels to be affected by the new circulation core 
for display at heritage gallery." 

Noted.  
Under item 5.2.6 Exterior – East Wing and 5th bullet point on page 59, 
this entry is revised as follows: 
"Salvage of 4 nos. of stained-glass panels to be affected by the new 
circulation core for display at heritage gallery." 
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 Section 8.2.3.4 - Exterior -East (West) Wing on page 91 
k It should be Exterior- West Wing instead of East Wing. Noted. The Section 5.2.6 heading on page 59 will be revised to: 

“Exterior – West Wing”. 
 

 2nd bullet point: Please revise as "Relocation of octagonal 
windows with clear glass panels on the new facade". 

Noted. Under section 5.2.6 on page 59, and the 2nd bullet point, the 
entry will be revised as: 
"Relocation of octagonal windows with clear glass panels on the new 
facade" 
 

 5th bullet point: It is noted that the timber windows of the West 
Wing are proposed to be repaired. Please elaborate whether the 
concerned windows will be repaired as close to original as 
possible. From the heritage conservation perspective, the existing 
windows salvaged from the Main Block should be reused and the 
existing windows should be reinstated in-situ where possible. 
Please supplement in the "Mitigation" part accordingly. 

Noted. 
 
Under item 5.2.6 Exterior – West Wing and 5th bullet point on page 59, 
this entry will be revised as follows: 
“Existing retained timber windows will be repaired as close to the 
original as possible, making use of salvaged timber from those which 
are removed elsewhere. Where replacement of timber windows is 
required, new metal windows of sympathetic design will be installed.” 
 
Under section 5.3.29 on page 76, and the mitigation measures 3rd bullet 
point, the entry will be revised as follows: 
“Existing retained timber windows facing the courtyard will be 
repaired as close to the original as possible, making use of salvaged 
timber from those which are removed elsewhere.” 
 

 Section 8.2.3.5 - Interior -Main Block on page 91 
l According to Section 8.3.5 - Interior - Main Block on page 110, 

the removed elements (floor tile with religious emblem in 
existing entrance foyer, internal partitions, wall, floor and ceiling 
finishes in the overall) of good condition will be salvaged for 
further repair or interpretation purposes. However, according to 
the 3rd bullet point of Section 8.2.3.5 -Interior - Main Block, the 
floor tiles with religious emblem in existing entrance foyer, 

Noted.  
 
Under 5.2.6 and the 3rd bullet point on page 59 the entry is revised as 
follows: 
“The patterned mosaic floor tiles, and floor tiles with religious emblem 
in existing entrance foyer, internal partitions, wall, floor, and ceiling 
finishes will be removed. Removed elements in good condition will be 
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internal partitions, walls, floor and ceiling finishes are proposed 
to be removed. Please clarify.  

salvaged for future use as repairing retained elements elsewhere or 
kept for interpretation purposes.” 
 
Under Section 5.3.34 and mitigation measure 2nd bullet point on page 
78, the entry is revised as follows: 
“Removed elements in good condition will be salvaged for future use 
as repairing retained elements elsewhere or kept for interpretation 
purposes.” 
 

 Section 8.3: Assessment of impact 
m It is observed that some of the potential impact to the CD Es 

affected and justifications for proposed works are oversimplified, 
or marked with "NIA". Moreover, some justifications provided 
should be further substantiated or should be regarded as 
mitigation measures instead. For example, for item "Exterior -
East Wing" of Section 8.3.3 on page 101, it concerns the 
proposed addition of vertical circulation core but the 
corresponding justification reads "New building fabric will be 
distinguishable and compatible with the existing building". The 
aforementioned example is not exhaustive, the Applicant should 
review the corresponding sections to ensure the accuracy and 
quality of the submission. 

The CMP is updated accordingly. 
All impact assessment under section 5.3 (previously section 8.3) are 
reviewed. The potential impact and justification of sections 5.3.3, 5.3.8, 
5.3.9.1-5.3.9.3, 5.3.13, 5.3.17, 5.3.19, 5.3.21-5.3.27, 5.3.30-5.3.35, and 
5.3.37-5.3.41 are updated.  
 
The justification of item “Exterior – East Wing” under section 5.3.19 
(previously section 8.3.3) is revised as follows: 

- “to suit change of internal layout 
- New circulation core comprises escape staircase and lift to 

fulfil compliance to current building codes and regulations.”. 
 
 

n For items "East elevation of Main Block" on page 97, "G/F of 
South Elevation of Main Block" on page 99 and "West Wing 
(existing recreation room & library on 1/F)" on page 112, it is 
observed that the level of impact is marked "Undetemined". 
Given that modification works, i.e. connection to the east 
extension, addition of loggias and installation of plant equipment 
are proposed for the aforementioned items, the corresponding 
level of impact should be assessed. 
 

Section 5.3.11 (page 68), section 5.3.15 (page 70), and section 5.3.41 
(page 84) are updated accordingly with level of impact assessed as 
“acceptable with mitigation measures”. 
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o Please clarify whether the colour of existing bricks and green 
tiles of all elevations of the Graded Building would remain the 
same in the proposed development. 
 

It is confirmed that no change is proposed to existing colours of bricks 
or green tiles. 
 

 Section 8.3.1 - Site and Setting 
p Items "Construction of new residential blocks at upper deck & 

lower deck" and "Extensive excavation for the construction of 
the basement & new buildings and New design of landscape" on 
pages 92 and 93: The level of significance of "CDE S 1 - Overall 
Setting" is assessed as "High" in Section 4.5, yet it is assessed as 
"Moderate" in this Section, please clarify. 

On page 60, under 5.3.1 and item “Construction of new residential 
blocks at upper deck & lower deck”, and CDE affected S1, the 
Significance of CDE level entry is revised to: “high”.  
 
On page 60, under 5.3.2 and item “Extensive excavation for the 
construction of the basement & new buildings”, and CDE affected S1, 
the Significance of CDE level entry is revised to: “high”.  
 
On page 61, under 5.3.4 and item “New design of landscape”, and CDE 
affected S1, S2, S4 the Significance of CDE level entry is revised to: 
“high, moderate, moderate”.  
 

q Item "East side of Main Block and West side of West Wing" on 
page 94: Please check and review whether "CDE S5 -Ancillary 
Structures" is the CDE to be affected. 

On page 62, under 5.3.5 and item “East side of Main Block: New car 
ramp to new basement level”, and CDE affected S5, the Significance of 
CDE level “low”, these entries as revised to “E11” and “High”.  
 
On page 62, under 5.3.6 and item “West side of West Wing: 
Construction of new swimming pool with material complimentary to 
the existing buildings and new 
elements”, and CDE affected S5, the Significance of CDE level “low”, 
these entries as revised to “E8” and “High”.  
 

 Section 8.3.2: Exterior -Main Block 
r Item "Entrance porch at North elevation of Main Block" on page 

95: According to Section 5.4.2 of the Supporting Planning 
Statement, the proposed new canopy is "completely free-
standing". It is however stated "Minimise fixings to the historic 

Ditto response as to comment no.4 under I. Supporting Planning 
Statement. 
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fabric" in the 1st bullet point of the "Mitigation" part. Please 
clarify and be advised that damage to the Graded Building 
should be avoided as far as possible. 
 

s Item "North elevation of Main Block" on page 96: In the 
"Mitigation" part, please review the accuracy of the 4th bullet 
point as the mentioned "item 1.2 in Section 5.2.3" and "item 1.2 
in Section 5.2.4" cannot be located. 
 

The referencing error is deleted in the updated CMP (page 64, section 
5.3.8). 
 

 Please advise whether the existing windows of the Main Block 
are to be repaired/replaced with sympathetic design to the 
exterior facade with reference to the design and characteristics of 
existing original windows and doors. If yes, please supplement in 
the "Mitigation" part. 

We confirm that the existing windows on the North elevation of the 
Main Block other than the two next to the Entrance Porch are to be 
replaced with metal windows in sympathetic design to the exterior 
facade with reference to the design and characteristics of existing 
original windows and doors.  
 
Under the mitigation measures on page 64, the 4th bullet point entry of 
section 5.3.8 is revised as follows: 
“The other windows that are in good condition, including timber 
sections and ironmongery, will be salvaged for reuse to repair other 
retained windows elsewhere.” 
 
A new 5th bullet point is added as follows: 
“Replacement of timber windows by new metal windows of sympathetic 
design to the exterior façade (except the two windows next to the 
Entrance Porch) will reference the design and characteristics of 
existing original windows.” 
 
This is supplemented in the Mitigation Measures. 
 
 
 
 



Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Plot Ratio, Building Height and Site Coverage Restrictions 
at 44 Stanley Village Road in Stanley 

 
- S16 Planning Application (TPB Ref.: A/H19/87) – 

Further Information No. 3 
 

 23 

t Item "North elevation of Main Block" on page 97: In the 
"Mitigation" part, the proposed treatment "The infilling internal 
floor slabs and walls in these locations will not be connected to 
the wall areas_ immediate surrounding the window openings" is 
unclear. Please elaborate. 

Under mitigation measures and the 4th bullet point of section 5.3.10 on 
page 68, the entry will be revised as follows:  
“The new RC slab as landings of the relocated historic staircases will 
be structurally independent from and impose minimal impact to the 
existing building external envelope.” 
 

 Besides, it is noted that "The new circulation core structures will 
be set back from the existing north elevation facades so the 
windows and brickwork will not be altered". With reference to 
Appendix E - Upper Deck Layout Plan (G/F to 2/F) on pages 134 
to 136 and drawing Elevation E on page 142 of the CMP, we are 
given to understand that part of the facades and windows behind 
the new circulation cores are proposed to removed. Please 
clarify. 

On page 65 section 5.3.10, this entry is now deleted, to be in line with 
the drawing “Upper Deck Layout Plan (G/F to 2/F) on pages 97 in 
Appendix E, that the part of facades and windows behind the new 
circulation cores are proposed to be removed. 
 

u Item "East and West elevations of Main Block" on page 99: 
Please state clearly in the "Item description" that the 2 nos. of 
porches on West elevation will be repaired and retained in-situ. 

Noted.  
 
On page 67 and section 5.3.14, “East and West elevations of Main 
Block:”, the entry is revised as follows: 
“2 nos. of porches on West elevation will be repaired and retained in-
situ.” 
  

v Item "G/F of South elevation of Main Block" on page 99: Please 
include the proposed works for 2/F of South elevation in the 
"Item description". 

Noted.  
 
The section 5.3.15 on page 70, and the drawings in Appendix E on 
page 107 and 121 in the CMP is updated accordingly, including a plan 
indicating the proposed works for clarity. 
 

 Section 8.3 .3: Exterior -East Wing 
w Item "West elevation of East Wing" on page 102: The CDE 

affected should be E5.3 instead of E5.2, please check and revise 
as appropriate. 

Noted.  
 
On page 74 under section 5.3.21, the CDE affected is revised as 
“E5.3”.  
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 Please advise whether the existing windows (except those with 
stained-glass panels) in the East Wing would be repaired as close 
to original as possible. From the heritage conservation 
perspective, the existing sections salvaged from the Main Block 
should be reused and the existing windows should be reinstated 
in-situ where possible. Please supplement in the "Mitigation" 
part accordingly. 

Yes, the existing windows (except those with stained-glass panels) on 
the west elevation in the East Wing are to be repaired as close to 
original as possible, and may make use of the timber windows salvaged 
from the Main Block, if applicable. 
 
The mitigation measure and the 3rd bullet point entry in section 5.3.21 
is revised as follows: 
“Existing retained timber windows facing the courtyard will be 
repaired as close to the original as possible, making use of salvaged 
timber from those which are removed elsewhere.” 
 

x Item "East & West elevations of East Wing on page 102": The 
CDE affected should be E5.3 instead of E5.2, please check and 
revise as appropriate. 

The item is reviewed and revised – the CDE affected should be E5.4 – 
Stained glass windows.  
 
The CDE entry (section 5.3.22 on page 74) will be revised as “E5.4” 
and the significance level is revised to “Exceptional”. 
 

 For the sake of clarity, please revise the "Item description" as 
"Salvage of 4 nos. of stained-glass panels to be affected by the 
new circulation core for display at the heritage gallery" and the 
3rd bullet point in the "Mitigation" part as "Four nos. of stained-
glass panels to be affected by the new circulation core will be 
removed, restored and displayed for interpretation purpose." 

The item description and mitigation measure 3rd bullet point entry 
under section 5.3.22 on page 74, are both revised as follows:  
“Four nos. of stained-glass panels to be affected by the new circulation 
core will be removed, restored and displayed for interpretation 
purpose.” 

 We are given to understand that except the 4 nos. square 
windows with stained glass that are proposed to be salvaged for 
display at the Heritage Gallery, the remaining square windows 
with stained-glass panels would be restored and reinstated. 
However, according to the plan of Elevation F in the Appendix E 
(page 145), 8 nos. of square windows with stained-glass are 
marked as "new element". Please review. 
 
 

Noted.  
 
The elevation F in the Appendix E is updated to show that the 
remaining square windows with stained-glass panels would be restored 
and reinstated. 
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 Section 8.3.4: Exterior -West Wing 
y Item "East elevation of West Wing-Addition of vertical 

circulation core" on page 105: In the "Mitigation" part, it is 
stated that "Windows on the affected external wall to be salvaged 
for display and interpretation use". Please specify the number of 
windows to be salvaged for display and whether the said 
windows are to be affected by the new circulation core. 

Under section 5.3.26 (page 77), the following is stated: 
“Two octagonal windows with clear glass will be relocated to the new 
façade. 
Four typical rectangular windows shall be salvaged to use to repair 
the remaining timber windows. 
Two square windows with clear glass panels will be salvaged for 
display in the Heritage Gallery.” 
 

z Item "East elevation of West Wing - Restoration of octagonal 
windows with clear glass panels on the new facade" on page 105: 
Please revise the "Item description" as "Relocation of two 
octagonal windows with clear glass panels onto the new facade" 
for the sake of consistency with the item description of the 
corresponding item for West elevation of East Wing on page 
101. 
 

Noted.  
The item description under section 5.3.26 (page 74) is revised as: 
“Relocation of two octagonal windows with clear glass panels onto the 
new façade”. 
 

aa Item "West elevation of West Wing (1/F)" on page 106: The 
CDE affected should be E8.2 instead of E8.5, please review. The 
3rd and 5th bullet points in the "Mitigation" part are not related 
to the West elevation of West wing (1/F) and some of the 
mitigation measures are duplicated, please view. 

Noted.  
 
Under section 5.3.28 on page 75, the CDE entry is revised as “E8.2” 
and the significance level is revised to “High”. 
 
The mitigation measure 3rd, 4th, 5th, and 6th bullet points are all deleted. 
 

ab Item "East elevation of West Wing" on page 107: The level of 
significance for CDE E8.5 is assessed as "High" in Section 4.5, 
yet it is written "Moderate" in this Section, please review. 

Noted.  
Under section 5.3.29 on page 76, the CDE significance level is revised 
to: “High”. 
 

 It is noted that the timber windows of the West Wing are 
proposed to be repaired. Please elaborate whether the concerned 
windows will be repaired as close to original as possible. From 
the heritage conservation perspective, the existing windows 

Yes, the existing windows (except those with stained-glass panels) on 
the west elevation in the East Wing are to be repaired as close to 
original as possible, and may make use of the timber windows salvaged 
from the Main Block, if applicable. 
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salvaged from the Main Block should be reused and the existing 
windows should be reinstated in-situ where possible. Please 
supplement in the "Mitigation" part accordingly. 

 
The mitigation measure and the 3rd bullet point entry is revised as 
follows: 
“Existing retained timber windows facing the courtyard will be 
repaired as close to the original as possible, making use of salvaged 
timber from those which are removed elsewhere.” 
 

 Please also state the proposed arrangement for the square 
windows and rectangular windows with clear glass panels, which 
are to be affected by the construction of the circulation core. 

Ditto response for item “y” above. 

 Section 8.3.5 - Interior -Main Block 
ac Items "Salvage and relocation of the patterned mosaic floor tiles 

next to foyer for display at Heritage Gallery" and "Removal of 
the floor tiles with religious emblem in existing entrance foyer, 
internal partitions, wall, floor and ceiling finishes in the overall" 
on pages 109 and 110: It is noted that the patterned mosaic floor 
tiles and floor tile with religious emblem will be salvaged for 
further repair or interpretation purposes. Please include them in 
the Section 9.4.7 - Object Displays and Exhibitions that are 
salvaged and to be displayed in the Heritage Gallery in the 
appropriate section of the CMP.  
 

Noted. 
 
Under section F.4.14 in Appendix F (previously Section 9) on page 131 
of the CMP, a reference to “patterned mosaic floors tiles” and floor 
tiles with religious emblem” is added. 

 The photo on page 110 is blurry, please supplement a photo 
showing the floor tile with religious emblem in existing entrance 
foyer. 
 

Noted. 
The image on page 79 of the CMP is replaced.  

 Section 8.3.7: Interior -West Wing 
ad Item "West Wing (existing Recreation Room & Library on 1/F)" 

on page 112: for the 2nd bullet point in the "Mitigation" part, 
please clarify whether the West Wing will be opened for public 
visit. 
 

In accordance with tour route indicated on page 120 of the CMP, the 
west wing will not be open to the public.  
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 Section 8.3.2: Exterior -Main Block, Section 8.3.3: Exterior-East Wing and Section 8.3.4: Exterior -West Wing 
ae Item "All elevations of Main Block, East Wing and West Wing -

New metal capping to underside of roof eaves" on pages 100, 
104 and 108: It is noted that bronze capping below the roof eaves 
of the Graded Building is proposed, please elaborate the function 
of the proposed bronze capping, if any. From the heritage 
conservation perspective, thorough consideration should be given 
to the proposed installation in order to minimise the physical and 
visual interventions to the Graded Building. Please ensure that all 
proposed installations to the facade of the Graded Building 
should be reversible.  

The justification entries under sections 5.3.17, 5.3.23, and 5.3.31 on 
pages 69, 73, and 77 are updated as follows:  
“The proposed metal capping to the underside of the roof eaves is 
added as part of the buildings lighting installation, which is required to 
provide suitable light level of the new use as “residential 
development”.” 
 
The reference to reversibility is already stated in the mitigation 
measures, and with an explicit reference stating to avoid fixings into 
the existing rafter ends. 
 

 The sentence "The new metal capping will be distinguishable 
and compatible to the original building" provided in the 
"Justification" part appears to be a mitigation measure. Please 
move the quoted sentence to the "Mitigation" part and provide 
reason(s) for the proposed works in the "Justification" part 
accordingly.  
 

Refer to above “ae” response. 

 In "Mitigation" part, it is noted from the 4th bullet point that 
"The covered underside of roof eaves and flying rafter ends will 
be featured in interpretation proposals", please advise whether 
there are any architectural features of the Graded Building would 
be affected by the proposed new metal capping. 
 

Refer to above “ae” response. 

 Section 8.3.3: Exterior - East Wing and Section: 8.3.4 Exterior - West Wing 
af Item "West elevation of East Wing and East elevation of West 

Wing -Addition of vertical circulation core" on pages 101 and 
105: The sentence "New building fabric will be distinguishable 
and compatible with the existing building" provided in the 
"Justification" part appears to be a mitigation measure rather than 
a justification. Please move the above sentence to the 

Noted.  
On page 70 section 5.3.18, and the Item Description: West elevation of 
East Wing, the entry is revised as follows:  
“Addition of new circulation core and relocation of heritage staircase 
to new circulation core.” 
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"Mitigation" part. For clarity, please revise the "Item description" 
as "Addition of new circulation core and relocation of heritage 
staircase to new circulation core". 

Under the same item and the justification entry, the 2nd bullet point is 
deleted. 
 
Under the same item and the mitigation measures 2nd bullet point, the 
entry is revised as follows: 
“New building fabric / elements will be clearly distinguishable from 
and compatible with the existing building. The connection between the 
new elements with the existing elements will be designed to minimise 
impact of the existing elements, and any impact to be managed in a 
reversible manner as much as possible.” 
 
On page 74 section 5.3.25, and the Item Description: East elevation of 
West Wing, the entry is revised as follows:  
“Addition of new circulation core and relocation of heritage staircase 
to new circulation core.” 
Under the same item and the justification entry, the 2nd bullet point is 
deleted. 
 
Under the same item and the mitigation measures 2nd bullet point, the 
entry is revised as follows: 
“New building fabric / elements will be clearly distinguishable from 
and compatible with the existing building. The connection between the 
new elements with the existing elements will be designed to minimise 
impact of the existing elements, and any impact to be managed in a 
reversible manner as much as possible.” 
 

ag Items "Restoration and retention of all cast iron rainwater 
downpipes" and associated hoppers, and relocation of those clash 
with the new circulation core" on pages 104 and 108 for all 
elevations of East Wing and West Wing: In the "Mitigation" part 
it is noted that "All external cast iron rainwater downpipes and 
hoppers will be restored and re-instated in-situ where technically 

The majority of the external cast iron rainwater downpipe will be 
restored and reinstated in-situ. Only a few that clashes with the new 
circulation core, which is added to suit the future adaptive reuse and to 
comply with current statutory standards, will be salvaged. The salvaged 
downpipes will be reused within the site wherever technically feasible. 
Please refer to the elevation drawings in Appendix E for details. 
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possible, for example, where they will not clash with newly 
introduced fabric or openings". From the heritage conservation 
perspective, conflicts between new fabrics or openings with the 
cast iron rainwater downpipes, i.e. the CDE (E 14-07) with high 
significance, should be avoided. 

Sections 5.3.18, 5.3.25 and 5.3.33 on page 72, 76 and 80 of The CMP, 
are updated accordingly.  
 
 

 Section 9 - Interpretation Approach on pages 116 to 121: 
ah Please be clarified that the purpose of a CMP is to document the 

conservation approach, assess the impact of the proposed works 
on the Graded Building and recommend the protective measures 
and monitor the implementation of mitigation measures to 
safeguard the Graded Building. In this connection, please 
consider including the information in Section 9 in the main text 
of the Planning Statement, e.g. under Section 5.3 (Public 
Interpretation Programme), instead of including a section in the 
CMP. 
 

Noted. 
 
As the interpretation approach is a key component of this project, and 
the content as drafted is intended to assist the implementation, we 
recommend this section to be moved to appendix F. The sections 5.2 
and 5.3 in the Planning Statement also captures the details of the 
Heritage Gallery and guided tour. 
 
 

ai For the digital media and documentary works to record the 
conservation works of the Graded Building proposed in Sections 
9.4.1 and 9.4.2, please advise whether the public could gain 
access to above resources, and whether they will be installed in 
the Heritage Gallery for interpretation purpose. 

For F.4.1 (digital media), the intention is that these resources will be 
available to the public on the internet, but the precise format is subject 
to the continued development of the interpretation strategy for the site. 
 
For F.4.2 (conservation works), the content and format of these 
resources available to the public to access in the future, are subject to 
the continued development of the interpretation strategy for the site. 
 
Access to these resources will be provided in the heritage gallery. 
 

aj It is stated in Section 9.4.7 that "Salvaged items can support the 
interpretation of key historic functions of the site that may not 
otherwise be evident ... They should be presented in their 
original location where feasible to ensure the interpretive 
heritage value is authentic. " As learnt from the application, 
many salvaged items which could support the interpretation are 

The statement in the CMP under section F.4.14 is revised as follows: 
 
“Salvaged items can support the interpretation of key historic aspects 
of the site that may not otherwise be evident. They may also enhance 
the visitors’ understanding of the contextual changes in a heritage site. 
These salvaged items where removed from their original location may 
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not presented in their original locations and the Applicant is 
therefore encouraged to follow the principle in the application 
quoted above. 
 

be curated within the Heritage Gallery, with supporting explanatory 
text, a location plan and site photos to explain their heritage values.”  

ak Please review the accuracy of sentences "This can also 
incorporate ... carried out as noted in item 6.5.5ii" in Section 
9.4.1, "Bookings will be coordinated through the proposed 
online resource - see item iv" and "By appointment only, ... see 
item iv." in Section 9.4.5, as items 6.5.5ii and iv cannot be 
located. 

Noted.  
 
Under F.4.1, and the reference to item 6.5.5ii is replaced with:  
“documentary works (drawings, 3D laser scanning and 
photogrammetry, etc.) carried out as noted in Section paragraphs 
F.4.4 – 4.5.” 
 
Under F.4.8 and within the table, notes column, the reference to item 
iv, is replaced with “paragraph F.4.7” 
 

III. Other Observations 
 Appendix A: Schematic Architectural Drawings 
a Master Layout Plan: As there is a legend provided, please 

highlight the corresponding areas in the Master Layout Plan. 
 

The Master Layout Plan on page 100 is updated. 

b Upper Deck 1/F Layout Plan: Please highlight the West 
extension block which is also a new extension to the existing 
building. 
 

There is no accommodation at first floor (but a flat roof only) and 
therefore no need to highlight with a hatch. 

 Appendix E: Design Proposals of CMP 
c Please include a Master Layout Plan in the Appendix. The Master Layout Plan is included in the Appendix A on page 100. 

 
d Upper Deck 1/F Layout Plan (page 135): Please highlight the 

West extension block which is also a new extension to the 
existing building. 
 

Ditto response for above item “b”. 

e Elevation E - Proposal (pages 139 and 142): The bottom part is 
blurry, please rectify. The green colour in the legend represents 

The Elevation E previously on page 142 is now deleted. 
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"salvaged" on page 139 and "relocated" on page 142 
respectively, please review and revise as appropriate to ensure 
consistency. 
 

f Elevation B - Existing (page 151): Please include a legend for 
those elements highlighted in red. 

The elevation on page 124 is revised and updated in the Appendix E, so 
that those elements are not highlighted in red, as they (canopy and 
granite parapet of side doors) are to be retained in-situ. 
 

g For clarity sake, please indicate the octagonal windows to be 
salvaged and relocated on the facade of the new circulation core 
on the photomontage on pages 138, 140 and 141. 

Noted. The visuals on page 106, 109, 110, 113, and 114, are revised 
and updated in the Appendix E. 
 
 

 Textual Comments 
 Supporting Planning Statement 
h Table of Contents: Appendix C should read "Conservation 

Management Plan" instead of "Addendum to the Approved 
Conservation Management Plan". 
 

The supporting planning statement is updated to tally with the 
Conservation Management Plan. 

i Paragraph 4.1.1 (page 21): Please revise "revitlise" as 
"revitalise". 
 

The supporting planning statement is updated to tally with the 
Conservation Management Plan. 

j Paragraph 6.3.2 (page 32): Please revise as "Majority of the 
additional GPA ... and the new building a at the lower 
platform ... The site coverage would be slighted slightly 
increased from ... ". 
 

The supporting planning statement is updated to tally with the 
Conservation Management Plan. 

k Paragraph 6.7.1 (page 35): Please revise "hisotrical" as 
"historical". 
 
 
 
 

The supporting planning statement is updated to tally with the 
Conservation Management Plan. 



Proposed Residential Development with Minor Relaxation of Plot Ratio, Building Height and Site Coverage Restrictions 
at 44 Stanley Village Road in Stanley 

 
- S16 Planning Application (TPB Ref.: A/H19/87) – 

Further Information No. 3 
 

 32 

 Appendix C -CMP 
l Paragraph 4.1 of Prof. Simon Thurley's report (page 6): We 

understand that the cross is to be retained in-situ, yet it is still 
written "relocating the cross on the roof ridge", please review. 
 

The supporting report by Prof. Simon Thurley follows the current 
proposal of relocation of the cross that the Applicant prefers. 

m Section 1.6.2 (page 6): Please revise "Antiques and Monuments 
Office" as "Antiquities and Monuments Office". 

Section 1.6.12 to 1.6.15 (page 7) 
Noted.  
 
The CMP is updated accordingly.  
 

n Sections 8.3.1 to 8.3.7 (pages 92 to 112): please revise the 
column title "Mitigation" as "Mitigation Measures". 

Section 5.3.1 to 5.3.41 (pages 60 to 84) 
 
Noted. The CMP is updated accordingly.  
 

o Section 8.3.4: All elevations of West Wing-Restoration and 
retention of all cast iron rainwater downpipes and associated 
hoppers, and relocation of those clash with the new circulation 
core (page 108): Please revise the 4th bullet point as "Options 
will be studied ... in the East West Wing area affected by ... ". 
 

Section 5.3.33 (page 80) 
 
Noted. The CMP is updated accordingly.  

p Section 9.4.6: Cultural Heritage Tour: Please revise "heritage 
galleries", "Heritage Galleries" as "Heritage Gallery". 

Section F.4.10 and F.4.12 (page 130) 
 
Noted. The CMP is updated accordingly.  
 

q It is observed that the wordings "aluminum" and "metal" are used 
to describe the new windows on pages 91, 102, 107 and 127, 
please review and revise to ensure consistency throughout the 
submission. 
 

The CMP is revised so that only “metal” is used. References to 
“aluminium” are removed. 
 

8 We understand that the recommendation of mitigation measures 
is subject to condition survey, visual study, method statement, 
underground investigations and detailed sub-structure design 

Noted.  
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proposals etc. AMO will offer further comment upon receipt of 
referrals from relevant B/Ds. We welcome the arrangement of 
photographic and cartographic records to record the condition of 
the affected areas of the Graded Building prior to 
commencement of the works, and please furnish AMO with a set 
of copies for record purpose. 
 

 
Consolidated by: KTA Planning Limited 
Date: 7 February 2025 
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	VP2 – Ching Sau Lane
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	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...
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	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...


	7 CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY
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