Submission Number:
TPB/R/ s/ Hi0/ 22-F-51302

W #3kdh OZP No.S/H10/22 #)#— 3 PRk

o8 o ipbpdeopland.gov.hk

agg  : 2b/ivhoy

(1) #EAYHHY "U,) 2EMFRH "0U,) & - MG "ITTEMA | 89
Wl B 4eibibds (GB) > A 2R BEITRMMLE -

@) HIE B LGS (U) AME AR 0EERHRE  RIE ORTRB K%
#) 2 6B WI IR B A THIT B A (U)ARE ik B 3R k3 SRR
o BBABRAIEMREBRKAD A EHBH AU KRRk B -

(3)  HAR BEE 2,250 R4 A B A R E @A ZA RA 2,250 AR IR T AE
F 5 ERUARRTE O AR WA -

4) WG+ — BT ARG L AL B F B AR GIC ey HAE 6 it
G4 KT Ros ey E o dofEE ~ BB R B 09 A A b o o RBERILFE AR
3 a9 F B A SA I P O e R fo 5 H T R KB EE R o

(5) ZMEF NG FHRMCERLE - Q£ EHAE GB B2 AT B AeH g4 B F
ey — A @A EREM RCO B3 % RCO B EEA L, & BFHfAH
2.5 -tf o

(6) W FHH e 1,000 EHTKRF 0 HRBFRLAL RS a)3bEE o DU T AR
B AHE By AR

(7)  BIEERREREER AR HRAA 2T A BrRfoEE A B A
G AL R R T U SN EFTIRER - BREREEEBEE
R P AEYERERMNBT AR EBEGEE - BB P ERHRER

GIC BA%3tEl » THa& A A RS BE e RE —RBEHE - o
BA FARMEN Llu oL T© | RECEIVE \\
SN

(&—) FHG o/ B _- \ Town Plagn'm,n.%

. Board

v, s

#E BT TFRARGHE—FEARITE pbpd@pland.govhk HKIFEFHLAHE
#3333 SR AEREE 15 &




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51303

B2 3k OZP No.S/H10/22 &) ¥ — % Bk

# : tbpdpland.gov.hk

B #3 % ?_é!/'; ;1/’2&2((“

(1) #AEHH (U HYEREREY TOU, 2 & RMGME TITEMA | )+
W ¥ & it (GB) > HER HETRHME N -

(2) HIRBIG M LI B (U) Kok AR5 ERRE o RIE (AT R B
#1) 22 BE)ME  BAEHIRB A EMB A U)RME LA & G Ry k&I JIEFR
¥ AAAFEMREAEREED A ZWEAU)RETHEES -

(3)  #HA FEE 2,250 404 A B A& LBt A RAE e 2,250 ARAT RS A AT R A AE
K% HRUBRAET CEM > HEAMELY o

@) BB G+ — A BT AR S L F AL F B RE GIC a2 sl > it
G KB AR Boga i o ofET ~ BB RR M 09 R 3 o o RPERBLFE AR
26 09 5 B K B A P 0 a9 FRA Ao 36 B T | R IE 4E R 0

(5) ZAEERLEHRMEE RS WA THRE GB B2 AT BAF KN GB F
ey —18 AR B F A6 RC6 B3 - % RC6 BREB B L, B BHL
2.5 W °

6) @NFH@EE 1,000 EHTH KT 0 SRBER LA RSBy EE > DAHE T
AR EBERRE

(1) #IE WA EERGE B BB HRIA T A~ B IRAEL R b 0 B bR A
Y AR e R A T AR o N EFIRER - HBR B ER A

R BBAMEGERERIFALTAREBREGBEE - BB Py BHMAHER
GIC B &t » TR G R A ML B RE —RMEHE -

/ .u\\"\
| v PF IVED
b5 Lf\,} JHNPC/ \M\ / RECE“ \

& AN I /.
(8 —) g /W _ \ Town Plamnin

(?i%ﬁ}ﬁ%ﬁ(ﬂ%)

%%ﬁi@%%ﬁﬁ#%ﬁé@iﬁ"‘*ﬁﬁaﬁifr‘%ﬁi tpbpd@pland.pov.hk R FEFHILBE
#38 333 SR ABEEE 15 H -




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1304

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland. gov. hk

Date: _)-5% )% )/D)%

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong jaces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: %’ (6 f >//

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point (}ovcrnment Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

19/ (A

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HIU/ZZ-F-51305

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2 4}/{ l/'“’”/‘f

(1

2)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital aﬁd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development -in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back. -

Name: CHZ’NC—; ,.C;}L’C/ANO(L

(circle oné) HKID / Passport:
Email / telephone (optional)
Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North_Point Goverliment Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

(/1A

Submission Number: J
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ—F-51305

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 28//2/}0%{

D

2)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zZone the land to (U)

Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has

no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4)

()

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

" more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks
the camel’s back. ' '

ASHLEY VILTORIA YU

Name:

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1307 ‘|

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: l?/{'z,/w?/‘f

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

~

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development lin Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: \!/U\/Q CJ’\MY\,‘(}/ N}hﬁ— D;Cnflf;(

(circle onPassport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51308
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: L7// 'z_/ 20

(1) T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.
- '/ %
Name: 6\ (77 ;m

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

RECEXVEU \

(\ L) AN IO /‘

\ Town P\anﬂm%/
“._ DBoar //

o, o

Bk TS



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:
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Submission Nﬁmber:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1309

L7/ iz/'wm(_'

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4

)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.




(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: O/ fHs Len/ |

(circle one) HKID / Pagsport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-s1310
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 77 DEC 20%

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC devélopment in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

ToNG Sou -Tho

Name:
(circle ong@ / Passport:

relephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HlO/ZZ-F-Sl311
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 |

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 7é/ [2 / 20U

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
Structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. T he
proposed gigantic GIC developmenr in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Knwa LOoNG Kok CH E—MM(7

(circle one@/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1312

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No, S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland. gov. hk

Date: )4 /L/?o?}z.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(%)

(3)

(6)

1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed Zoning of 'OU"
preferring that the land of ITTEM 4’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until q revised

proposal is put forth for consideration,

Undetermined. The TPR 'S decision to rezone ltem A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance becayge no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined

1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no valye Just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardiess of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numeroys unnecessary
Structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  Jf. excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can pe substantially reduced

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily.,congesred traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Polfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.
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Name:

e e
(circle one) HKID)/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51313

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: & / = / ‘7,0'1/%

(1)

2

(3)

(4)

(3)

©)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

[ can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic: condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Ho&pital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.
Name: 2/%}4 f%

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HlO/ZZ—F-51314
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 7/&’/{ ?—/ 20 M,ﬁ

(1) T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) [Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development lin Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: LAM HoK CHuNG RAINIER

(circle one) HKID / Wpﬂ:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51315

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 2 é / /fz,/ 2o uF

(1)

(2)

)

4

(3)

(©)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: _CIYAN  PoLlyAwnA — SHUL KW
™~

(circle one@ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/ 22-F-$1318

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2 3// 2 /20

(1) I oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospitél and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents-in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development Iin Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Z_ jf\/\J PM \ IW KZ/&%CC&
(circle one@ Passport: .
Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333_ Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Submission Number;

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51319

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 18///2/ e

(1)

2

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a répresentation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are commeon species.

(4)

&)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



Vi

(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: LE% CEE  1dm NECSIA

(circle one) HKID //Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Goverliment Offices; 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51320

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: ) %/[1./ 2oUf

(1) T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) TIstrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks
the camel’s back.

b=

(circle one) 6@/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number: ‘|‘
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10 /22-F-51321 |‘

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 28*// z/’z/o’u,o

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

W M VY

(circle onc)(I:IKI]f}-/ Passport:

Emailj telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/ 22-F-51322

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2 3/! ?—-/207/(,&

(1

2)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

&)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development 'in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: NI JA’YATI

(circle one) HKID / Passpert: _|

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51324 |

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk ‘ : |
Date: 2<§”// ?-/7’0‘41‘

(1) I oppose the propdsed '"U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development ‘in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

f(m‘i’le W eersltorn

(circle one)gi_l\' / Pgssport

@/ telephone : (optional)

Name:

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

RECEIVED \\

LN
N Town P\?*m““ /

"m. ()af /



Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/ 22-F-S1325

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Wl

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:, 187 l 2// UL

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the qun Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have n6 value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

|
|



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development lin Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

@telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1326
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Submission Number: //
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51332

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 2.7// g_/a,czgc

(1)

(2)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

)

(%)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: (AOC KAR WAN VALERIE

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number: | :
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1333 | |

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk |
Date: ‘2/7// L/}o}t{:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagreethat the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: (A0 CHENG  KwAn weoN

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51334

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland. gov. hk

Date: L7 / (2 /20

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The T. Pg s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 53(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospiial and the Cyberport. T) hc?

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

—— >

Name: [ Sul [CW‘FH Y!NC%

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51335
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 27// 1/;@4’

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development lin Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: S‘U Koﬂu\«j Co(m , WON G

(circle one) HKIP / Passport:

@il / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51336

To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk
Date: 27 /(2 /2%

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU"
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can'tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(3) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospz’ial and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last Srraw

that breaks the camel’s bagk. —/
Name: v//{é %_y/ W

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-51337
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2 7// 2(2072 G

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU'",
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development lin Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks
the camel’s back.

WNEERAEOY, EAm (Hut

Name:

(circle one@/ Passport:
@ telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Bmiss_ion Number:
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/H10/ ZZ'F'SIE’Q
To: tpbpd@pland. gov.hk

Date: 27 (2] 202

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(3)  Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last Straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: VA udl P//V[f SEX.

Kl

(circle one@ Passport: |

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 29/11/2075&

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) TIcan’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: (,H%}d l\fC Z/d [ /C(f’ oﬁx/

(circle oie) HKID / Passport:
Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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OUrgent [OReturn receipt [JExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy

From: . I

Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHEArY 17:12:08

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Oppose - Further Rep. on PFL OZP No. S_H10_22 (le).pdf;

Oppose - Further Rep. on PFL OZP No. S_H10_22 (ha).pdf

Please find attached two signed self-explanatory OPPOSITION letters.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 7 Lvtifuqu, {N‘f/ , 20 » ¢ |
\

(1)

(2)

(3)

4)

(3)

©)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of 'ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Potkfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: H l)t C‘( U [:—T’ A/LL/}(/J(’N D E

(circle one) @I_(I/D/'}’assport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tobpdédpland.gov.hi or by post to

f e AT sy Pyt WucanTnn s PR o e SR ol Sy T Blyveeble Trrland  Edmayer 5oy on
15/ North Point Goveriunent Dffices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Keng.
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From I

Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHAPY 17:12:08

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Oppose - Further Rep. on PFL OZP No. S_H10_22 (le).pdf;

Oppose - Further Rep. on PFL OZP No. S_H10_22 (ha).pdf

Please find attached two signed self-explanatory OPPOSITION letters.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

bate: Zl’\jk j;i/f (W AN “Azl’/ij ‘Z(’_: 2,_5; -

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

@

3)

4

(5)

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item 4 to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

vamee AU EVA

(circle one HKID) Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to fsbpd@nland.gov, b or by post

L E5)

S & KB O IS, [P U S o R R oM R i 1 L (PR T 1 . ~ Y PO Sl LR S g "
25/F MNerth Point Government Offices, 333 Java Read, Nosth Point, Hong Kone.




Submission Number:

[Urgent [CIReturn receipt [Expand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51352
From:

Sent: 2025-01-02 2 HPrY 16:08:28

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: &)

£ iPhone {#3%



ey ST (OB » 5 B 45 TR IS |
(@) B P UE B (U A i 4 R R - R G B
1) 2 CB(8E » WRMAIEIR B A A 2 (U)o A ) ide (B b 6 36 AN A
o B SR AT AT A G B A A ) A (U) A A i S
S0 J5] # 2,250 BB 2 L A SRR AT B 2,250 BASH R thr A A A 40
S % R RRT S o AR A WAL
SRR A — A ARAT R X MR A L A5 A 5 AR 4 GIC sl e » A
€138 I A 7 o6 AR » o dE R ~ ANE A A M 4 4R T b o o DR LR iR
BB, o A A AU o 6 A 610 T A

S 00 1] A 2 AR B A3l A AT GB B 2 AT 8 A At GB 5

3

(€))

)
ﬁﬂ-,m‘ﬁﬂﬁmﬁﬁ%m RC6 @i » #% RC6 B A 1% | B » MM
2515 ER s -

(6) e A R 1,000 HI0 A0 AT 0 B AT IAL 5 6 S0 > S0 T e
oy A B IR o |

A IF A 7R ] AR B B R R A A A A Ak~ S R dE A M o B B A iR
7 Y Al AL AR 6 B R AT BAE 4G ¢ iR AR ~ 3 0 e T e o 5 g
e > WA 05 KA KA 5 S THIE 6 B4 « BB 8 3l Bk B
GIC BAFEut#] o oTAE & ol & RIS BBty S 45 — RAG H -

Wt Hins }fwolﬁ' %P;’f) i

()

(H—) & B o/l

B F I/ B3 (TH)

838 TS5 4 M 05— 5 B3 . pbpdGinland pov bk
: . 'L 1) { L) ﬁs il N a e
it 333 Wedb A HAAE 15 H o CEIE R ST

. .‘j."' ‘i}_'ﬂ“. =

BT




Submission Number:

[JUrgent [JReturn receipt [ClExpand Group [lRestricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51353
From:

Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHAM 16:07:55

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
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CUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy

From I

Sent: 2025-01-02 Z3HPU 16:08:59
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1)

2

3

(4)

(3)

(6)

1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",

- preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

[ can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment o zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Se\(':tibn 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was _ﬂ&wed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.
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Sent: 2025-01-02 Z2HAMY 16:06:15
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Submission Number:
OUrgent CIReturn receipt [CJExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51357

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear Sir,

Attached is my submission.

SY

2025-01-02 FZHAMY 15:21:23

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Representation on Pokfulam OZP

250102_Further Representation onPokfulam OZP No,S_HI 0_22
To_ .pdf



-

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 21202

(1)

(2)

)

4)

)

©)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning. Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by pub‘lic money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: LA(/{ ?M >/LM)GT

(circle one Passport:

Email / telephone . (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or




Submission Number:
[CJUrgent [Return receipt [ClExpand Group [lRestricted [lPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51358

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 2HAM 16:42:07

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: New Document(71).pdf

Attachment: New Document(71).pdf

Dear Sirs

Regarding HKU's proposal to build a Global Innovation Centre in Pokfulam (OZP No.
S/H10/22), please see the attached further representation from myself for your further action.

Regards
FONG Shuk Wali, resident in Baguio Villa



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland. gov. hk
Date:

(1)

(2)

3

4

)

(6

1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardiess of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was ﬂbwed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department. a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

vme: LN SIUK L

(circle one)@:’(ID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your ﬁirther representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




CUrgent [JReturn receipt [CExpand Group [Restricted [IPrevent Copy

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

Attachment:

Dear Sir

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51359

2025-01-02 2£HAIY 16:55:37
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
HKU - GIC - OZP No. S/H10/22
doc14193820250102123944.pdf

My further representation is as attached for your further action

Ms Liu
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51360

ClUrgent [Return receipt [JExpand Group [lRestricted [1Prevent Copy

From: .
Sent: 2025-01-02 2HAVY 16:47:37

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Scanned Document 2-1-2025 at 4.45.34 PM.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see attached for my representation re the proposed redevelopment in Pokfulam.

Yours Sincerely,
Jennifer Earnshaw



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 0 2./’0 1 /2035

(1) T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether
= T N e,

¥

‘November, it was made clear that

HKU GIC propo d and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.




(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: ’:)QN N e éﬂ'MJV\A’V\/

Email / telephone : (optional)

¢ ub n:ut y ug ﬁ.lgher representatmn by.email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
T?f% ,‘52 n JGovermment Offices. 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-51361

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land ro (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning. Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If'the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our aa’jacénf green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back,

Name: lEE -S}U U.C} /Vvlf

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -

Ewmail / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.

/\r Jl\/T‘\

{k 31 DEC 2004



Form No. 560 k% S6D 5%

Reference No,
- o Submission Number:
For Official Use Only FEILESE TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51362
HIMEE A Date Received
WrEIH 2

1. The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board (the Board} befere the expiry of the specified plan exhibition period.
The completed form and supporting documents (if any) should be sent to the Secretary, Town Planning Board, 15/F, North Point Government
Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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(%A - SRR E I B R 333 RAUARBIE &F 15 RnTRRIZE S ErREL -

2. Please read the “Town Planning Board Guidelines on Submission and Processing of Representations and Further Representations” before you

fill in this form. The Guidelines can be abtained from the Secretariat of the Board (15/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road,
North Point, Hong Kong = Tel.: 2231 4810 or 2231 4835) and the Planning Enquiry Counters {PECs) of the Planning Department {Hotline: 2231
5000) {17/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong and 14/F., Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tin, New Territeries), or downloaded from the Board's website at http://www.tpb.gov.hk/.
HETIL R A AR A TR T B T R AR B I B —2 B | AR R R & RRIES| - EIHES A%
EEit i Echt A ming 333 RILABITAE 15 # - 5% 22314810 B 2230 4835 FBORATIBHRDIFIRE KSR 2231
5000y EEdbAHEEE 393 HILABRTAE 17 MRFRIDE LFRER 1 SPHBINESE 14 ) B TAHERYNAR TR
(#@HE: http://www.tpb.gov.hk/) ©

3,  This form can be downloaded from the Board's website, and obtained from the Secretariat of the Board and the PECs of the Planning
Department. The form should be typed or completed in block letters, preferably in both English and Chingse. The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

TR A FITEE TE - IR SR SRS RN R e e AR R - 1Rty AL TR =B BE
FEIRITAAS + SEAISRE P2 oCE N - (S RAEI TR RIZRGWIEEME— il BT BB e -

4. Inaccordance with the Town Planning Ordinance {the Ordinance), the Board will make available all further representations received for public
inspection as soon as reasonably practicable at the Board’s website and the PECs.  The further representations will be available for public
Inspection until the Chief Executive in Council has made a decision on the plan in question under section 9 of the Ordinance.

TR CFERIRS) (T8 T REL ) SRESSESEITRTTNER T - SREHMIEE—S il LREZASTERRE
RSN ENEGATER - BEETERESETEEHBRIRERE o et AMEREHLERL -

1. Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)
BRHEZRE—FERNAL (T "E—FHITA, )
Full Name %45 / B18 (Mefs/Company/Organization® SoiefZe/ox TR }

Ebenezer New Hope School
DY REE

(Note: for submission by person, full name shown on Hong Kong ldentity card/Passport must be provided}

(PR SEARX  FHLAFEIHE ERAHENES)

2. Authorized Agent (if applicable) MBFSHECH A (1 A)
Full Name 24 / &8 (Mr./ Ms./Company/Organization® e/ 201/0\ T/H4E* )

{Note: for submission by persan, full name shown on Hang Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)

(R BEARX  FAELHRTELEHE BEAENES)

* Delete as appropriate ST ERE
Please fill in “NA” for not applicable item BEFEAEANTERRE " FHEH
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FURTHER REPRESENTATION IN RESPECT OF
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PLAN
UNDER SECTION 6D{1) OF
THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (CAP. 131)
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Form No.S60_ ZE4&ES s6D 57
3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)*

E—JHEFHANEFRE-BEHEHRH

Plan to which the further representation relates {please
specify the name and number of the plan to which the

proposed amendments is make) Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22
BE—PERUIERARYER (SRR e THIE RIS Ry
$REE)
Nature of and reasons for the further representation E—EaItEVMEHE EEEH
Are you supporting or
Subject matters FSREZEIEe opposing the subject matter? Reason ¥EEgA
IR FF R R EAREE?
Proposed Amendment Item A []  support 35 Please rf:fer to the Further Representation Statement
for details
M oppose fZ %}
[0 support 3ZFf
0 oppose FZ%t
[l support £
O oppose Z#f
[  support 3ZFF
O  oppose f%

#  If the further representation contains more than 20 pages, or any page larger than A4 size, 4 hard copies and 1 soft copy are required to be
provided for the submission.  Provision of emall address Is also required.
Eit PRI 20 HE0EEE—HANEHE A4 QIR ERTA - {5 F— 80 - SRR B AL - (Chinese transiation
to be updated)

@  Please specify the amendment item number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.
PRI IEETH B MR A HERTIH B 4R 5% -

~ Please also note that section 6D{3){3B} of the Ordinance provides that any further representation recelved under section 6D{1) may be
treated as not having been made if, in the opinion of the Board that, the reason for the further representation is a reason concerning
compensation or assistance, relating to, or arising from resumption/acquisition/clearance/obtaining vacant possession of any land by the
Government. The above matters should be dealt with in accordance with the relevant statutory provisions on compensation and/or
promulgated policy on compensation. Should you have any views on compensation or assistance matters, you may separately raise your
views to the Director of Lands or the relevant authority. 5533 (RIS 6D(3){3BHESTHH « 41F BT AR 6D UL RIR{E ik
— 5 eI AT AT E ch R SBR[, B HYE, IS (A Sty s B T T 5 [AERT R SIS B M - RIS TS — 2 Bl o
FRTHIRY - FEEEnE e R AR SO REAAEBCREE - mERSREEEEER TR TR
WEEREAAMEERY -

Please fill “NA” for not applicable item S{E-FEARTERRE T F#A |

[ at the appropriate box SFEMEHTFEARIIE B
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for a Better World

3 January 2025 By Hand and Email (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)
The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15/F, North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road

North Point

Hong Kong

Dear Sir/Madam,

Further Representation Relating to
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22
under Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance

Further Representation Statement

We are acting on behalf of the Ebenezer New Hope School (“ENHS”) (“the Further
Representer”) to make this Further Representation to the Town Planning Board (“TPB”).
This Further Representation relates to the Proposed Amendment to the Draft Pok Fu
Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 (the “Draft OZP”) made to the TPB under
Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance (CAP. 131) (“TPO”/ “the Ordinance™).

The particular matters to which this Further Representation relate are in Opposition to
Proposed Amendment Item A shown on the Amendment Plan No. R/S/H10/22-A1,
and the Notes, Schedule of Use and Explanatory Statement (“ES”) related to the
Proposed Amendment Item A of the Draft OZP, i.e.
e Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road (the “Site™)
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (*U”).

In addition, this Further Representation is also based on the government press release
on 29 November 2024' (“the Press Release™), and the minutes of the 1327 Meeting of
the Town Planning Board held on 1, 4, 5, and 29 November 2024* (“TPB minutes™).

! Government Press Release (29 November 2024) - Town Planning Board decides to amend zoning of
Global Innovation Centre site in Pok Fu Lam to "Undetermined":
https://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/202411/29/P2024112900435.htm

2 Minutes of the 1327th Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 1, 4, 5, and 29 November 2024:
https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_e.pdf;
https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_el.pdf;
https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb_e2.pdf;
https://www.tpb.gov.hk/en/meetings/TPB/Minutes/m1327tpb e3.pdf
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The Further Representer objects the location of the Global Innovation Centre at the
Site and demand to the Site to revert to “Green Belt” (“GB”), “Residential (Group
C)6” (“R(C)6”) and area shown as ‘Road’ originally zoned in the Approved Pok Fu
Lam OZP No. S/H10/21.

The Proposed Amendment of rezoning the site from “OU(Global Innovation Centre)”
to “U” would presume the site is developable, and is still considered as an upzone from
the original land uses having a majority of area zoned as “GB” with the general
presumption against development. On the contrary, the TPB minutes has suggested that
the University of Hong Kong (“HKU™) has yet to provide strong justifications for the
preferred site, conduct adequate technical assessments to address local concerns, and
provide further clarifications on establishing a self-contained facility. Based on the
abovementioned, the Site shall revert to the original zonings to reflect the current
planning intention, i.e. “primarily for the conservation of the existing natural
environment amid the built-up areas/at the urban fringe, to safeguard it from
encroachment by urban type development, and to provide additional outlets for passive
recreational activities. There is a general presumption against development within this
zone . As stated in the Explanatory Statement of the Draft OZP, “development within
this zone is normally not permitted unless otherwise approved by the Board based on
very strong planning grounds”. Given the Site is currently a densely vegetated slope

:;:::3::? : ;\hvis and there are no strong justifications for the proposed Global Innovation Centre to be
BRI located in the Site, the proposed “U” zone is deemed not suitable as it will set an
il undesirable precedent with a presumption for development.
Mrl SLdl‘l Fong
:::jji:m oo It was frequently mentioned in the submitted representations and the hearing of
SR representations and further summarized as one of the major views of the TPB members
bis fveclion Kmn in both the Press Release and TPB minutes that HKU should consider alternative
S—" locations in Pok Fu Lam and other places such as the Northern Metropolis, particularly
R in the San Tin Technopole. The Further Representer concurs with the above and would
kel like to reiterate the strong opposition of the Global Innovation Centre to be located at
s Badia s the Site considering the close distance of less than 15m from the School which is
At detrimental to the safety and quality of the learning environment for the students and
el boarders with visual impairment cum intellectual and physical disabilities. The Further
Ms Ellen Tsao Representer sincerely seek the Government and HKU to reconsider the site selection
L with the changing planning circumstances including the Northern Metropolis Action
Chiet Executive Oeer B Agenda 2023 since the announcement of the policy direction in the 2021 Policy Address.
AL The proposed “U” zone fails to reflect the views of the public and TPB members and
;‘r";e‘;‘;jfﬁwomijﬁﬁ impedes the possibility for an alternative location of the Global Innovation Centre.
WAL & Should HKU consider an alternative location for the Global Innovation Centre, TPB
SERVICES i Bidr: 3 Schedule of Uses of Green Belt of the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 (p.25)
Ebenezer School  Ebenezer New Hope  Early Intervention Ebenezer Child Ebenezer Care & Christian Ministry  Project WORKS
LR School Programme for Visually ~ Care Centre Attention Home BEEL TH{EE , st
LR B Impaired Children ISt LTk AW LTl S
TR Lh e 2 SRR TS
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would have to use extra resources to go through additional statutory town planning

Founder fl3H#H

gl‘;‘;z‘;;i"‘“ Blindenmission.  wrocess to revert the Site back to the original “GB” and “R(C)6” zones and area shown
R S as ‘Road’.

Patron JBIA

et Referring to the TPB minutes dated 29 November 2024, there were discussions
Chairman ¢ regarding the possibility for HKU to exchange land with the Ebenezer, as well as
mﬁﬂh}y Lam Jr relocation of the Ebenezer to another location so that the land could be released to HKU

Deputy Chairman B E%
Mr Michael Scales

for the development of the Global Innovation Centre* °. The Further Representer would
like to clarify that the ENHS site remained to be zoned as “G/IC” without being part of

TS the S.12A Planning Application No. Y/H10/14 for residential use and was granted to
L“:ng F:;:e(i:g RS Ebenezer by Private Treaty with a condition that prohibits assignment. The ENHS site
IR 1 cannot be assigned to HKU for the Global Innovation Centre’s future expansion by
Hon Treasurer 2350 Ebenezer due to lease condition. Moreover, while relocation of the existing services of
. T Ebenezer is under planning and discussion and is yet to be confirmed, there were no

Supervisor K5
Prof Brian Duggan
< e g8 4

Mission Representative

plans for the changing of use for the ENHS site. The site currently accommodating the
ENHS will remain under Ebenezer’s ownership and will continue to serve the visually
impaired. It is intended that the future use of the ENHS site will include training services,

AR daycare centre and youth support for the visually impaired, should the existing services

e PSP of the Ebenezer, including ENHS, be relocated to Tung Chung.

Directors FH5: ) : o e

Ms Victoria de Alwis The Further Representer therefore sincerely request the TPB to reconsider the revision

BRERLL of the Proposed Amendment Item A shown on the Amendment Plan No. R/S/H10/22-

b A1, and to revert the Site to “Green Belt” (“GB”), “Residential (Group C)6” (“R(C)6")

Mr Sean Fong and area shown as ‘Road’ originally shown on the Approved OZP No. S/H10/21 to

E“:’fﬁf " facilitate a more comprehensive assessment of the proposed development of the Global
§ Madeleme Green 5

BN Innovation Centre.

Ms Angelina Kwan

[ _

Mr Henry Lai Yours faithfully,

S

Eégﬂ?;;;?&mmg For and on behalf of

Ms Sandra Leung Ebenezer New Hope School

it

Mr Roger Nissim

LA /

Ms Ellen Tsao {/

W 2

Chief Executive Officer ffe
Dr Alice Yuk, BBS, JP

Dr Alice Yuk Tak Fun, BBS, JP
Chief Executive Officer

for a Better World

A
Deputy CEO Bl
Mr Remy Waong 4 Para. 9(e) of TPB minutes dated 29 November 2024 — “HKU might consider exchanging land with the
AR Ebenezer, allowing the Item A site, "R(C)6" site and the Ebenezer site to form a more cohesive area for
the development of the Centre.”
3 Para. 30 of TPB minutes dated 29 November 2024 — “Regarding the impacts of the Centre on the
Ebenezer, it might be desirable for the Ebenezer to relocate to another location. Upon relocation, land
SERVICES JB¥5 5 currently occupied by Ebenezer could be released to HKU for the Centre’s future expansion.”
Ebenezer School  Ebenezer New Hope  Early Intervention Ebenezer Child Ebenezer Care & Christian Ministry  Project WORKS
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Submission Number-: |
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-SI363 |

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: Zp.(? 7’7‘0

(1)

)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4

(%)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HK U should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

I

|



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: MNE PE-X| PLRE

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gov.k or by post to
15/ North Point Govermument Qifices, 333 Java Road, Morth Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51364 | !

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
" To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 20/17{%%}

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in eafly November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

(//rc



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

gt
Name: W \’\\bﬁ\) Leo )YlDLET

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1365

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: $0~(1 M

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has -
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

 (6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educaﬁonal, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: /%\, ,é?’ /\//% ] //'/ZJ/ PLJ/

(circle one) HKID / Passport: ‘

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.cev.hik or by post to
15/ Noxth Point Government Qffices, 333 Java Read, Morth Point, Hong Kong.
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~ Submission Number: Q*‘.
TPB/R/S/HlO/ZZ-F-SBSB |
/

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: {5 DF C 7/077£

(1)

)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',

preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4

(%)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area 1s deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.
Name: LN/\ g‘ Q %\ {)VD

circle one) H assport:
ircl HKID /P p

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/ Noxth Point Govermment Qffices, 333 Java Read, Moxrth Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number; | |
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-51357 |’

|

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 |

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 3 ¢ }@oem 56/11 R 2

(1) 1 oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and Ascope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educafional, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybeérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

. Y
Name: VV: j FD k" f
v
(circle one/ Passport:
@ telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.sov.hik or by pest to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, MNorth Point, Heng Kone.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-S1368

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

DU DRmBE 30 500y

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zonied Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and .vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized -and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU shoﬁld look for alternative
mote appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks
the camel’s back.

Name: _ JC¢lyn ( P (fmq\'bc‘-in 4

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hlk or by post to

L5/1F Noxth Point Government Offices, 333 Java Read, Moxth Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/ 22-F-$1369
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 '

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: Zoo — 3 -—'?/a‘lAf/

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t{ind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
meore appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.
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(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educaﬁonal, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Polkfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Léé shl’f/t ‘.T Y”\

(circle one@ / Passport: .
Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to ipbpd@pland.gov.lik or by post to
15/ Noxth Point Govermment Offices, 333 Java Read, Morth Point, Heng Kong.




Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51370

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1

@

?o_t (2.20¢

I oppose the proposed U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",

preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

(4)

()

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. |

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



R

(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: _(EE Sttn Ve Hieok

(circle one@ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional) |
Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
L5/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51371

Further Representation on Polfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: -?0// ?-/ZDZQL

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU"

(2)

(3)

4

(3)

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Plaﬁning Depariment, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly dz'sagreelwith the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of

 the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name. I%J% )/f)f WV Lc'f’g— Oép‘i_ L—£7 |

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.cov.hk or by post to
13/F North Point Goverpment Offices, 333 Java Road, Norith Point, Hong Kone,
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| Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51372

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 20 ~ \ =P

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks
the camel’s back.

A X i
Name: A {L’) :
ﬁ/

J

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51373

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: (31)__ (Q‘ ~T2D \,sa

(D

2

I oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4)

(5)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: {W“"“’“‘ ﬁH ‘

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to

15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1374

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: ?o - !}0‘01’}"

(1) 1 oppose the proposed U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, BKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital aﬁd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: &(75} H Puns
(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission N :
umber:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-51375 '/
f
f

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/HI10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk

Date: %/\rg_,/‘)fqi

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU",
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.

A2



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s bactk.
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Name: S[-"PHAN\_G LOAN v gy

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to
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Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51376

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/HI10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: %/[ 2.(‘24»

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

(2)

(3)

4

)

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested iraffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s bactk.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1377

To: tpbpd@pland. gov. hk

Date: (& D(E/C/ Vo 7/?

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB'’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) 1 disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) Ifthe Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK8100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: w(ova} lKg,./;_ L—e,( l/l ‘1L¢\

(circle one)( HKID)/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-S1378

Date:zo DP 7/07/{%

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised
proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)

Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4)

)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green bélt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital aﬂd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: Kwolic Ciens wawe Selrin

(circle one@ / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1379

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: ZO DL C 7/077’

D

(2)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4)

&)

6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokﬁ;lam, that
this makes development of our adj acent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital aﬁd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development 'in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: _{Kuok l’\o“\j \JOdmj Rusel|

(circle one) @/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-51380

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk '
Date: 39¢.12- }f

(D

2

I oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that propbsed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

4)

()

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes developrhent of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital aﬁd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: \!dé”ma h /)@;5!
(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 EB?R §/110/22-F-51381 |‘
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

|
Date: 3}0 2 ..—'Lgu_P

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Tstrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt accéptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital aﬁd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.
Name:

'\/\/u Par LN
(circle oneW Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional) -

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51382

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Rl 5 U/ 12/ 2025

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4

()

©

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7)  Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: //L/ v /V C:{ 7/—4 /‘\ L!;E

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-51383

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 2@/{2\/2926/_

()

(2)

&)

(4)

()

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered,

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

SO SVET LAl

Name:

(circle one) Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/22-F-513384 | |

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 2§ Mmﬁ&/ S0 M

()

2

(3)

(4)

&

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely fo

be funded by public money.

v ne/2



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: ﬁb\ \ﬁ,umy Mes Wl $§ ep b np
d 7 1

(circle one) Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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L Submission Number:
T

PB L
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 /R/S/H10/22-Fs1385

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: ;0//3/2§9}(

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
| educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes developrhent of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: TSTING OLIVER  TSENT

(circle one)/ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/FF North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 TPB/R/S/ . |

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 50//2/202%

(1) I oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative
more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjaceﬁt green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51387

(7) 1 strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents 1n
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: J< o CHENG ,k‘m EE

(circle oneﬁ HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submissign Nu
mber:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/22-F-51388

OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [ORestricted [CPrevent Copy

From:

Sent: | 2025-01-03 EHA 13:22:04

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: : 137 Woodbury Court.pdf; Lau Yuen Chong ID copy.pdf

To whom it may concern

Attached please find my request and my [D copy as well.



To : Town Planning Board
Further Representation Relating of Proposed Amendments to Plan No.S/H10/22

1. I opposed the TPB's amendment of the zoning of the 4.72-hectone site designated for
the proposed GIC by HKU in Pok Fu Lam (the Site) from “Other Specified Uses”
annotated “Global innovation Centre” ("OU(GIC)") to “Undertermined ("U") in the

interim, in order to allow HKU fo review and resubmit its proposal.

2. The TPB received overwhelming oppositions from the Pok Fu Lam community to the
proposed GIC at the Site. At the hearing in November 2024, the majority of the
representators expressed their oppositions to build the GIC at the Site for various
grounds including the excessive size and scale of the development, its adverse impact
on air and sound pollution, the adverse impact on traffic on Pok Fu Lam Road and
Victoria Road which are already badly affected by nearby developments, the expensive
building costs on a steep slope, the long construction period and the disturbance to the
nearby community, the destruction of over 2000 mature trees and the natural habitat
for birds and small animals and last but not least, the risk of landslides as a result of

the construction activities.

3. The TPB's decision to zone the Site to “U” is wrong in principle because of the following

reasons -

1. Under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance, it is provided that after
considering any representation under the section, the Board must decide whether or

not —
{a) to propose amendment to the plan proposed in the representation; or

(b} to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the
opinion of the Board, will meet the representation.

2. None of the representators has proposed the Site to be zoned for “U’
purposes, Furthermore, the decision of the Board to zone the Site to “U”" in no way

meets the representations.



3. There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green
belt zone as laid down in the TPB's Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10. The Guidelines

provide, inter alia, :-

{a) There is a general presumption against development in a "Green -Belt
("GB") zone;

{b) An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be
considered in exceptional circumstances and must be justified with very strong
planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the proposed development
including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible

with the character of surrounding areas;

(c} Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public
utility installations must demonstrate that the proposed development is

essential and that no alternative sites are available;

(d) The design and layout of any proposed development should be compatible
with the surrounding area. The development should not involve extensive
clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the existing landscape, or cause

any adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

{e) The proposed development should not overstrain the capacity of existing

and planned infrastructure such as sewerage, roads and water supply;

(fy The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse
environmental effects from pollution sources nearby such as traffic noise,
unless adequate mitigating measures are provided, and it should not itself be

the source of pollution;

(g) Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not adversely

affect slope stability.

HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above stringent

criteria of the Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to "U”, when HKU applies to
zone the *U” Site to "Other Specified Uses” annotated “OU(GIC)", it does not have to

satisfy the requirements in the Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U" in the interim,



the TPB in effect allows HKU to bypass the Guidelines and to go through the
backdoor. The TPB should not allow this to happen.

| would also peint ocut the following areas in the Minutes of the 1327th Meeting of the
TPB held on 29-11-2024 :-

{a} In paragraph 8 of the Minutes, it was said that HKU had commitied in ifs press
statement in early October 2024 and at the hearing to consult relevant stakeholders
in strategically reviewing and amending its development plan to address their opinion
as much as practicable. HKU would also explore the possibility of identifying
alternative sites for the development of the GIC. As a member of the Incorporated
Owners of Woodbury Court, | can confirm that HKU has not made any attempt or
effort to contact the residents of Woodbury Court to consult the views of the affected
residents. As a result, | also doubt the sincerity of its pledge to explore alternative
sites for the GIC.

{b) lt was suggested in Paragraph 9(b) of the Minutes that it was logical for HKU to .
develop the GIC near its Main Campus in Pok Fu Lam, where the research
atmosphere was well-established with the presence of GMH and Cyberport. At the
TPB’s hearing on 5-11-2024 | already raised my point that proximity to its existing‘
campus is not a must in this advance technology era of 5G or 6G. There are lots of
successful examples of satellite campus of famous top universities in the
world. Proximity and convenience of HKU to its existing campus should not override
the Guidelines and at the expense of the adverse impact to the Pok Fu Lam

community.

{c) In Paragraph 13(b) of the Minutes it was pointed out that PFLM was in place
due to traffic concerns. Currently, there were problems of traffic congestion on PFLR
and Victoria Road. The GIC would generate additional traffic burden on Victoria
Road. Aithcugh the government had no adverse comments on the TIA and its
assumptions, it cannot be taken for granted that these TIA and assumptions would
not be inaccurate or over optimistic. There is traffic congestion on every weekday on
Fok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road. There are also frequent traffic accidents on
the two roads. The Police has the reports and figures of the accidents. The local
residents should not be the victims of inaccurate or over-optimistic
assessments. Members of the TFPB may pay a site visit to the area during rush hours

on a weekday to see what the traffic condition is and will be like.



{d) In Paragraph 20 of the Minutes, it was said that upon development, man-made
slopes would be stabilized and the risk of landslides would be substantially
reduced. However, GIC will take over 10 years to finish. During the construction
period, the slopes would be disturbed and become unstable. Furthermaore, the
natural slopes adjoining the man-made slopes would be disturbed and become

unstable.

{e} In Paragraph 23 of the Minutes, it was said that the development timeline
estimated by representator R3320 was not optimized as some tasks in the
development programme could be carried out simultaneously. Examples of the Third
Runway and the West Kowloon Station were cited in support. However, it is wrong
to barrow these examples in which the construction sites were not restricted
topographically or by congested traffic condition and proximity to existing residential
areas. The steep slopes and narrow access roads will not allow multiple construction

works to be carried out simultaneousily at the Site.

6. In addition, the Stopgap Measure has No basis for approval of zoning and the boundaries of

the zone

6.1. Para 74 of the meeting on 4 November state that “The Chairperson also took the
opportunity to clarify to the representers and the representers’ répresentatives that if the Board
decided to propose an amendment to the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP by rezoning the Item A Site
from “OU (Global Innovation Centre)” to “U” in the interim period to serve as a stopgap
arrangement pending completion of the review and further community engagement by HKU,
the “U” zoning would allow time for HKU to review and adjust its development plan in response
to the views expressed by the stakeholders and engage the community before submitting the
revised development scheme to Government for consideration”.

8.2. Minutes of the meeting on 29 November, in para, 6 (d), state “In view of the latest
developments, it was considered inappropriate to maintain the “OU (Global Innovation Centre)”
zoning or propose other specific zoning before HKU's submission of a revised proposal. Thus,
PlanD recommended to rezone the ltem A Site to “U” in the interim, serving as a stopgap

arrangement pending HKU's completion of the review”.

6.3. While PlanD considered it inappropriate to maintain the OU zoning, there is no minuted
reason why an interim zoning was required, as opposed to the current approved zoning
remaining until HKU had completed their strategic amendment to their development plan of the

Centre.



8.4. Nowhere in the minutes is the "gap” to be “stopped” defined, but this can be taken as the
gap between what it is necessary for the Board to properly consider the proposed rezoning to
“OU”, Other Uses for the GIC, and what the HKU had been able to justify through their work on
the project. Similarly nowhere in the minutes is it explained at how the proposed measures
stop this gap, other than to obviate the need for HKU to follow all the procedures necessary for

the Board to adequately consider the use of Green Belt Land for other purposes.

6.5. The minutes, and in particular para 11 of meeting on 5 November and para 33 (a) of the
minutes of 28 November, are silent on any reasoning why a stopgap rezoning is preferable to
the simpler alternative of rejecting the proposed changes to “OU” (Other Uses). The rejection
of the proposed rezoning would be simpler and more reasonable especially as the proponent
has given an undertaking to reconsider their proposal. This reconsideration, minuted in Para
25 of the mesting on 5 November, included an undertaking “not to rule out any possible opticns
of locating the Centre to ancther site”. This was repeated in the minutes of the meeting on 29
November when the Vice-Chairperson noted, as recorded in para 30, that "HKU should
consider alternative locations in Pok Fu Lam”. With a relocation to another site the proposed

stopgap measure would be redundant requiring a rezoning of ltem A back to GB and RC(6).

8.6. The same measures of serving as a stopgap arrangement pending completion of the
review and further community engagement by HKU could be achieved, and better achieved, by
the Boards rejection of the rezoning, with the area remaining zoned as on the current approved
plan. The proponent, HKU, would be free to request the rezoning of an appropriate area once

the required area and it boundaries had been identified.

6.7. An option for the Board, under the TPB Ordinance, was not to recommend any change to
the zoning of Item A pending a resubmission by HKU following their reassessment of the GIC
project, including the required consultations which had been largely ignored in the present
rezoning exercise. The minutes of the meeting on 29 November are silent on this option, but it
was an option which the Board could have been reascnably expected to have considered. As
the minutes of the meeting are silent it can only be concluded that the Board did not consider
this option, notwithstanding their obligations to consider it under paragraph 68(8) sub para (a)

of the Town Planning Ordinance.

6.8. It would have been much more reasonable not to change the current approved zonings
until after the full procedures, including consultation, had been satisfactorily undertaken. In
this respect the recent ruling in the Judicial Review of the Fanling Golf Course site is relevant

to the proposed rezoning in Pok Fu Lam.

6.9. The proposed zoning from GB to "U” would remove the requirement clearly stated that

there is a general presumption against development is areas zoned as "GB". The proposed



zoning to “U” removes the requirements that applications for developments in areas currently
zoned as GB would only be considered under exceptional' circumstances and should be justified
by very strong planning grounds. These included justifications that there were no other
feasible options.

6.10. A stopgap measure which rezoned Item A from GB would reward HKU for their failure in
undertaking the required public consultations with the stakeholders to remove the GB
zoning. HKU has a poor reputation for engaging with the public brought about by their culture
and internal procedures. These give no confidence that that HKU would, or even could,
undertake the necessary meaningful community engagement as required by the planning

procedures.

8.11. A zoning to "U", in removing a future need by HKU to provide justifications for a change
of the area from GB and thus avoiding the planning procedures for such use of a GB area, is
analogous to a university awarding a degree to a student who had failed to undertake sufficient

study, failed the exams but only stated that he would try harder in the next semester.

6.12. Given HKU's undertaking to review and adjust its proposal, there is now no basis for the
previous boundaries of the area to be rezoned and this should have been reasonable

appreciated by the Board in their considerations.

6.13. The Board may like to consider the introduction of the recent Judgment of the High Court
in respect of the Judicial Review of land which had been part of Fanling Golf Course. “During
the Battle of Copenhagen in 1801, when told of an unwelcome flag signal from his superior
officer ordering him o disengage, Lord Nelson lifted his spyglass te his blind eye, and said ‘|
see noflag”, and explained “| have only one eye and | am entitled to be blind sometimes”. The
Director of the Environmental Protection has no such entitlement”. | would respectively
suggest that the Town Planning Board, likewise, has no such entitlement and should have

considered whether to reject the proposed amendment.

The Board may like to consider the introduction of the recent Judgment of the High Court in
respect of the Judicial Review of land which had been part of Fanling Golf Course. The Judge
remarked that the certain government director had no entitlement to be blind to unwelcome

facts. | would suggest that the same comment applies equally tc the Town Planning Board.

6.14. Proposed amendment: The proposal te rezone ltem A to be rejected with the zoning of

ltem A to remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).



For the above reasons, | oppose the zoning of the Site to "U". It should be rezoned to Green
Belt in accordance with the majority of representations made and in accordance with Section

6B(8) of the Town Planning Crdinance.

Date : 3-Jan-2025

Name : LL.au Yuen Chong Patricia
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From: L

Sent: 2025-01-03 ERAF 12:27:58

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 (ltem
A) :

Further Representation on Pok Fu Lam OZP No. 5/H10/22

Date: 1January 2025
Subject: Objection to rezoning of Pok Fu Lam item A site from Green Belt {GB) to Undetermined {U)

After the hearing in November 2024 in relation to the Representations made with regards HKU’s proposal to
develop the GB between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road for their GIC, | would like to make my further
Representation taking into account points raised by many other Representators and HKU's response to some at
the said hearing.

To avoid confusion, this Further Representation is to express my strong opposttion to TPB’s proposal to rezone
the existing GB to U. The reasoning is as follows:

1 Unsuitable location from technical point of view

a. The information in HKU’s submission to the TPB {and made available to the public) was
misleading. Far from HKU’s claim in many occasions that this development will be “built
according to existing terrain”, HKU’s own technical report actually notes there will be
extensive cuiting into the existing slope. A rough estimate puts the volume to be as
much as half a million cubic metres {with assumptions).

b. Based on HKU's own geotechnical information, the existing slope is actually made of
mainly good quality rock. The breaking of these rock slope will involve method such as
hydraulic breakers, drilling etc., the process can take years to complete.

c. Also, the cart away of these excavated materials will be via Victoria Road, which in its
current state simply does not have the necessary capacity to absorb the additional
traffic volumes.

d. Interms of cost, construction on this location will be very costly and construction period
will be long. No such cost will be needed for site in flat ground.

e. Unbearable noise and vibration nuisance to the local residents, including students in
the Ebenezer School, where visually impaired students will be most affected by the
prolonged noise and vibration generated by the excavation works nearby.

f. Victoria Road has been one of the main arterial road for the residents in Pok Fu Lam. As
the site will be situated about Victoria Road, fly-offs from the rock breaking operation
will endanger road users, whether they be pedestrians or drivers. Given the elevated
position of the site, any barrier to be constructed along Victoria Road will likely be NOT
effective as a precautionary measure.

2 Inconsistency with existing Outline Zoning Plan
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a.

b.

3 Misalignment wi

a.

4 Traffic Bottlenec
: a.

5 Deviation from t
a.

In successive versions of the Pok Fu Lam OZP since 1986, ltem A site has remained o
be designated as GB.

The Explanatory Statement (ES) of the OZP explain the site’s topographical and
geotechnical constraints to be the primary reasons for restricting development.

As | pointed out in ltem 1 above, development at this location is undesirable from an
engineering perspective, also on construction cost and time.

Further, it is noted from HKU’s information, development at this location will involve
removal of over 2000 tress, some of which are mature trees. This will bring
unimaginable and irreversible damage to the ecological value of the area which has
been a characteristic of the Pok Fu Lam area.

th HK’s Long-term Strategic Development Goals
The current administration has taken the initiatives to develop the Northern Metropolis

Development Strategy and the creation of the San Tin Technopole, HKU’s GIC is not
aligned with the said strategy and represents a diversion or even a waste of valuable
resources.

While HKU's proposed GIC at Pok Fu Lam will have around 4.2 hectares, San Tin
Techonpole will be over 600 hectares. Where there is great flexibility for future
expansion at San Tin, Pok Fu Lam will offer no such flexibility.

Collaboration with other institutes both within HK as well as with institutes in the
Mainland - HKU’s proposed site at Pok Fu Lam obviously did not envisage such
collaboration.

The site chasen for the San Tin Technopole will require much less site formation effort
compared with the existing steep (rock) slope that is the GIC site proposed by HKU. Not
only wili the site formation works at Pok Fu Lam site be very costly, the construction
period will be long toa. This will mean HK will lose valuable time in the race to
establishing research facilities.

k

The existing transport infrastructure in Pok Fu Lam will restricis further development in
the area.

In fact, the 1972 Pok Fu Lam Moratorium specifically points out this short coming and
noted that, before major upgrade to the transport infrastructure in the area, further
development in Pok Fu Lam should be restricted

With MTR’s plan to extend coverage to Pok Fu Lam still in the conceptual stage with
actual construction commencement date unknown, any proposal for a significant
development in Pok Fu Lam is simply a major ignorance of the constraints. Besides, it
is expected that the alignment of the future MTR extension will not be close to the
proposed GIC location, so it will likely not be of assistance to the increase traffic volume.

he Town Planning Grdinance
Para 6B(8) of Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance gives or requires the Board to decide

whether or not to propose amendment to the plan in the manner proposed in the
representation or in any other manner that will meet the representation.

It appears that there was no representation that wishes to change the status of the
Item A site from GB to U.



OUrgent [Return receipt OExpand Group [Restricted OPrevent Copy

c. it was the Board’s own initiative to make such change, when the Board should not be
considered as one of the representors.

d. This is a major deviation from the TP Ordinance.

6 Failure to Explore Alternative Development Sites

a. There are several viable alternative sites for HKU’s GIC that are far more suitable for
the purpose. .

h. If HKU insists to have its GIC in Pok Fu Lam, the existing Residential (Group C) 6 site
adjacent to ltem A, with an area of 2.5 heatares. This area is already zoned for low-
density residential development.

¢. Other alternative sites include the Science and Technology Park {STP), the San Tin
Technopole and the Lok Ma Chau Loop site. All the above location require much less
site formation effect and shall be available for the construction of the actual facility
much eariier than HKU’s proposed site at Pok Fu Lam. '

d. The choice of Item A site makes very little sense, in particular for Hong Kong as a whole.

7 Conclusion
TPB's proposal to rezone Item A site from GB to U should be rejected.
Any rezoning within Pok Fu Lam for development should NOT be considered before a
major upgrade to the transport infrastructure is completed.

c. There are other alternative site choice for HKU’s proposed GIC that:

i are readily available;

ii. allows even better collaberation with other institutes both with HK and across
the border;

iii. requires no expensive site formation works prior to construction of the actual
campus;

iv. provides a much better-value-for-money proposition;

V. provides flexibility for future expansion.

Regards,

Name: Kwok Tai Yuen
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Sent; 2025-01-03 EHiFA 12:12:42
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Cc:

Subject: FW: Further Representration on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22
Attachment: SKM_C550i25010312020.pdf
Dear Sirs,

Please find my signed form.

Thanks N Regards

Harash Channa

This communication is being sent by Caravel Shipping Limited for and on behalf of Caravel Shipping Inc.



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: Lpt Jw/ 2028

\H{ I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU',
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

2) 1can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has
no legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

/(3/) [ disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

-~

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

/(_’S)/ If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising

2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

/{{ As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



. /6 [ strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: ’/’Aﬁm H Z‘”*"“"’.’_“‘ '

—’—/_,,—-\?. ~

(circle onG)\?@ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email tc tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road. North Point, Hong Kong.
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Sent: 2025-01-03 28iF 12:08:.04

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject; iHZ5: Further Representation on Proposed Amendments to

Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 (ltem A)

To: Town Planning Board (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk)

Re: Further Representation on Proposed Amendments to Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22 (Iltem A)

| strongly oppose the proposed Undetermined "U" zoning and the originally proposed zoning of
"OU", and support that the land of ITEM A be zoned Green Belt ("GB") until a revised proposal is put
forth by HKU, for the following reasons:-

1. Approval Process under Section 6B(8) of Town Planning Ordinance

The Town Planning Board ("TPB"} is required by the Town Planning Ordinance to carefully
evaluate all representations concerning proposed zoning changes on the Qutline Zoning Plan.
As stated in Section 6B(8) of the Ordinance, the Board must decide whether to propose
amendments that meet the representations OR to take alternative actions that address those
representations.

Importantly, there was no representation which requested an Undetermined zoning "U" for
item A, making the initial option in subparagraph “a” inapplicable. Under subparagraph “b”,
the Board can propose amendments that address the representations under consideration.
However, since no representer called for an "U" zoning, there were no representations that
warranted such a zoning,

Therefore, the Planning Department's proposal to designate Item A as "U" cannot be
considered as valid since it is not made by a representer. The Board's decision to propose
Undetermined zoning appears to be a miscalculation.

Item A remaining as Green Belt does not prevent HKU from seeking a change to the plan once
they have completed their assessments and engaged in the necessary community
consultations, which they did not adequately conduct before initiating the rezoning process.

2. Policy Address 2023

» HKU has justified the proposed rezoning based on the Chief Executive's 2021 Policy
Address. If such Policy Addresses are to guide the Board's considerations, the more recent
addresses from the current Chief Executive should carry even greater significance.

Several representers highlighted recent policy statements, particularly the 2023 Policy
Address, which asserts that the Government has identified sufficient land for various
developments over the next 30 years and has no plans to utilize Green Belt areas for large-
scale development. This can reasonably be interpreted as indicating that Green Belt land
should not be used for HKU's GIC in Pok Fu Lam.

Additionally, the Board's decision on 19 July 2024 to approve the San Tin Technopole Outline
Zoning Plan included the intention to develop Hong Kong into an international Innov ation and
Technology Centre. The establishment of “Other Specified Uses” zones under the STT OZP
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seeks to foster I1&T advancement and meet land demand for such development, which would
be inconsistent with permitting HKU’s GIC outside this designated 1&T area.

In response to a member's inquiry during the 29 November 2024 meeting regarding whether
the Board was obligated to follow the 2021 Policy Address, the Chairperson stated that the
Board was entitled to independently assess the rezoning proposal. However, she failed to

. address the implications of the 2023 Policy Address mentioned by the representers and the

resulting inconsistencies in the Board's decisions.

3. Excessive Development and Pokfulam Moratorium {"PFLM")

As indicated in Paragraph 67 of the minutes on 4 November 2024, the PFLM was established
to manage excessive development in the area, particularly concerning traffic. This raises a
critical question: does the proposal from HKU not exemplify excessive development? The
proposed plot ratio of 4.72 for non-residential use in a predominantly residential area, where
the limit is set at 3.0, should have led the Board to recognize the proposed development as
excessive, ‘

The proposed stations of the South Island Line {West) of MTR are not close to the Global
innovation Centre "GIC "and the major Pokfulam residential estates most seriously affected
by the proposed GIC (for example Baguio Villa and Woodbury Court), traffic and
transportation will hardly be improved within a reasonable time and the PFLM should
therefore not be partially uplifted.

4. Timelines and Costs

Representer R3320 provided a professional assessment of the costs and timelines necessary
for the construction of the GIC, as documented in Paragraph 16 of the 5 November 2024
minutes. In contrast, HKU indicated that they did not have detailed estimates for construction
costs or timelines due to being in the preliminary planning and design stage.

It is irresponsible for HKU to pursue rezoning without comprehensive estimates of costs and
timelines. ‘ ’

The lack of this critical information undermines the credibility of the decisions made by the
HKU Council. The absence of clarity regarding costs and timelines raises doubts about other
claims made by HKU to the Board. The Board should have recognized this deficiency and
refrained from considering what the Chairperson referred to as a stopgap measure.

5. Misleading or Incomplete Advice to the Board

According to Paragraph 45 of the 1 November 2024 minutes, Ms. Janet K.K. Cheung from the
Planning Department suggested that designating a site as “U” is not uncommon when
planning intentions are unclear or pending the completion of studies or infrastructure.
However, this is misleading, as past uses of “U” zoning were meant for areas lacking a current
zoning designation or where existing land uses did not comply with current zoning. In the
case of the Pok Fu Lam OZP, the existing Green Belt zoning is entirely appropriate and
compatible with current land use. '

The minutes indicate that the Planning Department may have referenced the “U” zoning
applied to land released by the Fanling Golf Course. Given the similarities between that area
and ltem A, it is crucial for the Planning Department to reconsider their recommendation for
the "U" zoning for Item A, especially in light of the recent judicial ruling which quashed the
Board's decision for the Fanling site.
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The press release issued on 29 November 2024 outlines concerns that HKU must address if
they wish for the Board to reconsider the rezoning of the land currently designated as Green
Belt. However, it incorrectly states that the Board deemed it inappropriate to revert the
zoning back to GB before HKU submits a revised proposal. The approved zoning remains as
GB until the Chief Executive approves any amended plan.

6. Stopgap Measures: Lack of Basis for Approval

According to the minutes from the 4 November 2024 meeting, the Chairperson indicated that
proposing an amendment to rezone the ltem A Site to “U” as a temporary measure while
awaiting HKU’s review would provide time for HKU to refine its development plan and engage
with the community. However, there is no documented rationale for why an interim zoning
was considered necessary instead of simply maintaining the current approved zoning until
HKU completes its strategic assessment of the develdpment plan.

The minutes do not clarify what gap the proposed stopgap measure aims to fill. It appears to
be an attempt to bridge the gap between the required considerations for the proposed
rezoning to “OU” and what HKU has substantiated through their project work. Moreover,
there is no explanation in the minutes as to why a stopgap zoning is preferable to simply
rejecting the proposed changes to “QU,” especially since HKU has committed to exploring
alternative site options.

The same objectives of allowing time for HKU to adjust its plans could be more effectively
achieved by the Board rejecting the rezoning, thus permitting HKU to seek rezoning of an
appropriate area once necessary parameters are established.

The Board had the option under the Town Planning Ordinance to refrain from recommending
any changes to the zoning of Item A until HKU resubmits their proposal following a
comprehensive reassessment, which includes the community consultations that were largely
neglected in the current rezoning exercise. The absence of this option in the minutes
suggests that the Board did not adequately consider it, despite their obligations under
Paragraph 6B(8).

Maintaining the current approved zoning until all necessary procedures, including community
engagement, are satisfactorily completed would have been the most reasonable approach.
The recent ruling in the Judicial Review concerning the Fanling Golf Course site is relevant in
this context.

7.The Board’s Statutory Duty

The volume and strength of the representations, both written and oral, provide sufficient
grounds for the Board to conclude that proposing a zoning change for Item A to OU for HKU's
GIC would be inappropriate.

The Board's statutory responsibilities include defining appropriate development parameters
and zoning. This means that the Board must establish suitable development parameters for
Item A. An “Undetermined” zoning fails to provide the necessary structure and clarity
required for effective planning.

If the Board is unable to establish appropriate parameters for [tem A, their only viable
option would have been to refrain from proposing any amendments to the plan, thereby
retaining the existing zoning of Green Belt and Residential.

8. Concerns of Collusion
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The press releases from 3 October 2024, one issued by HKU and another by the Hong Kong
Government, suggest a potential collusion between the two entities, indicating agreements
that may influence the statutory planning process for the proposed rezoning of ltem A, These
agreements do not appear to have been disclosed to TPB members.

Paragraph 18(b) of the 1 November 2024 meeting minutes captures representer R261's
assertion that the Board is an independent statutory body responsible for evaluating a wide
range of relevant factors in town planning without being swayed by peripheral policy
objectives. The Board should exercise independent judgment regarding the suitability of the
ltem A site for the proposed development, taking into account other sites that may be more
appropriate for such use.

The lack of transparency regarding agreements between the Government and HKU raises

“serious concerns about the Board's ability to exercise independent planning judgment. The

Board's decision to remove the GB zoning for Item A, despite the absence of a robust process
to demonstrate strong planning grounds for development and confirmation that alternative
viable sites were not available, is troubling. Notably, HKU has indicated that alternative sites
outside of the Pok Fu Lam area were not adequately considered.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the proposal to rezone ltem A should be rejected, ensuring that the area continues to
be designated as Green Belt according to the currently approved plan. Comprehensive processes,
considerations, and public consultations must be thoroughly conducted before any efforts at
rezoning are made, reflecting the need for transparency and adherence to established planning
guidelines.

Name: Law Lai Sze

Regawdy
Law Llai Sze
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Sent: 2025-01-03 ERAA 11:24:44

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Opposition and demand for explanation on Pokfulam OZP No.
S/H10/22

Dear Sir/Madam,

I strongly oppose the proposed “U” zoning and the originally proposed zoning of “OU”.

If Pokfulam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning dept, I do not understand why the land
adjacent to the land of [tem A (see the area outlined in the attached) right behind the site of
International School Foundation (ISF) is not considered instead.

In particular, compared to the land right behind ISF mentioned above, the land of Item A is (1) too
close to and therefore most disruptive to the nearby residential area, and (2) on a very steep slope
which will certainly be far less effective in terms of cost and useable floor area. The land right behind
ISF is also closer to Cyberport which facilitates better connection with HKU.

Hence, I cannot understand why TPB’s has not considered the land behind ISF but the land of Item A
‘which is less effective and most disruptive to nearby residents. I demand TPB’s clear explanation of
this.

Furthermore, during the TPB public hearings held in November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and involved numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant and
vast open spaces. ‘

I also can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to

“Undetermined”. The TPB’s decision to rezone item A to undetermined has no legal basis under
section 6B(8) of the town planning ordinance given no representor has requested for such rezoning of
item A to Undetermined. ' '

As HK is facing a hk$100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative site that is more appropriate
and effective.

Before an explanation of why the land behind ISF is not considered instead of the land of Item A, and
with a revised proposal put forth by TPB or HKU, I recommend the land of “item A” be zoned as
green belt (GB). .

Regards

Gari Lam
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From: I

Sent: 2025-01-03 EHiA  10:17:.01

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Opposition and demand for explanation on Pokfulam OZP No.
S/H10/22

Dear sir/madam,
| strongly oppose the proposed “U” zoning and the originally proposed zoning of “0OU”.

If Pokfulam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning dept, | do not understand why the land
adjacent to the land of ltem A (see the area outlined in the attached) right behind the site of
International School Foundation (ISF) is not considered instead.

In particular, compared to the land right behind ISF mentioned above, the land of Item A is (1) too
close to and therefore most disruptive to the nearby residential area, and (2} on a very steep slope
which will certainly be far less effective in terms of cost and useable floor area. The land right
behind ISF is also closer to Cyberport which facilitates better connection with HKU.

Hence, | cannot understand why TPB’ s has not considered the land behind ISF but the land of ltem A
which is less effective and most disruptive to nearby residents. 1 demand TPB’ s clear explanation of
this.

Furthermore, during the TPB public hearings held in November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was flawed and involved numerous unnecessary structures such as residential, restaurant
and vast open spaces.

| also can’ t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to
“Undetermined”. The TPB’ s decision to rezone item A to undetermined has no legal basis under
section 6B(8) of the town planning ordinance given no representor has requested for such rezoning of
item A to Undetermined.

As HK is facing a hk$100 billion deficit, HKU should lock for alternative site that is more appropriate
and effective.

Before an explanation of why the land behind ISF is not considered instead of the land of ltem A, and
with a revised proposal put forth by TPB or HKU, | recommend the land of “item A" be zoned as
green belt (GB).

Regards
Lam Chun Yee lohnny
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Submission Numb
er:
TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-51395

"

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear Sir/Madam

Please see enclosed.

Regards

Sent from my iPhone

2025-01-03 2H{F 10:51:23

tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Scan Jan 3, 2025.pdf; Scan Jan 3, 2025 (2).pdf



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date

(1)

(9

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

- 3yl

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,

' preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2, 250 trees have no value Just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unmnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look Jor alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
* educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested. traffic condition because of

the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC developménr in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel's back.

Name: _Mg_ Kok  Khunk- RA‘,{H'OM)

(circle one) / Passport: -

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kobg.
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Sent: 2025-01-03 EHHA. 10:57:22

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd®@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Re: Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Attachment: Scan Jan 3, 2025 (1).pdf; Scan Jan 3, 2025.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam

Please see enclosed my opinion.

Regards



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: ({1t

(1) I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,

(2)

(3)

4

()

(©)

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I can't find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common
species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early Noveniber, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RCG area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion deficit, HKU should look Jor alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



'(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of owr adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development' in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: YP(I\/ SAA Fornde WWU;E—

(circle one) @asspor&' —

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear all,

Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51397
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tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H 10/22
Objection to rezoning to Undetermined.docx

Please find enclosed my submission on the captioned subject, thank you.

Helen Hung



TO: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

" Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. $/H 10/22 (the greenbelt)
January 2, 2025

Dear Sirs:

| oppose the proposed amendment to rezone the greenbelt to “Undetermined”. This “Undertermined” designation
looks like a stalling strategy to waiting it out so as to again give the greenbelt to the HKU Global Innovation Centre (GIC).

The Town Planning Board (TPB) must address public opinion about installing the GIC in the greenbelt: 3411 submissions
were against vs 248 submissions recorded in favor.

| propose the greenbelt be maintained, while finding another site for the GIC, after a more stringent scrutiny to the GIC
project’s requirements concerning its facilities - academic and otherwise, and its overall feasibility with reference to its
mega impact on the people and the environment,

GIC proposal calls for scrutiny

The GIC proposal reveals that 61% of the requested land is designated to residential staff quarters, cafeteria,
restaurants, shops and other spaces completely unrelated to core research purposes.

HKU currently has surplus staff quartersin the vicinity on the private rental market for a long time, leased out to tenants
unaffiliated with HKU. TPB should ask HKU to provide such audited figures to justify their proposal embedded with a
request for more land to build additional staff quarters.

In response to the overwhelmingly opposing views, HKU has undertaken to review and adjust their proposal. Implicit
in their public statement is the admission by the University that their proposal is inherently fraught with issues, as
demonstrated by their insensitivity to suggest a nitrogen tank placement right behind a residential block.

One wonders if such a proposal meets the criteria of a leading institution taking robust measures to pursue cutting
edge technology and research. To date, there has been no real effort by HKU to engage the local community despite
emphatic criticisms. The rezoning of the current greenbelt to “Undetermined” has no grounds, and is interpreted as a
precursor to greenlight the HKU’s plan in principle without a revised proposal with details from the University, even
though HKU has received a plethora of constructive counter-proposals to relocate the GIC elsewhere in line with the
Government’s initiative to develop HK's strategic hi-tech, research and innovation hub in San Tin.

The Pokfulam Moratorium

The Pokfulam Moratorium that has been in force since the 1970s is meant to address traffic concerns arising from
development in the area. If the Moratarium is necessary in the 1970s, why is it at all possible to consider lifting it three
decades later, when the traffic flow has grown so much given recent developments such as the Cyberport project? Itis
counter-intuitive if this Moratorium is to be tweaked and bent to herald the approval of the GIC, which would surely
result in a colossal growth of people movement and traffic.

Alternative location for the GIC

Much has been said that the GIC should be located in the Northern Metropolis. HKU has yet to commission a detailed
study on the feasibility of this counter-proposal, other than stating the desire to be in Pokfulam for synergies with the
main campus. A number of leading education institutions in the world have research facilities remote from the main
campus. MIT has a center with laboratories in Singapore for interdisciplinary research and innovation, offering the
largest MIT international research program. Harvard University operates more than a dozen institutions outside the
United States, including the Harvard Center Shanghai. The history of Nobe! Prize is replete with joint laureates not of
the same nationalities successfully co-opting and conducting concurrent, ground-breaking research from different
locations across the globe. We are in the 21% century, interlinked with technology and internet; distance poses no
harriers to those who want to succeed.

There have been requests for HKU to consider Cyberport. All what HKU is asking for can be easily fitted into the broad
scheme of Cyberport, based on HKU’'s proposal.



Conclusion

| would propose that the TPB asks HKU to work with the government, which owns the Cyberport, to locate their GIC at
Cyberport 5. Given the current vicissitudes of the commercial property market, it would put the resources of Cyberport
to good use. Together, we can prevent the decimation of a valuable greenbelt. This is a win-win situation for all. There
is no need for TPB to reclassify the land as “Undetermined”.

Thank you.

Siu Hong Helen HUNG
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From; I

Sent: 2025-01-03 2Hi:H 09:04:31

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Attachment: (31.12.2024) Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP
No.SH1022.pdf

Dear Sir

I refer to the captioned matter, and attach herewith my further representation.

Thank you.

Regards,
King Ho Tan ()



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk
Date: 2t PECEMPER, ?"n"f’

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU"

2

3)

(4)

(3)

()

preferring that the land of ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

I'can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB's decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no

representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

I disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common

species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a

perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any

rezoning of GB takes place.

As Hong Kong faces a HK8100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alternative

more appropriate sites which can save the construction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Departinent assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfilam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested iraffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The

proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back,

Name: jAT\l kiNéI Ho

- (circle ohe) Passport:
@telephone : {optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post fo
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point. Hong Kone.
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Sent: 2025-01-03 2HiH 04:51:53
To: ' tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Cc
Subject: my Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: , my further representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S-H10-22 pdf

To: Town Planning Board Secretariat <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
From: HAU, Timothy Doe-Kwong
Date: January 3, 2025

Re: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see my Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 file attachment.

Sincerely,

Timothy Doe-Kwong HAU

Timothy D. Hau




Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk ‘ }
Date: "%u,_a 3, 2ok o (’},z f!j_?g'i-b "4 ('fj?,. Sulhad (Ft 3{ {:)"f_.{it(
lu‘fu?f e cAa (\\;,L(,g Lﬁi =
(1) {l oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU’,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermined has no
legal basis under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance because no
representor has asked for the rezoning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

Shongleg— (XC(L,V (=

@r I 4disagree that the 2,250 trees/ ave no value just because they are common

species. 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that
the HKU GIC proposal was flawed and included numerous unnecessary
structures such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces.  If excluded, the

size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.

(5) If the Pok Fu Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and should be considered first before any
rezoning of GB takes place. /¢ f j"(l‘;_';jg ¢ s e (it _/31'-' 1 o

Qe  yeov (\Ml Z {_,A,

(6) As Hong Kong faces a HK3100 billion deficit, HKU should look for alterna;%/

more appropriate sites which can save the c/t‘mstruction costs which are likely to

be funded by public money.



(7) 1strongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. T he
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.
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Name: REAS il

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _ A 11 g
= ( . /.' [ 7nls
Email / telephone : (optional) _

| [

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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From: I
Sent: 2025-01-03 EHA 03:13:13
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Cc:
| <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2 January 2025

Further Representation from Gregory DE “ EB to the Town Planning Board on the proposed
amendments to the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

I hereby submit this further representation in my capacity as the:

» Convenor of the Pokfulam 1O Representative Group;
e Chairman of the Woodbury Court JO;
+ Spokesperson of the GIC Public Representation Group;

in respect of the zoning of Item A.

This further representation is in opposition to the proposed amendment to the Plan and the reasons are
set out below:

1. Error in the Apprdval Process under Para 6B(8) of the TPB Ordinance

1.1 The Town Planning Ordinance requires the Board to give due consideration to every
representation which has been made in respect of the proposed change to the zonings on the Outline
zoning plan under consideration. In this instance, the overwhelming majority (in excess of 90%) of
the more than 3500 representations were clearly in opposition to the proposed change.

1.2 Under Paragraph 6B(8) of the Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance the Board must decide whether
or not:

{(a) to propose amendment to the plan in the manner proposed in the representation; or

(b) to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the opinion of the Board, will meet
the representation.

1.3 The Board decided to rezone the area identified as Item A to Undetermined, a “(U)” zoning.

1.4 No representation proposed that the plan be amended to include such an Undetermined, “(U)”,
zoning for Item A, and hence subparagraph “a” is not relevant to the consideration which the Board
made. It should be noted that the Planning Department, who had proposed such a zoning, cannot be
considered to have made a representation under the Ordinance, and in any event that proposal was
made after 22 May 2024, the closing date for the receipt of representations.
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1.5 Under subparagraph “b” the Board has the authority to decide whether to propose an amendment
to the plan in another manner which would meet the representation under consideration by the
Board. The important wording in this subparagraph is “meet the representation”.

1.6. As noted above, the proposal that Item A be zoned as “(U)” was a proposal by the Planning
Department who are not a “representer”.

1.7 None of the representations on record (neither those for nor those opposed to the

proposal) proposed that the plan be amended to include an Undetermined, *“(U)”, zoning for Item A
and hence, under subparagraph “b”, there was no representation which could be considered to being
met by a zoning of Undetermined, “(U)”.

1.8 The TPB Ordinance, neither under paragraph 6B(8) or any other part, gives the Board authority to
propose an amendment to the plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet a
representation. Had this been the intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been
different.

. 1.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be
rezoned as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6).

1.10 The Board’s appropriate decision, under paragraph 6B(8), should have been not to propose an
amendment to the plan, thus leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and
RC(6).

1.11 Such a course of action does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan
when HKU has completed its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the
community, a required process which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the
commencement of the rezoning process.

1.12 Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the zoning of Item A to
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC (6)

2. There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as
laid down in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10.

2.1 The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a.  There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (*GB”) zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available;

(g) The design and layout of any proposed development should be compatible with the surrounding
area. The development should not involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the
existing landscape, or cause any adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

(i) The proposed development should not overstrain the capacity of existing and planned
infrastructure such as sewerage, roads and water supply;
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(1) The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse environmental effects from
pollution sources nearby such as traffic noise, unless adequate mitigating measures are provided, and it
should not itself be the source of pollution;

(m) Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not adversely affect slope stability.

2.2 The response from the planning department that the conditions to be satisfied for the rezoning of
Green Belt land is different for an amendment to an OZP and for a Section 16 application defies all
logic of planning. The procedures for effecting such a change, as set out in the TPB ordinance may be
different, but the fundamental planning considerations which need to be addressed are the same. This
was clarified by the Chair in that the general presumption against development was applicable to all
“GB” zones across all OZPs. She indicated the strong justification provided where areas of GB had
been rezoned, but failed to add that no such strong justification had been provided for this

rezoning. She also failed to clarify that these areas of Green Belt, rezoned for public housing, were on
the fringes of large areas of land zoned as Green Belt, whereas this rezoning is to remove this status
from a very substantial part of this currently approved zoned Green Belt area. She failed to explain
that no alternative sites had been properly considered, as confirmed by the proponent HKU. Thus,
there was no overriding justification for this rezoning.

. 2.3 The minutes, subparagraph (c), include “Recent government policies, including those from 2023
regarding the green belt development as well as the gazette of the STT OZP in 2024, indicated that the
2021 policy of granting the Item A Site to HKU for a global I&T centre was outdated”. The wording
of this minute is incorrect as the 2021 Policy Address only “reserved” in principle a 4 hectare site of
Green Belt (not about 4.2 hectares of Green Belt plus a further about 0.5 hectares of land zoned as
RC(6) as Item A). The land has NOT been granted as HKU would like to believe. It was only
reserved in principle to allow HKU to consider its use, undertake all necessary studies and to consult
with all stakeholders. As confirmed in the hearings all necessary studies to confirm the feasibility, the
ballpark costs and construction programme have not been undertaken nor was the required
consultation undertaken.

2.4 HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above stringent criteria of the
Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to “U”, when HKU applies to zone the “U” Site to “Other
Specified Uses™ annotated “OU(GIC)”, it does not have to satisfy the requirements in the

Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U” in the interim, the TPB in effect allows HKU to bypass the
Guidelines and to'go through the backdoor. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to
be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

3. HKU and HK Government combined press releases precluded the TPB, under
paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a), to recommend a rezoning of Item A to “OU” for the
HKU’s Global Innovation Centre, and therefore the TPB’s only option is to reject the
proposed rezoning.

3.1 The proponent for the rezoning to “OU”, the Hong Kong University, had issued a press release on
3 October stating that “After carefully considering the public views collected, HKU has decided to
take some time to strategically amend the development plan of the GIC, e.g. reducing the density of
the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring
buildings, designating more green spaces, etc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable”.
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3.2 The proponent confirmed this intention and expanded on the considerations that it would be
taking, including looking at alternative sites, during the Board’s hearings by the representers. It is
relevant to note that during the hearings HKU had indicated that alternative sites in Pokfulam and
outside of the Pokfulam area had not been considered.

3.3 On the same day as HKU issued its press release, the Government issued its own press release
which included “The Government welcomes and agrees for the HKU, as the project proponent, to
proceed as proposed in the press release to first review its proposed development to suitably revise its
development scale and layout in order to specifically respond to stakeholders' views on environment,
transport, visual, and other aspects. The HKU should also enhance its communication with the
community and maintain positive interactions with stakeholders, in particular to explain the site
selection of Pok Fu Lam as the site and how the proposed development would benefit the

. neighborhood. The Government would continue to provide appropriate support for the project”.

3.4 The Government press release also included “This is to enable the HKU to review and revise its
development plan and to consult the community first, before the PlanD proposes to the TPB
appropriate land use zoning and the development parameters based on a revised proposal as agreed by
concerned government bureaux/departments”.

3.5 Given these two press releases and confirmations as such at the Board’s hearings, the Board could
not reasonably have decided, under paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a) to recommend a rezoning of
Item' A to “OU” for the HKU’s Global Innovation Centre. The Board’s next option was therefore to
decide under paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) whether, in their view, there was another zoning
which would meet a representation; a representation made to the Town Planning Board before the due
date of 22 May 2024. If not then their only option was to reject the proposed rezoning.

3.6 Paragraph 37 of the minutes of the meeting on 29 November notes “supportive views”, but does
not expand to identify which, if any, views support a zoning of “(U)”. Since none of the
representations, made by the due date of 22 May 2024, made any reference to an Undetermined zoning
the Board is not in a position to determine whether they supported such a zoning. These supportive
views would appear to be in respect of HKU developing a Global Innovation Centre as opposed to the
matter for the Board, namely the zoning of the land, Item A.

3.7 The same minutes earlier include, in paragraph 6(ww) under Way Forward, that “PlanD
recommended amending the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U” to partially meet some adverse representations”. There is no minuted suggestion that
PlanD felt that the zoning would “meet the representation” of any one of the representers.

3.8 Paragraph 38 of the same minutes notes “The Board decided to partially meet R55 (part), R206
(part), R251 to R3189, R3191 to R3372, R3374 to R3523, R3525 to R3615 and R3634 to R3659, and
to propose amendments to the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U””. However, the minutes do not state how their decision will “partially meet” the
stated representations, or which part would be met., Neither do the minutes state whether this decision
is made under the Ordinance’s paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) or not. The Ordinance, neither
under paragraph 6B(8) nor any other part, gives the Board authority to propose an amendment to the
plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet the representation. Had this been the
intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been different.

3.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be rezoned
as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6). The Board’s appropriate
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decision, under the Ordinance’s para 6B(8), was not to propose an amendment to the plan, thus
leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and RC(6). Such a course of action
does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan when HKU has completed
its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the community, a required process
which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the commencement of the rezoning process.

4. Hong Kong’s HK$100 billion deficit

With Hong Kong’s deficit snowballing to about HK$100 billion in the 2024-25 financial year, our
Government is scrambling to find solutions to boost income and to rein in expenses.

Given that Hong Kong now faces its third successive deficit and snowballing debt, multiple experts
and industry leaders have pointed out that Hong Kong can no longer afford vanity or white elephant
projects that are:

o Excessive in size and design;
« Provide services and facilities that are already in oversupply and thus unnecessary;
s Poorly located and thus more costly to construct.

By HKU’s own admission, the HKU GIC is all of the above.
5. The designated area of 4.7ha is too large

5.1 HKU has stated on the record on multiple occasions that the size and scale of the proposed HKU
GIC is too large and will be scaled back. This has been acknowledged and agreed with by our
Government and the TPB.

5.2 During the hearings, reference was made to HKU owning and operating 18 “senior staff”
residential towers at various locations throughout Pokfulam, Five of these “senior staff” residential
multi-storey towers are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location. HKU is currently
constructing a further six, 20-floor “senior staff” residential towers opposite to the proposed GIC
location. ALL of these existing residential towers have muitiple unoccupied apartments that are being
advertised for public rental, AND a substantial number (if not the majority) of the occupied apartments
are occupied by the general public on a commercial rental basis. None of the above has ever been
contested by HKU.

5.3 According to HKU’s original GIC proposal, virtually the entire Phase 1 is comprised
of residential accommodation, restaurants, cafeterias and parking to service these facilities. Phase 1
comprises 1.7ha of the overall original proposed 4.7ha area.

5.4 Should HKU make use of its existing (substantial) overcapacity of residential units there is no
need for the entire Phase 1 (1.7ha) of the GIC, '
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5.5 Should HKU claim that its existing (vast) inventory of residential units are unsuitable for short to
medium stay academics, or that immediate location is paramount, HKU can more easily and cost
effectively demolish its Middleton (currently almost entirely unoccupied) or Alberose residential
apartment complexes (both of which are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location), and
construct appropriately designed staff accommodation in that location.

5.6 Should just the GIC Phase 1 be eliminated, only a maximum of 3ha is then needed.

5.7 The RC(6) Residential Site adjacent to the GB zone is 2.5ha and enjoys the same topography as
the proposed GB area.

5.8 There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as laid down
in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10. The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a. There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”) zone;

b. An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available.

5.9 With minor adjustment and more efficient design, the proposed HKU GIC can easily and
logically be located exclusively within the existing 2.5ha Residential RC(6) site which provides
an immediately available and perfectly suitable alternative site.

6. ‘The Board might like to consider paragraph 28(2) of the recent High Court Judgement
( HCAL 1258/2023 by the Hon Coleman J) '

6.1 “Traditional administrative law principles include that a decision-maker exercising a statutory
power must ask himself the right question and take reasonable steps to acquaint himself with the
relevant information to enable him to answer it correctly”.

6.2 If the Board did not feel that they were in a position to set appropriate parameters for Item A, their
only option was to decide not to propose an amendment to the plan, TPB Ordinance Section 6B(8). In
s0 doing the zoning on the plan would remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC(6).

In conclusion, the proposal to rezone Item A must be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as
on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

Name: Gregory Laurence DE ° EB

Date: 3 January 2025
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From: .

Sent: 2025-01-03 E2Hf#. 03:14:55

To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>

Cc

Subject: : Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 3 January 2025

Further Representation from Gregory DE ¢ EB to the Town Planning Board on the proposed
amendments to the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

I hereby submit this further representation in my capacity as the:

« Convenor of the Pokfulam IO Representative Group;
e Chairman of the Woodbury Court 10;
« Spokesperson of the GIC Public Representation Group;

in respect of the zoning of Item A.

This further representation is in opposition to the proposed amendment to the Plan and the reasons are
set out below:

1. Error in the Approval Process under Para 6B(8) of the TPB Ordinance

1.1 The Town Planning Ordinance requires the Board to give due consideration to every
representation which has been made in respect of the proposed change to the zonings on the Outline
zoning plan under consideration. In this instance, the overwhelming majority (in excess of 90%) of
the more than 3500 representations were clearly in opposition to the proposed change.

1.2 Under Paragraph 6B(8) of the Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance the Board must decide whether
or not:

(a) to propose amendment to the plan in the manner proposed in the representation; or

(b) to propose amendment to the plan in any other manner that, in the opinion of the Board, will meet
the representation.

1.3 The Board decided to rezone the area identified as Item A to Undetermined, a “(U)” zoning.

1.4 No representation proposed that the plan be amended to include such an Undetermined, “(U)”,
zoning for Item A, and hence subparagraph “a” is not relevant to the consideration which the Board
made. It should be noted that the Planning Department, who had proposed such a zoning, cannot be
considered to have made a representation under the Ordinance, and in any event that proposal was
made after 22 May 2024, the closing date for the receipt of representations.
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1.5 Under subparagraph “b” the Board has the authority to decide whether to propose an amendment
to the plan in another manner which would meet the representation under consideration by the
Board. The important wording in this subparagraph is “meet the representation”.

1.6. As noted above, the proposal that Item A be zoned as “(U)” was a proposal by the Planning
Department who are not a “representer”.

1.7 None of the representations on record (neither those for nor those opposed to the

proposal) proposed that the plan be amended to include an Undetermined, “(U)”, zoning for Item A
and hence, under subparagraph “b”, there was no representation which could be considered to being
met by a zoning of Undetermined, “(U)”.

1.8 The TPB Ordinance, neither under paragraph 6B(8) or any other part, gives the Board authority to
propose an amendment to the plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet a
representation. Had this been the intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been
different.

1.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be
rezoned as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6).

. 1.10 The Board’s appropriate decision, under paragraph 6B(8), should have been not to propose an
amendment to the plan, thus leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and
RC(6).

1.11 Such a course of action does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan
when HKU has completed its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the
community, a required process which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the
commencement of the rezoning process.

1.12 Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the zoning of [tem A to
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC (6)

2. There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as
laid down in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10.

2.1 The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a.  There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”’} zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC) uses and public utility installations
must demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available;

(g) The design and layout of any proposed development should be compatible with the surrounding
area. The development should not involve extensive clearance of existing natural vegetation, affect the
existing landscape, or cause any adverse visual impact on the surrounding environment;

(i) The proposed development should not overstrain the capacity of existing and planned
infrastructure such as sewerage, roads and water supply;
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(I) The proposed development should not be susceptible to adverse environmental effects from
pollution sources nearby such as traffic noise, unless adequate mitigating measures are provided, and it
should not itself be the source of pollution;

(m) Any proposed development on a slope or hillside should not adversely affect slope stability.

2.2 The response from the planning department that the conditions to be satisfied for the rezoning of
Green Belt land is different for an amendment to an OZP and for a Section 16 application defies all
logic of planning. The procedures for effecting such a change, as set out in the TPB ordinance may be
different, but the fundamental planning considerations which need to be addressed are the same. This
was clarified by the Chair in that the general presumption against development was applicable to all
“GB” zones across all OZPs. She indicated the strong justification provided where areas of GB had
been rezoned, but failed to add that no such strong justification had been provided for this

rezoning. She also failed to clarify that these areas of Green Belt, rezoned for public housing, were on
the fringes of large areas of land zoned as Green Belt, whereas this rezoning is to remove this status
from a very substantial part of this currently approved zoned Green Belt area. She failed to explain
that no alternative sites had been properly considered, as confirmed by the proponent HKU. Thus,
there was no overriding justification for this rezoning.

2.3 The minutes, subparagraph (¢), include “Recent government policies, including those from 2023
regarding the green belt development as well as the gazette of the STT OZP in 2024, indicated that the
2021 policy of granting the Item A Site to HKU for a global I&T centre was outdated”. The wording
of this minute is incorrect as the 2021 Policy Address only “reserved” in principle a 4 hectare site of
Green Belt (not about 4.2 hectares of Green Belt plus a further about 0.5 hectares of land zoned as
RC(6) as Item A). The land has NOT been granted as HKU would like to believe. It was only
reserved in principle to allow HKU to consider its use, undertake all necessary studies and to consuit
with all stakeholders. As confirmed in the hearings all necessary studies to confirm the feasibility, the
ballpark costs and construction programme have not been undertaken nor was the required
consultation undertaken.

2.4 HKU’s proposed GIC at the original GB Site has to meet with the above stringent criteria of the
Guidelines. However, if the Site is zoned to “U”, when HKU applies to zone the “U” Site to “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “OU(GIC)”, it does not have to satisfy the requirements in the

Guidelines. By zoning the Site to “U” in the interim, the TPB in effect allows HKU to bypass the
Guidelines and to go through the backdoor. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to
be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

3. HKU and HK Government combined press releases precluded the TPB, under
paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a), to recommend a rezoning of Item A to “OU” for the
HKU’s Glebal Innovation Centre, and therefore the TPB’s only option is to reject the
proposed rezoning.

3.1 The proponent for the rezoning to “OU”, the Hong Kong University, had issued a press release on
3 October stating that “After carefully considering the public views collected, HKU has decided to
take some time to strategically amend the development plan of the GIC, e.g. reducing the density of
the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring
buildings, designating more green spaces, etc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable”.
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3.2 The proponent confirmed this intention and expanded on the considerations that if would be
taking, including looking at alternative sites, during the Board’s hearings by the representers. It is
relevant to note that during the hearings HKU had indicated that alternative sites in Pokfulam and
outside of the Pokfulam area had not been considered.

3.3 On the same day as HKU issued its press release, the Government issued its own press release
which included “The Government welcomes and agrees for the HKU, as the project proponent, to
proceed as proposed in the press release to first review its proposed development to suitably revise its
development scale and layout in order to specifically respond to stakeholders' views on environment,
transport, visual, and other aspects. The HKU should also enhance its communication with the
community and maintain positive interactions with stakeholders, in particular to explain the site
selection of Pok Fu Lam as the site and how the proposed development would benefit the
neighborhood. The Government would continue to provide appropriate support for the project”.

3.4 The Government press release also included “This is to enable the HKU to review and revise its
development plan and to consult the community first, before the PlanD proposes to the TPB
appropriate land use zoning and the development parameters based on a revised proposal as agreed by
concerned government bureaux/departments”.

3.5 Given these two press releases and confirmations as such at the Board’s hearings, the Board could
not reasonably have decided, under paragraph 6(8)B subparagraph (a) to recommend a rezoning of
Item A to “OU” for the HKU’s Global Innovation Centre. The Board’s next option was therefore to
decide under paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) whether, in their view, there was another zoning
which would meet a representation; a representation made to the Town Planning Board before the due
date of 22 May 2024. If not then their only option was to reject the proposed rezoning.

3.6 Paragraph 37 of the minutes of the meeting on 29 November notes “supportive views”, but does
not expand to identify which, if any, views support a zoning of “(U)”. Since none of the
representations, made by the due date of 22 May 2024, made any reference to an Undetermined zoning
the Board is not in a position to determine whether they supported such a zoning. These supportive
views would appear to be in respect of HKU developing a Global Innovation Centre as opposed to the
matter for the Board, namely the zoning of the land, Item A.

3.7 The same minutes earlier include, in paragraph 6(ww) under Way Forward, that “PlanD
recommended amending the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U” to partially meet some adverse representations”. There is no minuted suggestion that
PlanD felt that the zoning would “meet the representation™ of any one of the representers.

3.8 Paragraph 38 of the same minutes notes “The Board decided to partially meet R55 (part), R206
(part), R251 to R3189, R3191 to R3372, R3374 to R3523, R3525 to R3615 and R3634 to R3659, and
to propose amendments to the draft OZP by rezoning the Item A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U””. However, the minutes do not state how their decision will “partially meet” the
stated representations, or which part would be met. Neither do the minutes state whether this decision
is made under the Ordinance’s paragraph 6B(8) subparagraph (b) or not. The Ordinance, neither
under paragraph 6B(8) nor any other part, gives the Board authority to propose an amendment to the
plan that, in the opinion of the Board, will only “partially” meet the representation. Had this been the
intention the wording of paragraph 6B(8) would have been different.

3.9 The Board has therefore erred in proposing the amendment that the Item A area should be rezoned
as Undetermined, “U”, from the existing approved zoning of GB and RC(6). The Board’s appropriate
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decision, under the Ordinance’s para 6B(8), was not to propose an amendment to the plan, thus
leaving the zoning as on the current approved plan, namely GB and RC(6). Such a course of action
does not preclude the proponent, HKU, from seeking a change to the plan when HKU has completed
its reassessment of its proposals and conducted consultations with the community, a required process
which HKU had failed to properly undertake prior to the commencement of the rezoning process.

4. Hong Kong’s HK$100 billion deficit

With Hong Kong’s deficit snowballing to about HK$100 billion in the 2024-25 financial year, our
Government is scrambling to find solutions to boost income and to rein in expenses.

Given that Hong Kong now faces its third successive deficit and snowballing debt, multiple experts
and industry leaders have pointed out that Hong Kong can no longer afford vanity or white elephant
projects that are:

» Excessive in size and design;
o Provide services and facilities that are already in oversupply and thus unnecessary;
o Poorly located and thus more costly to construct. '

By HKU’s own admission, the HKU GIC is all of the above.
5. The designated area of 4.7ha is too large

5.1 HKU has stated on the record on multiple occasions that the size and scale of the proposed HKU
GIC is too large and will be scaled back. This has been acknowledged and agreed with by our
Government and the TPB.

5.2 During the hearings, reference was made to HKU owning and operating 18 “senior staff”
residential towers at various locations throughout Pokfulam. Five of these “senior staff” residential
multi-storey towers are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location. HKU is currently
constructing a further six, 20-floor “senior staff” residential towers opposite to the proposed GIC
location. ALL of these existing residential towers have multiple unoccupied apartments that are being
advertised for public rental, AND a substantial number (if not the majority) of the occupied apartments
are occupied by the general public on a commercial rental basis. None of the above has ever been
contested by HKU.

5.3 According to HKU’s original GIC proposal, virtually the entire Phase 1 is comprised
of residential accommodation, restaurants, cafeterias and parking to service these facilities. Phase 1
comprises 1.7ha of the overall original proposed 4.7ha area.

5.4 Should HKU make use of its existing (substantial) overcapacity of residential units there is no
need for the entire Phase 1 (1.7ha) of the GIC.
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5.5 Should HKU claim that its existing (vast} inventory of residential units are unsuitable for short to
medium stay academics, or that immediate location is paramount, HKU can more easily and cost
effectively demolish its Middleton (currently almost entirely unoccupied) or Alberose residential
apartment complexes (both of which are located directly opposite to the proposed GIC location), and
construct appropriately designed staff accommodation in that location.

5.6 Should just the GIC Phase 1 be eliminated, only a maximum of 3ha is then needed.

5.7 The RC(6) Residential Site adjacent to the GB zone is 2.5ha and enjoys the same topography as
the proposed GB area.

5.8 There are stringent restrictions for application for development within green belt zone as laid down
in the TPB’s Guidelines TPOB PG-No.10. The Guidelines provide, inter alia:

a. There is a general presumption against development in a “Green Belt (“GB”) zone;

b.  An Application for new development in a GB Zone will only be considered in exceptional
circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds. The scale and intensity of the
proposed development including the plot ratio, site coverage and building height should be compatible
with the character of surrounding areas;

(e) Applications for government/institution/community (G/IC} uses and public utility installations
must demonstrate that the proposed development is essential and that no alternative sites are
available.

5.9 With minor adjustment and more efficient design, the proposed HKU GIC can easily and
logically be located exclusively within the existing 2.5ha Residential RC(6) site which provides
an immediately available and perfectly suitable alternative site.

6. The Board might like to consider paragraph 28(2) of the recent High Court Judgement
( HCAL 1258/2023 by the Hon Coleman J)

6.1 “Traditional administrative law principles include that a decision-maker exercising a statutory
power must ask himself the right question and take reasonable steps to acquaint himself with the
relevant information to enable him to answer it correctly”.

6.2 If the Board did not feel that they were in a position to set appropriate parameters for Item A, their
only option was to decide not to propose an amendment to the plan, TPB Ordinance Section 6B(8). In
so doing the zoning on the plan would remain as on the currently approved plan as GB and RC{(6).

In conclusion, the proposal to rezone Item A must be rejected with the zoning of Item A to remain, as
on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

Name: Gregory Laurence DE * EB

Date: 3 January 2025

NOTICE: This privileged and confidential message (and any attachment) is intended only for the use
of the individual to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient,
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please delete this message. Retention, dissemination, distribution, or copymg of this communication
may be interpreted as a violation of the law.





