Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1401

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/ t /‘2/07/:'

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

@)

(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 caﬁ '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 pubfic hearings held in early Novémber, 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.
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(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
Polfulam 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: JL/ ﬂﬂ?f Cﬁﬁ [ /bééﬁf

(circle one@# / Passport:

Emé;'l / 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/H 1o/ 22-F-51402

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

Date: Z_/ {/207/.)’

(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) 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$8100 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 Polfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: TA')\)('\ UAP \Oﬂph %L{ MY

Email / telephone : (optional)

RECEIVED
- 2 JAN 2025

Town Planning
Board

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

Date: 2/{/-}07/5‘

(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’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 ()] Undetermined.

(3) 1disagree 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 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.

on Number;
10/22.f-51405] |

/



(7) [Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
~ educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
| this makes develbpment of our adj acent green belt accéptable. Residents in
Pokfitlam 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 &effelopment in Pokfilam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -_

Email / telephone : (optional)

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




Submission

Numb
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F o1,

22-F-51404

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/ /'7/”5’

(1) 1 oppose the proposed "U' zoning and the originally_ proposed zbning 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’tfind a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A to (U) Undetermmed has
no legat 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) 1disagree that the 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.
2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how commuon the species are and whether

or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made ciear 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.

|

|
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(7) Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that

| this makes develdpment of our adjaéent green belt accéptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic con&ition because of the
devélopments iﬁ 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 o
Nameg_t K | N LU NG

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _-_____

Email / telephone : (optional)

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




Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51405

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

(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’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) 1disagree 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 develdpment of our adjacent green belt accéptable. Residents ih
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: _OLIVE PALANGyD €A 4uisTA

(circle one) HKID / Passport: -__

Email / telephone : (optional)

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




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51406

|

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

Date: 2./ / 207

(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’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 develbpment of our adjabent green belt acc.eptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic conﬂition because of the
developments in Wah Fu, Qu‘een Mary Hospital and the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC dévelopment in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: CONN\(: CHAA}

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _-_

Email / telephone : (optional)

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




Submission Number:
TPB/R/ S/H10/ 22-F-S1407

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 72 / [ / 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) 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 dévelopment of our édjacent green belt gtoceptable. 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.

C/HWGP S fu"@

}-é&)' Passpott: __- |

Email / telephione : (optional)

Name:

(circle on

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hik 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
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date:

(1)

)

’1/1/7/0'3(

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 Planriing 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) Istrongly disagfce with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional,' hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes develbpment of our adjécent green belt acc’eptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic coﬂdition 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.

Namme: \{W SHuN \{f’ﬂ\\

(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 Qffices, 333 Java Road, North Point, H_ong Kong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51409

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

Date: 2/;/20'7/5/

(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) 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) 1disagree 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 develbpment of our adjabent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic coﬂdition 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: C}HWG‘ ij M

(circle on D /)Passport: _-___

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.goyv.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Nu |
mber:
TPB/R/S/H10/22~'F-51410 f/

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

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

(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) 1Ican’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 Qrdinance because no

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

(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) 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 anc_l residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes develbpment of our adjacent green belt accéptable. Residents iﬁ
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic coﬂdition 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: OHBN&, CHUN Ff\'.t

(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 Govermment Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong.
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Submission Number

TPB/R/S/H].O/ZZ-F-SM;J

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

Date:

)

@)

2/ /205

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 develbpment of our adjabent green belt accéptable. Residents i-n
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic conﬁition 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.

 (heie SRR Ho

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/5/H10/22-F-51412

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/ / 200%”

(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 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 disagfee with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes develbpment of our adj aéent green belt accéptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic conﬁition 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.

oo CHenb U FAT

(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, Hpng Kong.




Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F~SI413

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/ / 208

(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’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 develépment of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic conaition 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.

woNh GRS TSUNG

Name:

(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-5141

:

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/! / 202K

M

3

I oppose the proposed U’ zoning and the 6riginally .p;f(‘)posed zoning of 'OU',

preferring that the land of TTEM 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) 1disagree thatthe 2,250 trees have no value just because they are common species.

C)

)

(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 BK$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 disagfee with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes develbpmcnt of our adj acent green belt acéeptable. 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.

Namme. WONG Lok WAL

(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-51415 |
\

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2./ / 2028

(1) 1 oppose the proposed 'U' zoﬁ_ing an_d the Qriginélly 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 TPR’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) 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 develbpment of our adjaéent green belt accéptable. Residents ih
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 Iikely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: (m/\ Hm’g/ L A’H’V@k |

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _-__,_ o

Email / telephone : (optional)

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




submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51416

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

(1) I oppose the proposed U zonlng and the orlgmally proposed zomng of '‘Ou’,
. preferring that the land of TTEM A’ be zoned Grecn 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 rez‘oning of Item A to (U) Undetermined.

(3) Idisagreethatthe 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.

l

|



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

the camel’s back.

Name' [DN (, 7\[6 m&'\]

{circle one) HKID / P?;vp/ -

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.




Smeission Ny bars |
TPB/R/S/HIO/zz.Es::I'N /
f
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 2/ /—pov_s’

(1) T oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the origin_ally proposed Zoning 6f 'ou,
preferring that the land of ‘ITEM A’ be zoned Green Belt (GB) until a revised

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) 1 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 théjr 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 approptiate 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, 1nst1tut10nal hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that

| this makes development of our adjacent green belt aoceptable 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: TSE lCIT \(W(y?

(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/H 10/ 22-F-51418

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/ | / 204

(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’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) 1disagree 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. Residehts in
Pokfulam area are already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fﬁ, 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: {Zo HA\[NI

(circle one) assport: -___

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk er by post to
IS/F_North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong,
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-S1419

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

(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’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 dévelopment 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 prbposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be.- the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Name: g AFTT@I

(circle one ID JPassport: _- .

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-S1420

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

Date: =2/ f/'p/oy(

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

proposal is put forth for consideration.

(2) Ican’tfinda representation that proposed an amendment to zone the land to (U)
Undetermined. The TPB’s decision to rezone Item A.t0 (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) Lstrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes de'velopment 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: CHBN& TSZ YN&

(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 Numb
er:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/, 22-F-S1421

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:  2/| / 202€"

oppose the propose zoning and the originally proposed zoning 0 :
(1) I opp h posed U’ ing and the originall posed zoni f'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) 1disagree 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) AsHong 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
edﬁcational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes dévelopment 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 Brcaks
the camel’s back.

(MG \{m\\ CHING)

Name:

(circle ongy 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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Submissj

onN
TPB/R/S/H10/99 1 OC"

10/22-F.514;,

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:  2/| / > 05

(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) 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) 1disagree 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) I 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 Pdkﬁllaln will likely bé the last straw that-breaks
the camel’s back.

CHW@ \(I TuMG]

Name:

(circle one@/ Passport: _-___- _

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further répresentation 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
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/1[20%

(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.

[ can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone thé 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 ac_ceptable. 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.

HoTR=YAH
Name: \(- \(

(circle on{@/ Passport: _-___

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@pland.goy.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-51424

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

Date: l///'},ﬁ‘vf

(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) 1disagree 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
edﬁcational, institutional, hospital and residential la_nd 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.

N N 15z LiNG  Hele
ame:

(circle one D/ Passport: -_____

Email / telephone : (optional)

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




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

|

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

(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 Plahning 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) AsHong 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 clzondition 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.

'S‘f LAz LI

Name:

(circle one@?assport: _- ‘

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-51426

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

Date: 2,/{/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.

(2) TIcan’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 Plaﬁning 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 Pokﬁllam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt gcceptable. Residents in
Pokfulam area ate already facing daily congested traffic condition because of the
developments in Wah Fii, 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 A wan

Name:

(circle one i{ID/ asspott; __-___.
Email / telephotie : (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/ H10/ 22-F-S§1432

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: pbpd@pland.gov.hic
Date:  2(1 / 2026

(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 4 to (U) Undetermined.

(3) I disagree that the 2,250 frees 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
educafional, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our adjacent green belt acceptable. Residents in
Pofkfulam area are already facing daily congested rraﬁz‘c‘condirion 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: KMj Chaw Wb

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representauon by email to tpbpd@pland.gov.hik or by
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Submission Numbp |
er:
TPB/R/S/HIO/ZZ-F-51433 /

J

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:  2./i / 2018

(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 ifrees 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
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 traﬁiclcondition 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: Louw Ho Chun joty

(circle one) HKID / Passpori:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbpd@p!
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Submission Number:
TPB/RIS/H10/22~F-51434 =

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: ipbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:  2/1 / 26724~

(D)

(2)

3

4

(5

(©)

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 ared is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a
perfectly sized and located RC6 area, already zoned “Residential” comprising
l2.5ha, 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.

A2



(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 lcondiz‘ion 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\%\)gﬁ ‘w\/\-\f\\{ Ve

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

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

15/F North Point Govern ment Ofhices, 333 Ja
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hi

Date: /| / 20U

()

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 frees 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 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 disagree with the Planning Department assertion that because we have
educat'ional, 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: CRISTIE P EAL#NA\(

(circle one) HKID / Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to tpbp
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/ S/ Hip/ 22-F-51436

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

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: /1 / 200"

(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'tfinda represehtation 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 regardiess of how common the species are

and whether or not they are registered.

(4) During the TPB public heariﬁgs 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) 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 develbpmenr in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: c:;"@W uel Ko \fQ'/ /M

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-51437

Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date: 2/1 / 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) Ican’t find a representation that proposed an amendment to zone the lond to (U)
Undetermined. The TPR’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.

(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 HK3100 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.




(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 bell 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.
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Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To. tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date:  2/1 / 2008

(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 pubﬁc 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 o

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&pz’tal and the Cyberport. The
proposed gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.
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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: 26/\2-/7_824{’

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(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 io 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.



v

(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 adjacént 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 deve[bpment in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw
that breaks the camel’s back.

vame. TANG  Yuk - chee

(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: %¢- >~ )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 io 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 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.

(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)  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 aajiacént green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polfulam 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: //[/5% ZPENE [ 7z LorJe=

(circle one) HKID / Pgsspert: _

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: 302 - %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) 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 aﬁd the Cyberport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

Neme:  Juvy M. ELPEDEL
(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.




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

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hi
Date: 30422

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(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)  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 acﬁacént 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: A/FU\J‘ 0 (/D {,C/é/

(circle one) HKID /PM&‘.‘

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-51477
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: ;0//2/202_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) 1disagree 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.

i\lame: Maf?f AV\V\ p&t | Tabam%

(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.




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

Bt/ p

Submission Number:

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51478|

To: tpbpd@pland. gov. hk

Date: 95//2 /2029

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

2)

)

(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 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. T) he
proposed gigantic GIC development  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Name: | SEO(— NEE  pAUL__

(circle one) KID)/ 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, -
OUrgent [OReturn receipt [lExpand Group [Restricted [Prevent Copy [0z s1a7s |

From: |

Sent: < 2025-01-02 BFAMT 23:50:35
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22

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

Date: 3 January 2025

1. Toppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU", preferring that the land of
'TTEM 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, restaurants and vast open
spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the proposed HKU GIC and be substantially reduced.

5. Ifthe Pok Ful Lam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, a perfectly sized and
located RCé6 area, already zoned "Residential" comprising 2.5ha, is located alongside the GB and
should be considered first before any rezoning of GB taking 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 development 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: Chor Kwong CHAN
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-Submission Number:

CUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy , TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51480
From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 EZHAM 23:09:37

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

Subject: Pokfulam opposition - Christopher Yu

Attachment: 1000006930.jpg; 1000006931.jpg




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

To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk

Date:

(1)

74
L/

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 ( Jrdinance 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, restawrant 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 ¢ evelopment  in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw

that breaks the camel’s back.

Y0 CHEISTOPHER IN LEUNG

Name: _

(circle one) HKIb / Passport:

.

Email / telephone : (optional) AR s

Submit your further representation by email to !

rnment Off




Submission Number:
OUrgent DReturn receipt CExpand Group CRestricted [CIPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51481,

From: — I

Sent: 2025-01-02 £HAMY 23:08:24
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: Pokfulam opposition

Attachment: 1000006929,jpg; 1000006928 jpg



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

To: tpbpd@pland. gov.hk

Date:

(1)

(2)

4)

5

(©)

\. \ N\ YO
I oppose the proposed 'U' zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ITTEM 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) Jndetermined.

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.




I 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 siraw

that breaks the camel 's back

Y

(circle one) HKID J Passport:

telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to f)

vernmeni Offices, 3 java Road, N




Submission Nu
mber:
TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51482

OUrgent [CReturn receipt OExpand Group [ORestricted OPrevent Copy

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHAMM 23:.04:19

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

Subject: . Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.SH1022.pdf

Dear Sir/ Madam,
Please find attached the captioned.

Best regards,
Gilbert



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

To: tpbpdEpland gov.hik
Date: 7 Iﬂ n 2025

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

I oppose the proposed 'U’ zoning and ‘the originally proposed zoning of 'O/,
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 thal proposed an amendment lo 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 ltem 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 Fru 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 siles which can save the construction costs which are likely to

by public money.
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(71 Istrongly disagree with the Planning Department assertion that hecause we have

cducational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulamn, that

e o) e

this makes developnient of our adjucent green helt acceptable Residents in
Pokfidam arca are already facing daily congested traffic condition becase of
the developments in Wah Fu, Queen Mary Hospital and the Cyberport The
proposed gigantic GIC development — in Pokfidam will likely be the last straw

that breals the camel’s bact.

Name: 01’//'?/\] A)Z LR t’P\i?: _.__/_{_/)_ _Sé///i/ é‘)

(circle ong) HKID S Passport.

LEmail / telephone . (optional}

Submit your further representation by cinail to fpbpdasnbaad, vev. hiv o by posé 1o
A/ Morih Potal Goveroment Odiewss, 335 Juyva Rond, Mor(h Poing, tlons Wono,




Submissjo .
OUrgent OReturn receipt CExpand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy TPB/R/S /ng]gzu r:[;::&s
p |

From: J
Sent: 2025-01-02 EHEd 23:04:29

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

Subject: Pokfulam OZP No. S/H10/22
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. Submission Number;
OUrgent CReturn receipt CExpand Group DRes_tricted e e copy Sz s

From: 7 .

Sent: 2025-01-02 £HEMY 22:30:33

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

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.SH1022.pdf

Objection to the latest determination by the TPB. Pls see the enclosed signed objection letter.

Regards,
Joyce



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/HI10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov. hk
Date: D Jowm ) 2518

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

(5)

(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 1o 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.
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circle one X1KID)/ Passport.

mail / 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:
OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [ORestricted [OPrevent Copy

TPB/R/S/ H10/22-F-s1485
From: _ |

|
{

Sent: 2025-01-02 £HAMU 22:21:56

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

Subject: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
Attachment: Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP v1 (1).pdf

To the Town Planning Board,

I'd fike to submit my Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22.

Regards,
Erin



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

Date:

6y

@)

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)

(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: Yeh Erin Jian Yien

(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:
OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [Restricted [OPrevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51486
From: |

Sent: 2025-01-02 EHAMM 21:27:44

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

Subject: Fwd: email to Town Planning Board

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

To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Date: 2 January, 2025

1 oppose the amendment proposed 'U' zoning and the original 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, thus
no representation has been met by this decision.

I ask why have the CE sign a “stop gap measure”? Why not wait for the new GIC proposal,
appropriate zoning amendments, and statutory planning procedures to put something of substance on
the CE’s desk to sign?

I note 2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the species is and whether or not they are
registered.

If the Pokfulam area is deemed most suitable by the Planning Department, I note that a perfectly size
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.

During the TPB public hearings held in early November, it was made clear that the HKU GIC
proposal was seriously flawed and more than half of the proposed construction is for non-research
critical uses such as residential, restaurant and vast open spaces. If excluded, the size and scope of the
proposed HKU GIC can be substantially reduced.



OUrgent OReturn receipt CExpand Group [ORestricted OPrevent Copy

As Hong Kong faces a HK$100 billion (structural and ongoing) deficit, it is unacceptable for a
publicly owned educational facility to be engaging in unnecessary white elephant construction in a
wholly inappropriate and vastly more costly location.

I strongly disagree with the false 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.

I acknowledge that the TPB has heard concerns from the public and I will continue to feel strongly
about those concerns until they are addressed.

Name: Wong Koot Yin Ernest



Submission Nuﬁber:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/22°F-51487

|
|

OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy

From:

Sent: ‘ 2025-01-02 2HHMM 20:50:47

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

Subject: Opposition to Pokfulam Global Innovation Centre
Attachment: Scan02012025.pdf

To whom it may concern,
Please see attached.
Kind regards,

Eugenia



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

To: tphpd@pland.gov. hk
Date: | JANupry 2225

(1)

(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.

] can’t find a representation that proposed an amendment fo 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 rno

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
edu.cational, institutional, hospital and residential land users in Pokfulam, that
this makes development of our aajiacént 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: EnbEn A LA

(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:
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachment:

Dear Sir/Madam,

I =
2025-01-02 £HIM 20:37:38
tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Further representation on Pokfulam QZP
Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP.docx

Please see details of my opposition to the construction of the proposed HKU GIC attached.

Thanks and regards,
Trisha Yeh Tsui



Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22
To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
Date; Jan 2, 2025

(D)

@)

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 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: Trisha Tsui Yeh

(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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From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 ZHArM 20:07:55

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

Subject: Objection of zoning of Pokfulam for construction of the HKU
Global Innovation Centre

Attachment: Objection to the zoning.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
Attached is my further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22 for your perusal.

Yours faithfully,
Dr WONG Hon Kit



To: tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

Dear Sir/Madam, 2@9_4/{ .’2_/30

Ref: Pokfulam OZP No.S/H10/22

I am a resident of the Upper Baguio Villa, 555 Victoria Road, Pokfulam, Hong Kon_g.

| strongly object the proposed zoning for building the HKU Global Innovation Centre (HKU
GIC), which may become a white elephant. Building such a large project on the steep slope

will certainly impose immense risk for the residents of the Baguio Villa and the traffic on the
Victoria Road!

A land slide occurred on 8 May 1992 at Baguio Villa had killed two residents. A land slide had
again occurred between the Sassoon Road and the Independent Schools Foundation School

in Cyberport this year during a typhoon attack. Luckily there was no casualty this time.

in 1972 a large land slide occurred at Po Shan Road and Kotewall Road causing 67 deaths
and 19 persons injured. The student hostels of the University of Hong Kong {HKU) were
damaged at the same time.

The Town Planning Board should learn from these tragedies and ban the proposed plan of
HKU building the HKU GIC there. The project is for research and not for teaching, thereis
no need for it to be built on the dangerous slope oblivious of the inevitable immense risk
thus caused. HKU should consider locating the project in the New Territories or Lamma
Island. The proposed site should be reverted back to Green Belt (GB) zone forever.

Yours faithfully,

WONG Hon Kit




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

Date: 21024_,/{9_/50

(N

@

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 commion species.

“)

&)

(6)

2,250 trees are valuable regardless of how common the specics 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 acceplable. 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: WO/\}CI(' HON /< ( T

(circle one) @/ Passport: -___

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submit your further representation by email to {pbpd@pland.gov.hk or by post to
15/F North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road, North Point, Hong IKong.
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Submission Number:
TPB/ R/S/H10/22-F-51490

From:

" Sent;
To:
Subject:

To: Town Planning Board
tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

2025-01-02 Z2HHPU 18:46:09

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

Further Representation from Ronald Taylor to the Town
Planning Board on the proposed amendments to the Pok Fu
Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

On 13 December the Town Planning Board invited Further Representations on the proposed amendments to
the Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. §/H10/22.

| hereby submit this further representation, as a member 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 undér 9 headings, together with the remedy to remove the opposition.

Under a further heading, heading 10, | submit that the proposed Explanatory Statement to accompany the
Plan in the form as proposed by the Board requires amendment to comply with the assurances given by the
Chair during the hearings of the representation.

1. 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.

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 and

stated that this zoning partially met a number of representations. The Boards did not state that the
zoning met any representation.

1.4, No representéﬁon proposed that the plan be amended {o 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.

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. No representer 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)".
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1.8. The TPB Ordinance neither under paragraph 6B(8) nor any other part gives the Board authority to
propose an amendment to the plan that, in the opinien 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 ltem A to
remain, as an the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

Having presented that the Board erred in proposing that the ltem A area should be rezoned as Undetermined,
“U”, this Further Representation addresses the process the Board would have made in reaching their decision.

2. The Board's Statutory Duty in Decision Making

2.1. We must take the minutes of the meeting on 29 November as an accurate and complete minute of
the meeting. While not a criticism, but as a statement of fact, the minutes do not describe the
process of the decision making that the Board conducted in arriving at their decision.

2.2. The matter for the Board to decide, under Paragraph 6B(8) of the Cap. 131 Town Planning Ordinance,
was (inter alia} whether or not to approve the rezoning of Item A, which comprised about 4.2 ha of
GB and about 0.5 ha of RC{6} fand on the currently approved plan for Pok Fu Lam to “OU” (Other uses
‘for a Hong Kong University Global Innovation Centre). If not, was there another zoning which would
meet a representer who had submitted a representation to the Board? This representation, to be a
valid representation, would have had to be made before the due date of 22 May 2024?

2.3. The propenent for the rezoning to “CU”, 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., 1o address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable”.

2.4. 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.

2.5. 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
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.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”.

2.6, 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”. (My emphasis).

2.7. 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 subpara (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) subpara {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. Ifnot then their  only option was to reject the proposed rezoning.

2.8. The decisions noted in the minutes of the meeting on 29 November make no reference to paragraph
6B{8} and hence it is not clear on what authority the Board was exercising in coming to the decision
which the Board made. The decision is silent on which representation, if any, is met by the proposed
zoning of ltem A as “(U)", Undecided. Hence it can only be reasonably concluded that no
representation {as made by 22 May 2024) would be met.

2.9. 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 he n respect of HKU developing a Global Innovation Centre as opposed to the matter for
the Board, namely the zoning of the land, Item A.

2.10. The same minutes earlier include, in paragraph 6(ww) under Way Forward, that “PlanD
recommended amending the draft OZP by rezoning the ltem A Site from “OU (Global Innovation
Centre)” to “U” to partially meet some adverse representations”. (My emphasis). There is no
minuted suggestion that PlanD felt that the zoning would “meet the representation” of any one of
the representers.

2.11. 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"”,

2.12. 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) subpara (b) or not. However, 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 heen different.

 2.13. The decision includes a partial meeting of the representation R259. It is not clear how this
representation could have been partially met. The representation was clearly against the zoning of
ltem A to “OU” and sought that it be retained as currently zoned on the approved plan as GB or RC(6)
as appropriate. The representation made no reference to a zoning of “U” Undetermined as there was
no suggestion of such a zaning when the draft plan was submitted for public comments. During the
hearing the representer clearly stated that he was against the “U” zaning which had been proposed
since the closing date for the receipt of representations on 22 May 2024,
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2.14. The representer did state in his representation and at the hearing that he supported HKU
developing a Global Innovation Centre, but not on the land referenced as item A. This support was
not a matter for the Board’s consideration; their consideration was solely for the appropriate zoning
of the land in question, ltem A.

2.15. 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
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).

2.16. 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.

2.17. Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone item A to be rejected with the zoning of ltem A to
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

The process of amending the Outline Development Plan follows a statutory process following the exhibition
for public inspection of the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 {the Plan), on 22 March 2024. A question has
been asked whether the independence of the Town Planning Board in deciding whether to propose an
amendment to the plan was unduly influenced by the agreement between the Government and the Hong
Kong University which resulted in the two Press Releases on 3 October.

3. Agreement between Government and the Hong Kong University

3.1. The two press releases of 3 October, one from the HKU and one from the Hong Kong Government,
suggest an agreement between the two bodies which could be regarded as undue influence on the
statutory planning process for the proposed rezoning of an area on the Pok Fu Lam OZP. These
agreements would not appear to have been disclosed to the Town Planning Board members.

3.2, Para 18(b) of the Meeting minutes for 1 November notes that representer R261 made the point that
“the Board was an independent statutory decision-making body which had a responsibility to take
into account a wide range of relevant matters within the ambit of town planning but not irrelevant
matters. Consideration of policy objectives was only a matter of peripheral importance and the
Board should assess the likely planning impact of the proposal. The Board should exercise its
independent planning judgement on the suitability of the ltem A Site for the development of the
Centre, taking into consideration other sites zoned for similar purposes on the STT OZP and the Hung
Shui Kiu and Ha Tsuen OZP, which would be more suitable for the proposed use and could be made
available for the proposed development in a short time”.

3.3. The lack of transparency of agreements between the Government and the Hong Kong University, and
the minutes of the meetings, clearly suggest that the Town Planning Board failed to reasonably
exercise its independent planning judgement. In particular they agreed to remove the GB zoning for
Item A in spite of the lack of following the given process to demonstrate strong planning grounds for
development in the area and confirmation that other viable sites were not available. It is relevant to
note that HKU had indicated that alternative sites outside of the Pok Fu Lam area had not been
considered.

3.4. 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).

A repeated concern by representers was the loss of Green Belt Land and had the appropriate process been
followed in the decision making
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4. Green Belt

4.1.

4.2.

4.3,

4.4,

The minutes of the meeting on 4 November, at paragraph 57, record representer R3250 as stating
the “The Town Planning Board Guidelines for ‘Application for Development within a Green Belt zone
under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance’ {TPB PG-No. 10} promulgated in 1991 clearly
stated that there was a general presumption against development (excluding redevelopment) and
planning applications would only be considered under exceptional circumstances and should be
justified by very strang planning grounds. There was a legitimate expectation that the Board would
adhere to its publicly stated planning intention and guidelines. The development of the Centre at the
Item A Site did not fulfil the strong planning grounds required for development, as outlined in the
OZP since 1986 and in TPB PG-N0.10 in 1991”

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 he
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.

The minutes, subparagraph (¢}, include “Recent government policies, including those from 2023
regarding the green belt development as well as the gazettal of the STT OZP in 2024, indicated that
the 2021 policy of granting the Item A Site to HKU for a global 1&T centre was outdated”. | suggest
that 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
consult. As confirmed in the hearings all necessary studies to confirm the feasibility, the ballpark
costs and construction programme have not heen undertaken nor was the required consultation
undertaken.

Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone Item A to be rejected with the zoning of Iltem A to
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

Having suggested that the wording in the minutes of 4 November in paragraph 57(c} was incorrect, leads to an
identification of other instances where information given to the Board may not have reflected a balanced

view.

5. Misleading or incomplete advice given to the Board

Misleading earlier uses of Undetermined zoning

5.1

Para 45 of the meeting on 1/11/24 includes the response from Ms Janet K.K. Cheung, DPO/HK, PlanD
that designating a site as “U” zone on OZPs was not uncommon when the planning intention for a site
was uncertain or while awaiting completion of a study or infrastructure facilities was

misleading. Previous uses of the “U” zoning had been to areas where there was no current zoning, or
the current land use did not comply with the current zoning. In such cases a zoning was required to
be shown on a plan to enable the approval of the plan to move forward. This is not the case with the
Pok Fu Lam OZP where the current approved zoning of GB is totally compatible and appropriate to its
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5.2.

current use. Rezoning of the area of concern to “U” from “GB” does create a precedent which should
have been made aware to the Board by Plan D.

it is believed that PlanD were referring in particular to the “U” zoning for the land released by the
Fanling Golf Course when mentioning that designating a site as “U” zone on OZPs was not
uncommon. There are a number of similarities between this area and ttem A on the Pok Fu Lam OZP,
particularly in respect of the procedures leading up to the gazetting of the draft OZP; no doubt PlanD
are carefully studying the JR judgment, which quashed the TPB decision for the Fanling site, and they
will, as a result, reconsider their recommendaticon for the “U” zoning of ltem A,

Current approved zoning not yet changed hence no “reversion” to remain

5.3.

5.4.

The Press Release issued on 29 November notes representers' concerns and lists seven key concerns
for the HKU to address if they wish the Board to reconsider the rezoning of the land currently zoned
on the approved OZP as Green Belt The Press Release later includes a paragraph which exemplifies a
misunderstanding that PlanD and the Chair of the hearings have expounded; namely “in view of the
above, the TPB considered it inappropriate to revert the zoning of the Site to "Green Belt", maintain
the "OU (Global Innovation Centre)" zoning, or propose other specific zoning before the HKU's
submission of a revised proposal”. (My emphasis).

The approved zoning of “the Site” remains as Green Belt until such time the Chief Executive approves
an amended Plan. The zoning to OU was only a “proposed” zoning shown on a “draft” Plan; the
approved zoning was, and still is, GB (Green Beit). If the Board had decided not to propose an
amendment to the plan, an option under Section 6B(8) of the Town Planning Ordinance, any
amendment which had been proposed would become void and the area would continue to be Green
Belt. It would not be a reversion but simply a continuation of the currently approved zoning.

The Pok Fu Lam Moratorium and Excessive Development

5.5.

5.6.

Para 67 of the minutes of the hearing meeting on 4 November include “Ms Janet K.K. Cheung,
DPO/HK, PlanD explained that the Pok Fu Lam Moratorium {PFLM) was an administrative measure
aimed at limiting excessive development in the Pok Fu Lam area for traffic management reasons”. Is
this not in itself a reason for rejecting the proposal as, without any doubt, the proposal from the HKU
is an “excessive development”? [t seeks a plot ratio of 4.72 for non-residential uses in a residential
area where the plot ratio is limited to 3.0. -

The Board should have recognized the HKU’s proposal as an excessive development which would not
meet the criteria of the administrative measure for a partial lifting of the PFLM. A material fact for
their consideration of the appropriate planning parameters for the area for inclusion on the OZP.

Conclusion

5.7.

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).

A particular instance where advice to the Board would appear, from the minutes, to be incomplete is what
was called the “Stopgap Measure”.

6. Stopgap Measure - No basis for approval of zoning. No basis for the boundaries of the zone

6.1.

Para 74 of the meeting on 4 November state that “The Chairperson also tock the apportunity to
clarify to the representers and the representers’ representatives that if the Board decided to propose
an amendment to the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP by rezoning the ltem 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”. ‘
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6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8,

6.9.

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 item A Site to “Undetermined” (“U”} in the interim, serving as a stopgap arrangement
pending HKU's completion of the review”.

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.

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 “0OU",
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 how the proposed measures will stop this
gap, other than to cbviate 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.

The minutes, and in particular paragraph 11 of the meeting on 5 November and paragraph 33 (a) of
the minutes of 29 November, are silent on any reasoning why a stopgap rezoning is preferable to the
simpler alternative of rejecting the proposed changes ta “OU” (Other Uses). The rejection of the
proposed rezoning would be simpler and more reascnable, especially as the proponent has given an
undertaking to reconsider their proposal. This reconsiderafion, minuted in paragraph 25 of the
meeting on 5 November, included an undertaking “not to rule out any possible options of locating the
Centre to another site”. This was repeated in the minutes of the meeting on 29 November when the
Vice-Chairperson noted, as recorded in paragraph 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 Item A back to GB and RC{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 Board’s
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 its boundaries had been identified.

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 reasonably expected to have considered. Asthe 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 6B(8) sub para {a) of the Town Planning Ordinance.

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 past site is relevant to the proposed rezoning
in Pok Fu Lam.

The proposed zoning from GB to “U” would remove the requirement clearly stating that there is a
general presumption against development in 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.
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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 HKU would, or even could, undertake the necessary
meaningful community engagement as required by the planning procedures.

6.11. 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 10 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 shouid have been reasonably  appreciated by the
Board in their considerations.

6.13. The Board may like to consider the introduction of the recent fudgment 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 to the Town Planning Board.

6.14. Proposed amendment: The proposal to 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).

A key aspect of the feasibility of a project is its cost and the time for completion. Many projects have had to
be abandoned due to their cost or could not be completed in time to meet their requirement.

7. Programme and Casts

7.1 Representér R3320 presented to the Board a professional assessment of the cost and time required
to constrict the formation for the facility, hased upon the propesals provided by the proponent,
HKU. His presentation is minuted in para 16 of the 5/11/24 minutes.

7.2. The response from the proponent, para 29 (a} of the minutes of 5/11/24, was that “As the Centre was
at preliminary planning and design stage, the estimated construction costs and time were not
available at the current stage”.

7.3. The proponent stated that the site formation works would account for about 5% of the total
construction cost. He was clearly basing his figures on previocus projects which were not ¢n steep and
inaccessible slopes.

7.4. This, in itself, demonstrated a fundamental misunderstanding of the construction viability of the
project, and hence the project as whole. Mt is irresponsible for a body to proceed, as HKU has done,
to seek a rezoning of land without a proper estimate of the construction costs and an indicative
programme. Representer R3320 had clearly shown that this was possible based on the details made
available to the public.

7.5. The failure of HKU to have this critical information, which it is appreciated will need to be updated
and revised as the planning and design proceeds, defies any credibility to decisions made by the HKU
Council.

7.6. The lack of the costs and programme information from HKU suggests doubts in other responses to
the Board from the proponent. While Board members will have appreciated this, there is no
indication that this has influenced the Board’s decisions on the appropriateness of the zoning.
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7.7.

7.8.

The Board should have recognized this shortcoming and not proceeded with, what the Chair called, a
stopgap measure. Proceeding with a stopgap measure is additionally inappropriate as paragraph 25
in the meeting minutes of 5/11/24 include “Mr Chan Yu Sum Sam, R143, said that HKU would not rule
out any possible options” for the Centre.

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).

A member asked the Chair whether the Board was obliged to follow the policy direction given in the Chief
Executives Policy Statements. The Chairperson said that the “Board with its statutory functions was fully
entitled to consider the rezoning proposal independently and professionally.

8. Policy Statements

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

3.4.

8.5.

The HKU have based their justification for the rezoning of land in Pok Fu Lam on the then Chief
Executive’s 2021 Policy Address. If such Policy Addresses provide direction to the Board for their
considerations, then the more recent policy addresses by our current Chief Executive must carry
greater direction to the Board.

A number of representers referred to these policies and in particular the 2023 Policy Address which’
included “As we have already identified enough land for housing, industry and other developments
for the coming 30 years, the Government has no plan to further use the “Green Belt” areas for large-
scale development”. The Policy Address can only be reasonable interpreted that there would not be
green belt land for the HKU’s GIC facility at Pok Fu Lam. This is consistent with elsewhere in the
Policy Address which emphasised the development of the Northern Metropolis for such facilitates, in
accordance with Central Government Policy.

The Board’s decision on 19 July, in overruling objections to the San Tin Technopole Outline Zening
Plan, included “to take farward the national strategy to develop Hong Kong into an international 1&T
Centre, the “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Innovation and Technology” {“OU{I&T)") zones under
the STT OZP seeks to create a critical mass to foster I1&T advancement, meet the increasing demand
of land for 1&T development and deepen the I&T collaboration with the Mainland and the world”.
Such a decision was consistent with the 2023 Policy Address but it would be inconsistent, four
months later, to frustrate that desired critical mass by accepting that HKU's GIC facility should be
outside of this 1&T area.

Paragraph 29 in the minutes of the meeting on 29 November notes a member’s question on whether
the Board was obliged to follow the policy direction of the 2021 PA and accept HKU’s proposal. The
Chairperson said that the “Board with its statutory functions was fully entitled to consider the
rezoning proposal independently and professionally”, but she did not mention the 2023 Policy
Address, mentioned by representers, with the resulting inconsistencies of the Board’s own decisions.

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).

In conclusion to this section of my Further Representations, the Board may like to refiect on whether they
have fully and correctly carried out their duties in the setting of the appropriate development parameters for
the plan, especially in respect of the area of [tem A.

9. The Board’s Statutory Duty

S.1.

The number and strength of the Representations, both written and orally given at the hearings, were
sufficient for the Board to determine that it would be unreasonable for them to decide to propose
that the zoning of Item A should he QU, “Other Uses”, for the HKU’s Global Innovations Centre.
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9.2. The Board’s statutory duties include setting the development parameters and to zone accordingly,

9.3.

9.4.

9.5,

thus requiring the Board to decide on the appropriate development parameters for the area of item
A. Their statutory duty could not be reasonably fulfilled by deciding on an “undetermined” zoning as
this failed to set appropriate parameters.

The Board might like to consider paragraph 28(2) of the recent High Court Judgement (HCAL
1258/2023 by the Hon Coleman J} “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”.

If the Board did not feel that they were in a position to set appropriate parameters for ltem 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).

Proposed amendment: The proposal to rezone ltem A to be rejected with the zoning of item A to
remain, as on the currently approved plan, as GB and RC(6).

The Decision published on 13 December included for the first time the Schedule of Proposed Amendments to
the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. 5/H10/22. These Further Representations are the only
opportunity whereby the public can comment on the suitahility or unsuitahility of these “Proposed
Amendments” which are part of the “Explanatory Statement”.

10. Schedule of Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. $/H10/22 issued on
13 December

10.1. In the minutes of the meetings on both 4 and 5 November (Para 74 and Para 11 respectively), the

Chairperson stated that a zoning of ltem A to “U”, Undetermined, was to allow time for HKU to
review and adjust its development plan. The minutes continue with “If the revised development
scheme was considered acceptable to the Government, PlanD would identify an appropriate zoning
for HKU to take forward the revised scheme. Subject to the Board’s agreement to the proposed
change from “U” to the appropriate zoning, the rezoning would then have to go through another
round of statutory planning procedures in accordance with the Ordinance, during which members of
the public would have the opportunity again to submit written representations and attend hearings
to express their views to the Board directly”.

10.2. The inference of the statement as understood by representers is that the procedure to be followed

for the subsequent change of zoning would be through Sections 5 and 6 of the QOrdinance, and not
Section 16.

10.3. The Schedule of Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. $/H10/22

issued on 13 December includes “In the “Undetermined” zone, all uses or developments except those
specified in paragraph {7) above require planning permission from the Town Planning Board”.

10.4. Paragraph {7) specifies :-

(a) provision, maintenance or repair of plant nursery, amenity planting, open space, rain
shelter, refreshment kiosk, road, bus/public light bus stop or lay-by, cycle track, Mass
Transit Railway station entrance, Mass Transit Railway structure below ground level,
taxi rank, nullah, public utility pipeline, electricity mast, lamp pole, telephone booth,
telecommunications radio base station, automatic teller machine and shring;

(b) geotechnical works, local public works, road works, sewerage works, drainage works,
environmental improvement works, marine related facilities, waterworks (excluding

10



Ourgent [OReturn receipt Expand Group [DRestricted [IPrevent Copy

works on service reservoir) and such other puhblic works co-ordinated or implemented
by Government; and
{c) maintenance or repair of watercourse and grave.

10.5. While other uses, such as the Global Innovation Centre, would require permission of the Town
Planning Board, the inference of “planning permission from the Town Planning Board” could be by a
Section 16 application and not through Sections 5 and 6 as the statement by the Chairperson has
been understood to be the case.

10.6. Proposed amendment: The Notes to the Plan to be amended to stipulate that any permission
sought from the Town Planning Board for the area identified as Item A shall by means of a change to
the OZP via Sections 5 and 6 of the Town Planning Oedinance.

Ronald Duxbury TAYLOR
HKID: TAYLOR, Ronald Duxbury — NG

By e-mail to tpbpd@pland.gov.hk

i1
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Submission Numbe

TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51491

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 253 17:30:02

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

Subject: Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 of Pok Fu Lam (Further
submission)

Dear Town Planning Board members,

Regarding the amendment to the Draft Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 of Pok Fu Lam Area 10 of the
Hong Kong Island Planning Area, | am grateful to the Town Planning Board for taking into account the
numerous objections to the construction of the HKU Global Innovation Center {GIC) in the green belt
and a press release was issued on 29 November 2024 indicating that the land concerned would be re-
assigned from "Other Specified Uses" designating for "HKU Global Innovation Center" to U
"Undetermined", and has given another opportunity for the public to give feedback on the latest
decision of the Town Planning Board. It is hoped that the Town Planning Board will reconsider the use )
of this area and incorporate the following points:

1.  There are around 2,250 trees in the concerned section. No matter what species these trees
are and whether they are registered or not, those trees have the value of natural greening.
Moreover, these trees are precious natural resources of the so-called "Lam — meaning forest" in
Pok Fu Lam. Therefore, we strongly urged the Town Planning Board to re-designate the land of
"ltem A" as a Green Belt (G) to ensure protection of these trees in the long term, instead of just

planning the zone as "U" or "OU" as originally proposed.

2, Many residents of this district wrote to the Town Planning Board in May this year,
expressing their strong opposition to the scope, area and height of the Global Innovation Center
{GIC) proposed by the University of Hong Kong. The proposed GIC will extend extremely close to
residential areas (including Upper Baguio Villa), and will involve cutting down a large number of
trees, significantly reducing the ecological and green areas of Pok Fu Lam. We hope that board
members will take the following into consideration when deciding whether to approve GIC
construction plan: '

2.1 Victoria Road has always been a tree-friendly "scenic drive" of Pok Fu Lam. Itisa
detour, narrow and winding two-lane road buiilt along the hill with relatively uncrowded
low density residential buildings. If such a huge GIC is built, it will destroy the green belt,
replace the hill/forest side of the road and this unique "scenic drive" in Pok Fu Lam. The
green area with more than 2,000 natural wild trees cannot be replaced by 800 artificially
planted trees with huge constructions. Green forests are the hallmark of Pok Fu Lam, just
like the harbour is an important characteristic of Aberdeen. Protecting the existing green
belt has pivotal meaning for preserving the hallmark of Pok Fu Lam.

2.2 Whether the GIC can only be built in this green area, whether it requires such a
large area of green area, and whether it requires cutting down a large number of trees to
build it. In the briefing held by the University of Hong Kong on May 13, 2024 {hereinafter
referred to as the briefing), the person in charge of the University of Hong Kong repeatedly
said that the natural wild trees now will not be as good as the new trees they will plant in
the future GIC. This argument and logic really denigrates the ecology of nature's wild trees,
which are used to weed out the weak and retain the strong under the principle of survival
of the fittest. If it is definitely better to cut down the trees in nature and replant them,
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should we cut down all the trees in nature and replace them with those artificially
planted trees instead?

2.3 Does the innovation center have to be so close to residential areas? The
proposed plan does not reserve enough buffer areas with the same height as the existing
green space, which can be said to be extremely disturbing to residents. The person in
charge of the University of Hong Kong kept saying that their design is so green and so
integrated with nature, but the fact is that they were just lying in order to package an
extremely poor design (which is environmentally-unfriendly; high-cost and unnecessary).

24 The HKU GIC proposal has included a large number of buildings not directly
related to teaching, such as residences, restaurants and large areas of open space. In order
to respect the rights of nearby residents to protect their current quality of life, the GIC of
the University of Hong Kong should adopt the principle of building the "Minimal — only
those absolutely necessary", that is, delete any construction that have no direct teaching
purposes, while utilizing a "Maximum approach to benefit nearby residents" .
"Maximum" refers to a plan that ensures a broad buffer space (area and height), facilitates
the passage of residents, and ensures unimpeded traffic.

2.5 The large buildings already erected by the University of Hong Kong in this area
often make the pedestrian roads extremely narrow, which has significantly increased risks
to road safety. It has also made nearby residents very annoying, affecting people's
livelihood and their happiness. For example, the public space of the newly built buildings
on Sassoon Road, especially the pedestrian roads, are very narrow, and the design of
traffic safety (including pedestrian and vehicular roads) is poor, which brings many
potential d'angers and must be corrected as soon as possible. And these hassles and risks
should not be repeated in building new constructions in the future.

2.6 At present, there are record high government deficits and vacancy of private
offices in Hong Kong, it is really unwise for the Board to approve the construction of a large
infrastructure like GIC while destroying a green belt. HKU should consider using other
innovative, low-cost, economy-benefiting methods and areas to develop the GIC.

Sincere gratitude to Board members for your time and attention on the matters. Wish you all a
happy new year with good health and fortune.

Shum
The present email and the following personal information are provided for the submission of the

present feedback to the Town Planning Board only. Please keep them confidential and not for
public sharing.

Shum Hau Yan
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From: . |

Sent: 2025-01-02 2HAMY 17:23:29

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

Subject: : Further Representation on Pokfulam OZP No.5/H10/22
Attachment: ' OZP No.SH1022.pdf

Please find attached for your reference.

Regards,
So Wing Shing



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’,

(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 lo 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 veduced,

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.

/2



(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 aaﬁacént green belt acceptable. Residents in
Polfulam 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 Wi Swin

Name:

(circle one) HKID / Passport: _

Email / telephone : (optional)

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

Subject: Pokfulam OZP_ 2 documenits

Attachment: Pokfulam OZP Lai.pdf; Pokfulam OZP Yang.pdf

] Try this powerful scanner app
Sien up as a new user to get 1 GB of cloud. {Download now)

Sent from my iPhone




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

Date:

(1)

2)

1 opposc the proposed ‘U’ zoning and the originally proposed zoning of 'OU,
preferring that the land of ‘I'TEM 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.

Q)

&)

(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. 1f 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.

| Scanmdwitn .
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(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: LQI; CJ’](.GQ, (Jhu/fl,ﬂ \{G-n

)
(circle one)@ Passport:

Email / telephone : (optional)

Submission Number:
_TPB/ R/S/H10/22-F-51494

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:

(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) 1disagree 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.

Duriﬁg 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.
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(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 Cybérport. The proposed
gigantic GIC development in Pokfulam will likely be the last straw that breaks

the camel’s back.

e YANG CHIS AN [ommansrsion)

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:

OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group ORestricted Prevent Copy TPB/R/S/H10/22-F-51496
From:

Sent: 2025-01-03 2H{FH 13:03:55

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

Ce:

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22- Further
' Representation :

Dear Sir or Madam,

| refer to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No.
S/H10/22 gazetted on 13 December 2024,

We are authorised by the Further Representer, The Ebenezer School and Home for the
Visually Impaired Limited (Ebenezer), to submit a Further Representation in respect to the
Proposed Amendments to the Draft Plan under Section 6D(1) of the Town Planning Ordinance.
Please find the authorisation letter, filled out form and the Further Representation Statement
which sets out the nature of and reasons for the Further Representation and the amendment
proposed to the revised Draft Plan available at the link below for your consideration. (Hard
copy of the submission will be also delivered .)

hitps.//drive.google.com/drive/folders/11LhBbeNwh8fY-A0QB1Nt-rELgJPYkzKc?usp=sharing

The Town Planning Board is kindly invited to support this Further Representation and the
amendments proposed within.

Yours faithfully,

Cynthia Chan

Masterplan Limited




MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors
e B 3= L Rl
7E B #H & EE S H PR o =] 3 January 2025
By Email
The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15 Floor, North Point Government
Offices, 333 Java Road

North Point, Hong Kong

Dear Sir/f Madam,

Further Representation in Relation to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

We refer to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 (Draft Plan) gazetted on 13 December 2024.

We are authorized by the Further Representer, The Ebenezer School and Home for
the Visually Impaired Limited (Ebenezer), to submit a further representation in
respect to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Plan under Section 6D(1) of the
Town Planning Ordinance. The proposed amendment to which the further
representation relates, the nature of and reasons for the further representation, and
the further amendments to the Draft Plan, are included in the statement attached to
this letter.

The Town Planning Board is kindly invited to support this further representation and
the amendments proposed within.

Yours faithfully,

K

et > =
|.T. Brownlee
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

Encl.
cc. Client (By Email)

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong
Tel: (852) 2418 2880 Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@ nmsivrplmw.t'nm‘hk
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Nurturing PRIDE

Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

for a Better World

Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the

We, The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited, the Further
Representer, hereby authorises Masterplan Limited to act on our behalf, in

submitting the further representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 and to handle all planning
matters related to this further representation.

Chief Executive Officer

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited

SERVICES 5 Hi:

Ebenezer School

LB

A Eae
i THE COMMUNITY CHEST
7 B B A G

Ebenezer New Hope

School (B EEH  Programme for Visually

Early Intervention

Impaired Children
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Ebenezer Child
Care Centre

I

Ebenezer Care &
Attention Home

JOTEE 1 PR

Christian Ministry

BEEL

Incorporated as the Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PLAN
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" THE TOWN PLANNING ORDINANCE (CAP. 131)
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Reference No.
For Official Use Only 1B FERTT

SIS LA Date Received
UCEIHHA

The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board (the Board) before 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 Paint Government
Offices, 333 Java Road, North Polnt, Hong Kong.

E—HRitS g e A RRE SN REATRNERE (T TEAY ) B MR RS filtay s
() OFERE B AETEN 333 MbAEUTES R 15 MR THIRRIZE SRRy -

Please read the “Town Planning Board Guldelines on Submission and Processing of Representations and Further Representations” before you
fill in this form. The Guidelines can be obtalned from the Secretariat of the Board {15/F., North Polnt 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 tava Road, North Point, Hong Kong and 14/F., Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tin, New Territaries), or downloaded from the Board's website at http://www.tpb.gov.hk/.

MR A SR TR R S R e it Bk~ it ) (TR BT R @R HE( - EiHEs (e
BOEWEHREECAEREE 333 WIhABRTAY 15 M - 1 2231 4800 5% 2231 4835 FARISRATHIMIRAC ZE A (BAs: 2231
50000 AL AHEEN 333 SHLABITSE 17 MBSO M LR$E 1 SHOMBIFEE 14 W) BH > IR B e TR TR
(48 4E: http:/fwww.tnb.gov.hk/)

This form can be downloaded from the 8oard's website, and obtained fram the Secretariat of the Board and the PECs of the Planning
Department. The form shoutd be typed or completed in block letters, preferably In both English and Chinese. The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

IR TS B GAVEE THE IR R B TSR RARBIS AR A R I - R — i A DM TEN S FR L E
PR TTE  IMINRH A PO - SRR RAATE R - AR R G THEA R — R T MR -

{n accordance with the Town Planning Ordinance {the Ordinance), the Board will make avallable all further representations received for public
Inspection as saon as reasonably practicable at the Board's webslte and the PECs.  The further representations will be availabte for public
Inspection until the Chlef Executive in Council has made a decision on the plan In question under sectlon 9 of the Ordinance.

RS CRUTEREINGER) (T8 THEL) - SRESESEVTRTTOERT  SESAARERSE—2 1R FRERREERRE
BRI SRR AR A AR TR « EETRETHETE S RIS IRPISE o MEGERERNFHAESE

1.

Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)

REERE—FHBOAL (TH TE—FHEAL)

Full Name #5:8 / B8 (Wr/vs/Company/Greenizatien* S8z /2 /0T ARE*)

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited

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

(EE: SMARE - FUH ETHAFESHH EHEAKNSE)

2. Authorized Agent {if applicable) YEiFH AT A (IHWH)

Full Name #:8 / 28 (Mrs./Company/Grganization® S04 /20 0/ A F]/HEREY )

Masterplan Limited

{MNote: for submisslon by person, full name shown on Hong Kong Identity card/Passport must be provided)

(% BEEARE  HEHELTAEELSGE BHARNSSE)

* Delete as appropriate FHMEF R
Please fill in “NA" for not applicable fterm SSYERMAIRTEHEIES © T8 |
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|3, Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)

E—-rElSFHOERE- A5 AR

proposed amendments is make}

4Rut)

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

Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No.

Bt — AR (AR s T e ATy, | S/H10/22

Nature of and reasons for the further representation ¥E—35 TRy R

Are you supporting or
Subject matters HRHEIFE - oppesing the subject matter? Reason IEpRA

Rz R S A R
L. Proposed Amendment to Matters Please see the accompanying
shown on the Plan: ;
Ttem A - Rezoning of a site between Further Representation statement.
Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road 1
from “Other Specified Uses” D) support 3255
annotated “Global Innavation Centre” oppose §Z¥Y
{("OU(Glabal Innavation Centre)") to
“Undetermined” {"U").
IL. Proposed Amendments to the Please see the accompanying
Notes of the Plan: . Further Representation statement.
(a) Rewmpn to the covering O support 45
Notes to incorporate oppose E4
development restrictions for "U" PP
ZOne.
g- PrOP?Sid %;nendmeﬂts to the Please see the accompanying

otes of the Plan: '
(5) Revision to the Schedule of Uses Further_Representann statement.
and the Remarks of the Notes for the
“Other Specified Uses" zone to delete support 32
all the provisions related to the (0  oppose BZ#
“0U(Global Innovation Centre)" zone.
[0 support 3Zff
(0 oppose F¥t

If the further representation contains maore than 20 pages, or any page larger than A4 size, 4 hard coples and 1 soft copy are required to be
provided for the submission.  Provisian of emall address is also required,

iR 20 HEEEE—HANER A4 BRI A— R T — ki - SRR ILAEHLAL - (Chinese translation
to be updated}

Please specify the amendment Item number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.

SRS AT E IR IBE T A At -

Please zlso note that section 60[3){3B) of the Ordinance pravides that any further representation received under section 6D{1) may be
treated as not having been made If, In the opinlon of the Board that, the reason for the further representation is a reason concerning
compensatlon or assistance, relating to, or arising from resumptionfacquisition/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 pollcy an compensation.  Should you have any views on compensation ar assistance matters, you may separately raise your
views to the Director of Lands or the relevant autharity. 3HEEE  MEHIE 6D(3)(3B)EETH » {02 B Eril AIRIEE eD() PR EIaYE (it
— B SRy PR R PR, S BN R E L A ST T S RN R B SRR T - RS — S e AT
PR « _E SR (AR A MR, REATIOHHEB R « WEHHEH SRR ERER » TS TREE
BRI E B -

Please fill "NA” for not applicable item SH7E-FREFIRTHEEE T FH#HE |
[ at the appropriate box FHEMEIN AL B %



Further Representation
To

The Proposed Amendment to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 made by the Town Planning Board

Submitted by

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited

Further Representation Statement
Prepared by

Masterplan Limited

January 2025



Further Representation in Respect to the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan, No. S/H10/22

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired
131 Pok Fu L.am Road, Hong Kong RBL 136RP

We are acting on behalf of The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired
Limited (Ebenezer), the Further Representer, who owns and currently occupies the

buildings at 131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong. A letter of authorisation and completed
Further Representation Form No.S6D are attached.

The Proposed Amendments to which the Further Representation Relates

| refer to the Proposed Amendments | and 11 to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plén
(OZP) No. S/H10/22, as published by the Town Planning Board (TPB) on 13 December
2024 and as set out below. '

1. Proposed Amendment fo Matters shown on the Plan

ftem A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Global Innovation Centre)’) to “Undetermined” (*U"). ‘

i1 Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

a) Revision to the covering Notes to incorporate development restrictions for “U”
zone. . .

b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the Remarks of the Notes for the "Other
Specified Uses” zone to delete all the provisions related to the "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)" zone ‘

. In addition, the TPB also published amendments to the Explanatory Staiement (ES) of the

Draft OZP No. S/H10/22, More specifically, paragraph 7.8 relating to the *"OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone has been deleted, and a new section under paragraph 7.9
relating to the proposed “U” zone has been added. These proposed amendments to the
ES are also relevant and are therefore referred to in this further representation.

A Location Plan indicating the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer site)
and the site of Proposed Amendment |1, litem A is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Location Plan showing the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer Site) and the
Site of Proposed Amendment Item A (Amendment Site) (Base image source: Planning Department Plan No.
R/S/H10/22 — A1)

The Nature of the Further Representation

Ebenezer strongly opposes to Proposed Amendment |, Item A which seeks to rezone the
Amendment Site from existing “Green Belt” (‘GB”) zone, and from the previously proposed
“‘Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (*OU(Global Innovation
Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U”) zone. It is Ebenezer's view that the Amendment Site
should remain as “Green Belt” zone.

Accordingly, Ebenezer opposes the proposed revision to the covering Notes to incorporate
development restrictions for “U” which is indicated as Proposed Amendment li(a).
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The nature of this further representation is summarised in the Table 1 below, which sets
out Ebenezer’s stance on each of the Proposed Amendments.

Subject Matter

Ebenezer’s View

I.

Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on
the Plan

Item A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu
Lam Road and Victoria Road from "Other
Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation
Centre” (“OU(Global Innovation Cenire)”) to
“Undetermined” (“U").

Ebenezer strongly opposes the
Proposed Amendment Item A to rezone
the Amendment Site from the existing
“Green Belt’ ("GB") zone to “U” zone.

1.

Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the
Plan

(a) Revision to the covering Notes to
incorporate development restrictions for
“U” zone.

Ebenezer strongly opposes to this
Proposed Amendment relating to the
rezoning of the Amendment Site from
the existing “Green Belt” (“GB”) zone to
‘U” zone.

(b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the
Remarks of the Notes for the “Other
Specified Uses” zone to delete all the
provisions related to the "OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone

Ebenezer supports the deletion of all
provisions related to the “OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone.

Table 1 The Nature of the Further Representation: Ebenezer's Stance

Reasons for the Further Representation

In this section of the further representation, the reasons for Ebenezer's views on the
proposed amendments will be set out. It should be noted that the concerns raised and the
information included in the previous round of representations submitted in May 2024 by
Ebenezer and the various service units of Ebenezer are still relevant and should bhe
referred to. However, to avoid repetition, only the points most relevant to the subject
Proposed Amendments will be discussed in this further representation.

Misinformation Presented to the TPB Members During the Deliberation Session

The TPB decided to propose amendments following 3-day hearing sessions and a
deliberation session for the consideration of representations on the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP
No. S/H10/22, which took place on the 1%, 4™, 5" and 29" of November 2024, respectively.

With reference to the Minutes of the deliberation session held on 29th November 2024,
under paragraph 34(b), the Chairperson informed TPB Members that:

! Minutes of 1327th Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 29th of November 2024

4




11.

“regarding the relocation of the Ebenezer, there was a plan to relocate the existing facilities
to Tung Chung. The general building plans of the new facility were approved by the
Building Authority. Discussion with the Lands Department for the land exchange was
underway; “

and in paragraph 30, the Vice-chairperson said:

“Regarding the impacts of the Centre on the Ebenezer, it might be desirable for the
Ebenezer to relocate to another location. Upon relocation, land currently occupied by
Ebenezer could be released to HKU for the Centre’s future expansion.”

The above information is not correct and has misled the Members' consideration. To
clarify, the existing services? at Ebenezer's Pok Fu Lam sites will be relocated to Tung
Chung in the future. However, the site currently accommodating the Ebenezer New Hope
School (ENHS site) will remain under Ebenezer's ownership and will continue to serve
visually impaired people. It is intended that the future use of the ENHS site will include
training services, daycare centre and youth support for the visually impaired. As such, it
is expected that visually impaired people will continue to use the ENHS site, which is
adjacent to the subject Amendment Site. It should also be noted that the ENHS site was
granted to Ebenezer by Private Treaty with a condition that prohibits assignment. The
ENHS site therefore cannot be assigned to HKU by Ebenezer. (Figure 2)
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Figure 2 Following the relocation of existing services, the site of Ebenezer New Hope School (ENHS site) will
continue to be occupied by Ebenezer and will provide additional services to the visually impaired community.

2 Existing services that will be relocated include Ebenezer School and its Boarding Section, Ebenezer Child
Care Centre, Ebenezer Care & Attention Home for the Elderly, Early Intervention Programme, Ebenezer
Central Administrative facilities, Ebenezer New Hope School and its Boarding Section.

5
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13.

14,

15.

16.

Furthermore, with regards to the relocation of the existing Ebenezer services to Tung
Chung, it should be noted that there are ongoing complications and unresolved issues in
the land exchange process with Lands Depariment. Based on the current pace of
progress, the timeline for the relocation is uncertain and the redevelopment program of
this Site is unforeseeable in the next 10 years or even further. In other words, Ebenezer
and its current services for the visually impaired will remain at the Pok Fu Lam site until
the relocation take place.

It is noted from paragraph 16 of the Minutes of the hearing held on the 5 November 2024
that Representor No 3320 provided information to the TPB that there would be extensive
site formation works involving large guantities of rock. It is recorded that these activities
would take at least 12.6 years to complete. In particular paragraph 16(h) states that the
noise and vibration generated from the rock breakers used for excavation would have
significant adverse impact on these noise sensitive receivers, in parhcuiar the visually
impaired students of Ebenezer School for a prolonged period.”

In summary:

» The services for the visually impaired will continue to be provided at the Ebenezer
site. Based on the current pace of progress, the timeline for the relocation is
uncertain and the redevelopment program of this Site is unforeseeable in the next
10 years, or even further,

» The ENHS site will remain and continue to provide additional services for the
visually impaired after the relocation of existing services.

+« The current sites used by Ebenezer will be occupied and subject to significant
adverse noise and vibration impact for the whele of the period of site formation for
the HKU GIC.

As such, Ebenezer and the visually impaired people will no doubt be adversely impacted
by the construction and operation of the University of Hong Kong's Global Innovation
Centre (HKU GIC) development. As presented at the hearing on 1% November 2024 and
discussed in the previously submitted representations by Ebenezer and its service units
(R251 - R257), the development of the HKU GIC, both during its construction period and
after its completion, would cause detrimental impacts and unnecessary hardships, posing
risks to the mental and physical health of the visually impaired people including children
and elderly®. Therefore, Ebenezer retains its stance that the HKU GIC should be
developed at an aliernative, more suitable site, and to revert the subject Amendment Site
to “Green Belf” zone.

“Undetermined” Zone is Inappropriate and Unnecessary

The view that the proposed HKU GIC development was not appropriate for the site was
expressed by most Representers, as well as by the majority of the TPB Members. This is
evident in paragraphs 8, 9 and 33 of the Minutes of the deliberation session, as quoted
below:

3 Details of Ebenezer's concerns and the impacts that the HKU GIC would cause can be found in the
Minutes of 1327 Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 1% of November 2024 and the written
Representation submissions R251 to R257.
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18.

“8. The representers’ objections/concerns were mainly related to_site selection and hence
land use compatibility, development intensity, _impacts on traffic, visual, landscape,
ecological, environmental, geotechnical, public health and safety aspects, as well as the
lack of proper consuffation. :

“9. Majority of Members shared similar views regarding site selection for the Centre, and
their views and suggestions were as foflows: ...

(c) HKU should consider alternative locations in Pok Fu Lam and other areas such as NM
[Northern Metropolis]. If HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu
Lam, it should provide more justifications for why other focations were not ideal for the
development of the Centre. Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding
the idea of establishing a self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with
the surrounding developments” ; ’

and
“33. The Chairperson summarised the major views of Members as folfows: ...

(b) as part of the review, HKU should consider alfernative sites in Pok Fu Lam and other
areas. If HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, HKU
should consider whether the ltem A Site or other sites, including but not limited to the
adjoining “R(C)6” site, was more suitable for achieving HKU's objective;”

“8. ... Members also noted that HKU had committed in its 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 opinions as much as practicable. HKU
would also explore the possibility of identifying alternative sites for the development of the
Centre.”

Given the strong views of the representers and TPB Members on the suitability of the site,
and the multitude of reasons why it was unsuitable recorded in paragraph 8 of the minutes,
it is highly unlikely that the HKU GIC development would be redesigned to be acceptable
at this Amendment Site. It is therefore premature to rezone the site to “Undetermined”. In
particular, the way that paragraphs 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 are written to explain the “U” zone is
considered inappropriate, as it ironically implies and determines the use of the site to be
for the Global Innovation Centre. This is inappropriate given that the.final site location for
the Global Innovation Centre is still subject to HKU'’s review, exploration and assessment
of alternative sites. The Amendment Site should therefore maintain its existing “GB" zone
and R(C)6 zone.

Revert to the Original Zoning

The amendment to the covering Notes to inciude the “U" zone provides minimal
development control and does not include any specific development restrictions. This
poses risks of inappropriate development at the site. Alternatively, by reverting the site to
the original “GB" zone and “R{C)6 zone”, there would be clearer, more substantial and
statutory protection for the site from inappropriate development. The reversion of the site
to the original zoning in this way, would better reflect the decision of the TPB Members'
concerns to reject the proposal as it was unacceptable on so many grounds.
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20.

21.
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Furthermore, reverting the Amendment Site to “Green Belt” zone and “R(C)6" would be
appropriate. If, after HKU’s review and assessment, this site is still deemed the most
suitable for the HKU GIC development, the revised proposal would be required to undergo

“statutory town planning procedures for proposed amendments to the OZP. This

requirement applies equally to the “GB” zone and “R(C)8" zone. Additionally, by reverting
to the original “GB” zone and “R(C)6” zone, would serve a similar intended effect to the
“U” zone by providing time for HKU to review its proposal. Therefore, rezoning the site to
“lU” zone is considered unnecessary, and it is Ebenezer's view that the site should revert
to its original “GB" zone and "R{C)6" zone.

Identified Alternative Site in the San Tin Technopole OZP

As part of Ebenezers submission at the Representation Hearing (R251), a specific
alternative site in the San Tin Technopole OZP Area 30 was identified and presented to
the TPB for consideration. This is recorded in the Minutes of the hearing on the 1
November 2024 paragraphs 64{e) to {f). HKU should be directed by the TPB to specifically
examine this site in a positive way as a realistic alternative to the “U" site.

Should the Town Planning Board reject the proposal to revert the Amendment Site to "GB”
zone and R(C)6 zone, then the following comments and concerns relating to the *U" zone
are relevant and TPB's further consideration is required.

Proposed “U” zone not properly considered during the Hearing and Deliberation
Sessions

Copying is not Valid

There have been numerous cases where the TPB has been challenged in court for
copying text provided by Planning Department and using the wording as the TPB’s
decision. It has been clearly decided by the courts that copying of text from other sources
such as the TPB Paper is inadequate. The TPB must clearly show that it “has applied its
own mind” in reaching a decision. It is also required to show that it has taken account of
any relevant submissions that may have directly addressed the way in which the wording
of decisions Is determined. This is relevant in the current case where the wording of the
ES for the “U” zone was drafted before the hearing by Planning Department and adopted
verbatim in the gazetted amendments. In this respect the actions of the TPB in deciding
to amend the zoning to include the "U" zone are completely inadequate.

Irrational Decision Making

The decision of the TPB was sent by email to the Representors on the 13 December 2024.
It Is a general statement not specifically related to the points raised by the Representor in
the written statement nor in the verbal statements made during the hearing. As such the
decision does not really provide adequate reasons as to why the submissions made were
not accepted. it also erroneously states that the representations by Ebenezer (R251) had
been “partially met by rezoning the HKU GIC site to “U™. None of the proposais from
Ebenezer had been accepted, not even partially. The inadequate reasons for the decision
relevant to Ebenezer can be seen in the email from the TPB which is quoted in Appendix
1.
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The decision is an exact repetition of the Planning Departiments “view” as contained in
paragraph 9 of the TPB Paper. That view also related to the proposal for changing the
zone to "U" which was still a new proposal yet to be considered by the TPB members.
The TPB Paper was written: before the hearing of the representations and therefore in
terms of it being an accurate basis for decision making is completely wrong. It also does
not reflect the genuine concerns of the TPB Members that arose during the open and
closed parts of the hearing. Because the decision has been copied from the TPB paper,
it also does not refiect the deliberations of the TPB as recorded in the minutes of the fourth
meeting in paragraphs 8 to 33. To state in reason (a) that the proposed use of the HKU
GIC site is compatible with cther uses in the neighbourhood is factually incorrect.

Undetermined Zone is Vague and Irrational

One of the purposes of zoning on statutory plans is to provide a degree of certainty as to
what will happen in the neighbourhood. The wording of the ES amendments to describe
the purpose of the “U” zone does not provide any certainty or any justification as to why it
is considered to be “U”". The ES virtually restates the planning intention of the HKU “GIC”
zone that it is supposedly replacing. Appendix 2 is the gazetted amendment to the ES.
This has been directly copied from Annex X of the TPB Paper without any amendment,
and this clearly shows that the decision is not a considered decision of the TPB. The
public should have a reasonable expectation that a high degree of certainty is provided in
the statutory plan and in the decision-making process of the TPB.

Appendix 3 is an alternative ES which has been purposely writien for this Further
Representation based on the Minutes of the hearing. It clearly states that the TPB did not
accept the proposal from HKU and lists the wide range of concerns and inadequacies that
members had identified. It also specifies the concerns that members had about finding a
suitable site elsewhere or in Pok Fu Lam. It indicates the types of justifications that
members consider were necessary to be provided by HKU should HKU decide to proceed
with the proposal. The TPB's proposed amendments to the ES as included in Appendix
2 should be replaced by the alternative ES paragraphs included in Appendix 3.

Alternative Sites for HKU GIC Development

As demonstrated in paragraphs 15 and 16 of this further representation, there has bheen
extensive discussions around site selection and alternative sites for the HKU GIC
development during the hearing and deliberation sessions. However, this concern has not
been reflected in the covering Notes nor the ES relating to the “U" zone. It is now included
in the revised wording proposed in Appendix 3

Other Technical Issues Raised by Representers and TPB Members

In addition to the discussions surrounding alternative sites, a series of technical issues
relating to the HKU GIC development were also raised and discussed in detail during the
3-day hearing sessions and the Members' deliberation session. Concrete suggestions and
actions that HKU could take to address these issues were also proposed by Members and
Representers. Some of these have been included in the alternative wording in Appendix
3.

Specific Concerns for Ebenezer
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As indicated in the Minutes of the deliberation session, HKU GIC's impact on Ebenezer is
one of the Members’ key concerns. For instance, with regards to the design and visual
impact of the HKU GIC development, some Members specifically expressed the view that
“the revised scheme should minimise the adverse impacts on the Ebenezer” The
Ebenezers proposals for a 35m set-back and a maximum building height of 130mPD are
now included in the revised ES in Appendix 3.

In a similar vein, on noise impact, with reference to paragraph 9(d) of the Minutes of the
deliberation session, the majority of the Members opined that “HKU should fully address
the noise impact of the Centre, in particular during the construction stage, on students with
visual impairment at Ebenezer School”.

Subsequently in paragraph 17, some Members expressed that ‘the Noise Impact
Assessment prepared by HKU's consultants might have underestimated the potential
noise impacts on the Ebenezer, in particular, during the construction phase. Since
students with visual impairment at Ebenezer School were more sensitive to noise
disturbance, consideration should be given to adopting a different set of assessment
standards for this specific case. Besides, HKU should engage more proactively with the
Ebenezer at the early design stage to better understand their needs and address their
concerns.” These are specific concerns and concrete actions that HKU could take during
their review of the development proposal, and should be reflected in the ES accordingly.

Public Engagement
The consultation approach that HKU has adopted so far was considered “ineffective” by a

Member of the TPB. Many representers including Ebenezer, have also expressed similar
dissatisfaction with HKU’s lack of communication and community engagement for the HKU

" GIC development. With reference to paragraph 26 of the Minutes of the deliberation

session, Members generally considered that:

“there was room for improvement in HKU's public consuftation and community
engagement efforts...

The consuftation exercise should commence at an early stage and adopt a two-way and
bottom-up approach to address various concerns raised by stakeholders, including local
residents, the Ebenezer and green groups...

HKU should also engage in continuous discussions with the Ebenezer regarding the
design constraints and approaches to minimise noise impacts on its students with visual
tmparrment

The TPB's concern for Ebenezer is appreciated, and it is agreed that HKU should engage
in continuous discussions with Ebenezer to minimise impacts on the visually impaired
people should the development proceed at this site. Similarly, this should be reflected in
the ES relating to the “U” zone as amended in Appendix 3. However, given the degree of
difference between what HKU want to do and how the Ebenezer must operate, it is
considered difficult that an acceptable compromise can be achieved

Proposed Amendments to the Plan

10
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Taking into consideration all the abovementioned reasons for this further representation,
should TPB consider “U" zone to be an appropriate zoning, then it is proposed that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reverted to “GB” zone. The remaining portion of the
Amendment Site can be retained as the proposed “U” zone. (Figure 3)

I\’:n‘\..,\;‘- RS s i :
“ Legend :

[] Ebenezer Site
E=] Proposed “U" zone

|:l Proposed reversion to
“GB” zone
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...... B oA e L Ty W SRR 4t W , S e
Figure 3 Proposed amendment to plan — to revert a small portion of the Amendment Site to “GB" zone and
retain the remaining portion as "U” zone

The portion to be reverted to its original "GB” zone would be the area directly adjoining
and in front of the Ebenezer site and the ENHS site, as development in this area would
adversely impact Ebenezer the most, given its proximity. As such, this would be a
compromise solution that could address the TPB Members’ concerns relating to the impact
of the HKU GIC on Ebenezer and protect the visually impaired community, while retaining
an adequately sized site for HKU, should it deem this location as the most suitable for the
HKU GIC development.

Conclusion

This further representation has -expressed Ebenezer's views on the proposed
amendments to the Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. Ebenezer strongly opposes the proposed

11



“Undetermined” zone for the Amendment Site, and it is proposed that the site should be
reverted fo its original “"Green Belt’ zone and R(C)6 zone. However, should TPB proceed
to rezone the site to “U" zone, it is proposed and strongly recommended, that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reveried to the original "GB" zone, as shown in Figure
3. This would protect the visually impaired people of Ebenezer, and ensure that the future
development at this site is appropriate to its context and respects the neighbourhood in
this part of Pok Fu Lam. [f any portion of the “U” zone is to be retained, then the revised
ES in Appendix 3 should be adopted.

January 2025
Masterplan Limited
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Appendix 1 TPB Decision sent by email on the 13 December 2024

(Portion relating to Amendment ltem A)

The TPB decided io partially meet R55 (part), R206 (part), R257 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 ifem A Site from "OU(Global Innovation
Centre)” to "U". The proposed amendments to the draft OZP, Explanatory Statement and
Notes as set out in Annexes Vill, 1X and X of TPB Paper No. 10987 respectively would be
exhibited for public inspection under section 6C(2) of the Town Planning Ordinance (the
Ordinance).

The TPB decided not to uphold R3190, R3373, R3524, R3616 to R3633, R3660 and
R3661, and considered that the draft OZP should not be amended to meet the
representations for the following reasons:

Amendment ltem A

(a)

(b)

(c)

ftem A is to take forward the initiative of the 2021 Policy Address to develop the proposed
Global Innovation Centre (the Centre) for deep technology research in Pok Fu Lam to
consolidate Hong Kong's leading position in basic research. Innovation, Technology and
industry Bureau (ITIB) affirms that the Centre aligns with the poficy goals to enhance Hong
Kong's status as an international innovation and technology (1&T) hub while consolidating
its strength in upstream basic research. ITIB also takes the view that the Centre is a
distinct initiative pursued by the University of Hong Kong (HKU) concerning mainly basic
research in the upstream and refated teaching/academic facilities near its existing
campus, while government-initiated initiatives such as San Tin Technopole in the Northern
Metropolis have different foci and functions in the 1&T ecosystem and that the latter is not
meant to supersede or substitute the former;

in planning terms, the proposed use at the ltem A site is not incompatible with the
surrounding educational, institutional, hospital and residential uses;

taking into account the HKU's recent announcement that it would take some time to
strategically review and amend the development plan of the Centre, including reducing
the density of the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the
setback area from neighbouring buildings, designating more green spaces, elc. to address
stakeholders’ opinions as much as practicable, and its indication that the project team will
endeavour to step up engagement with the community through various channels so as to
improve the development proposal and provide timely project updates in the upcoming
process, the ltem A Site is proposed to be rezoned to “Undetermined” as an interim land
use zoning to allow the HKU to review its plan; and

13



Appendix 2 “Undetermined Zone” Proposed Explanatory Statement

7.9

7.9.1

"Undetermined” ("U)"): Total Area 4.72 ha

To consolidate Hong Kong's leading position in basic research, the 2021 Policy Address
announced that the Government has accepted in principle the proposal from the University
of Hong Kong (HKU) to reserve a site in Pok Fu Lam for HKU to construct facilities for
deep technology research. Pursuance to this policy initiative, an area largely zoned
“Green Belt” and "Residential (Group C)6” between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria
Road was rezoned to “OU" annotated “Global Innovation Centre”, subject to a maximum
gross floor area of 222,720m?2 (including not more than 10,620m2 domestic gross floor
area) and a maximum building height of 158mPD. The planning intention is primarily fo
provide land for development of the proposed Global Innovation Centre by HKU for deep
technology research. It would provide development space for accommaodating a variety
of deep technology basic research and supporting facilities, including research, acadernic,
exhibition and conferences, scholar residence/staff quarters, supporting catering,
recreational and other facilities. The draft Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 incorporating
the amendments was exhibited for public inspection under section 5 of the Ordinance on
22 March 2024.

7.9.2 Subsequently, in view of HKU's decision to lake some time to strategically amend the

development plan of the Centre, e.g. reducing the densily of the proposed development
and bulk of the building(s), increasing the setback area from neighbouring buildings,
designating more -green spaces, elc., to address stakeholders’ opinions as much as
practicable, and to step up engagement with the community through various channels so
as to improve the development proposal, the land has been rezoned from “OU" annotated
“Global Innovation Centre" to “U". The “U” zone is intended to allow HKU fto review its
original plan and adjust it in response to stakeholders’ views.  The long-term use and
development parameters of the site would be determined after HKU's submission of a
revised proposal, which would go through public consultation and the Government's
examination, and would be subject to another round of statutory town planning procedures
for proposed amendments to the OZP. As the development parameters are subject to
changes pending HKU'’s review, and interim zoning arrangement as a stop gap measure
to alfow flexibility to take on board the outcome of the review is necessary.

14



Appendix 3 : Proposed Alternative Wording of the Explanatory Statement

7.9

7.9.1

7.9.2

7.8.3

Undetermined “U"

In early 2024 the University of Hong Kong (HKU) submitted to government a proposal fo
develop a portion of government land between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road for a
deep technology research centre. After consideration of the HKU proposal and
government departmental comments, on the 22 March 2024 the TPB amended the draft

- Pak Fu Lam OZP Ne. S/H10/22 incorporating the proposals for public inspection under

section 5 of the Ordinance. 3,677 valid representations were received and 3 days of
hearing were held in early November 2024.

After consideration of the representations the TPB decided not to accept the proposal by
HKU, but to amend the zoning to "U". If was concluded that there was inadequate
consideration of alternative sites, that consideration of land use compatibility, development
intensity, impacts on traffic, visual, landscape, ecological, environmental, geotechnical,
public health and safety aspects, as well as the public consultation was inadequate. HKU
should consider alternative locations in other areas such as the Northern Metropolis. If
HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, it should provide
more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the development of the Centre.

.Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding the idea of establishing a

self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with the surrounding
developments. In undertaking the further study no development shall be proposed within
35m of the Ebenezer schocl houndaries ih the R(C)zone or GIC zone, and no building
built in front of Ebenezer shall have a height greater than 130mPD

No application under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance for a similar proposal
would be processed by the TPB under the "U" zening. If, on conclusion of the review by
HKU the “U” site was considered to be the most suitable site, then the proposal would
need to be resubmiited fo the TPB with supporting technical information. Should the
proposal be accepted by the TPB the "U”" zone would need to be amendment to a suitable
alternative zone to allow the development to proceed.
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MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

TE B E B G FER DT 3 January 2025
By Email

The Secretary

Town Planning Board

15 Floor, North Point Government
Offices, 333 Java Road

North Point, Hong Kong

Dear Sir/f Madam,

Further Representation in Relation to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

We refer to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 (Draft Plan) gazetted on 13 December 2024.

We are authorized by the Further Representer, The Ebenezer School and Home for
the Visually Impaired Limited (Ebenezer), to submit a further representation in
respect to the Proposed Amendments to the Draft Plan under Section 6D(1) of the
Town Planning Ordinance. The proposed amendment to which the further
representation relates, the nature of and reasons for the further representation, and
the further amendments to the Draft Plan, are included in the statement attached to
this letter.

The Town Planning Board is kindly invited to support this further representation and
the amendments proposed within.

Yours faithfully,

e

[.T. Brownlee
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

Encl.
cc. Client (By Email)

Room 3516B, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong,.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk



Form No. S6D  F2f#45 S6D 5

Reference No.

For Official Use Only e b

SRS ILCA Date Received
U B HH

The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board (the Board) before 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.

se— s E VRS BB TR E AT R TR R G (TR T ERG ) R - JIREIFE RETRa i — ey
) OVEREAEE AL AR T 333 SHLABITETE 15 TR B Ry

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 obtained 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 Territories), or downloaded from the Board’s website at http://www.tpb.gov.hk/.

SRR 2 B » ST T AR TR R B HRAS B R By e — o R ) AOMETTAR T R ERBIES | - Bk TR
EEREEE I 333 StABITEE 15 M - TEE: 2231 4800 B¢ 2231 4835 BB AR MR AR (SRR 2231
5000)( b fAEn 333 SWILARIFAE 17 MBIV E ERE 1 SEOMBIFAE 14 48) R IR R EaE Tk
(484t : http://www.tpb.gov.hk/) ©

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 Chinese.  The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

A AT B S E T » AR B i B S AR Rl I R A - Pt B A A AR TEN T BB IE
PRI+ DUEDAYFORIE rhIE SO o M RAEIRBLATR DR, AU MO AT M — e R Y R -

In accordance 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.

IR CRRTRBIGEE) (T 15, ) ZRGETESEME IR ETONRT T SUuHAKEIst—S il EE R A anvEE R
R R A B EETRRE @ ETEE RIS R o (REtAEERFRAERL -

1.

Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)

REERE—SRHMOAL (THE "E—-FHAA, )

Full Name #4% / 4% (Wir—fivts:/Company/Greamization® 4G/ Zo-/i0 B/ )

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited

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

CER: BEARE  FAHLAFESHH BRAKROSH)

2.

Authorized Agent (if applicable) 1 7 ## {QH A (40146 A )

Full Name #:4 / &8 (MefMs./Company/Grgamzation S5 /201 /T /HRAEY )

Masterplan Limited

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

CER: #EARK  FAHMLATESHE BERAMKNEH)

* Delete as appropriate FiflH A #RAZE
Please fill in “NA” for not applicable item H§{EFEFIAEE NI © F#E |




Form No.S6D &5 S6D &f

3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)”

E—SHRHFEOARE # 5 HRH

proposed amendments is make)

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

Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No.

SR — 4 RN (RRETTRE s TE R R | S/H10/22
ERsi)
Nature of and reasons for the further representation ¥E—2b EH A8 Fr B
Are you supporting or
Subject matters FE[HHEH opposing the subject matter? Reason FHeHA
IR RER R AR
L. Proposed Amendment to Matters Please see the accompanying
shown on the Plan: .
Ttem A - Rezoning of a site between Further Representation statement.
Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road it S
from “Other Specified Uses" [ sapport 3255
annotated “Global Innovation Centre” oppose 7
(“OU(Global Innovation Centre)") to
“Undetermined” ("U").
I Proposed Amendments to the Please see the accompanying
Notes of the Plan: Further Representation statement.
(a) Revision to the covering []  support 4%
Notes to incorporate opposs T
development restrictions for “U” b
Zone.
E{ PFOP?S;C] gmendments to the Please see the accompanying
otes of the Plan: i
b Reviiiotrio e Sehetulent Tses Further Representation statement.
and the Remarks of the Notes for the
“Other Specified Uses” zone to delete support 3T
all the provisions related to the (0 oppose SZHf
“OU(Global Innovation Centre)” zone.
[ support SHF
[J  oppose 2%

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 email address is also required.

it e IRIE 20 HEVE A —E AN A4 BIZER3TE A — A FI— kA - SR AL ERHIAL « (Chinese translation
to be updated)

Please specify the amendment item number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.

HEEEEHTE ISR IR E HTRMAEUESTH B RSt -

Please also note that section 6D(3)(3B) of the Ordinance provides that any further representation received 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. FF3: » {5155 60(3)(3B)FETH » W AEFE AIRIEEE 6D(1)FRIEEIHIE(TiE
— 3 B T B R BRI B S B (e it 2 B AT HE T S SRR SR B A B » S B — e il o3
BRRHHREY o il e A B R R SR/ SR E AR R R R - BRI ER R R, TTRATEHIEL
BB R R -

Please fill “NA” for not applicable item F7EHERIAEEME © “RiEH
[ at the appropriate box F{{EHEEAYFBAI0E M 5



Further Representation
To

The Proposed Amendment to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 made by the Town Planning Board

Submitted by

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired Limited

Further Representation Statement
Prepared by

Masterplan Limited

January 2025



Further Representation in Respect to the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan, No. S/H10/22

The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired
131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong RBL 136RP

We are acting on behalf of The Ebenezer School and Home for the Visually Impaired
Limited (Ebenezer), the Further Representer, who owns and currently occupies the
buildings at 131 Pok Fu Lam Road, Hong Kong. A letter of authorisation and completed
Further Representation Form No.S6D are attached.

The Proposed Amendments to which the Further Representation Relates

I refer to the Proposed Amendments | and I to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
(OZP) No. S/H10/22, as published by the Town Planning Board (TPB) on 13 December
2024 and as set out below.

/. Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on the Plan

ltem A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U”).

1. Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

a) Revision to the covering Notes to incorporate development restrictions for “U”
zone.

b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the Remarks of the Notes for the “Other
Specified Uses” zone to delete all the provisions related to the “OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone

In addition, the TPB also published amendments to the Explanatory Statement (ES) of the
Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. More specifically, paragraph 7.8 relating to the ““OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone has been deleted, and a new section under paragraph 7.9
relating to the proposed “U” zone has been added. These proposed amendments to the
ES are also relevant and are therefore referred to in this further representation.

A Location Plan indicating the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer site)
and the site of Proposed Amendment I, ltem A is provided in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Location Plan showing the property owned by the Further Representer (Ebenezer Site) and the
Site of Proposed Amendment Item A (Amendment Site) (Base image source: Planning Department Plan No.
R/S/H10/22 — A1)

The Nature of the Further Representation

Ebenezer strongly opposes to Proposed Amendment |, Item A which seeks to rezone the
Amendment Site from existing “Green Belt’ (‘GB”) zone, and from the previously proposed
“Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” ("*OU(Global Innovation
Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U”) zone. It is Ebenezer’s view that the Amendment Site
should remain as “Green Belt” zone.

Accordingly, Ebenezer opposes the proposed revision to the covering Notes to incorporate
development restrictions for “U” which is indicated as Proposed Amendment li(a).
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The nature of this further representation is summarised in the Table 1 below, which sets
out Ebenezer’s stance on each of the Proposed Amendments.

Subject Matter

Ebenezer’'s View

7

Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on
the Plan

Item A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu
Lam Road and Victoria Road from “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation
Centre” (“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to
“Undetermined” (“U”).

Ebenezer strongly opposes the
Proposed Amendment ltem A to rezone
the Amendment Site from the existing
“Green Belt” (“GB”) zone to “U”" zone.

I

Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the
Plan

(a) Revision to the covering Notes to
incorporate development restrictions for
“U” zone.

Ebenezer strongly opposes to this
Proposed Amendment relating to the
rezoning of the Amendment Site from
the existing “Green Belt” ("GB") zone to
“U” zone.

(b) Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the
Remarks of the Notes for the “Other
Specified Uses” zone to delete all the
provisions related to the “OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone

Ebenezer supports the deletion of all
provisions related to the “OU(Global
Innovation Centre)” zone.

Table 1 The Nature of the Further Representation: Ebenezer's Stance

Reasons for the Further Representation

In this section of the further representation, the reasons for Ebenezer’s views on the
proposed amendments will be set out. It should be noted that the concerns raised and the
information included in the previous round of representations submitted in May 2024 by
Ebenezer and the various service units of Ebenezer are still relevant and should be
referred to. However, to avoid repetition, only the points most relevant to the subject
Proposed Amendments will be discussed in this further representation.

Misinformation Presented to the TPB Members During the Deliberation Session

The TPB decided to propose amendments following 3-day hearing sessions and a
deliberation session for the consideration of representations on the draft Pok Fu Lam OZP
No. §/H10/22, which took place on the 1%, 4™, 5" and 29" of November 2024, respectively.

With reference to the Minutes of the deliberation session held on 29th November 2024,
under paragraph 34(b), the Chairperson informed TPB Members that:

' Minutes of 1327th Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 29th of November 2024

4
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“regarding the relocation of the Ebenezer, there was a plan to relocate the existing facilities
to Tung Chung. The general building plans of the new facility were approved by the
Building Authority. Discussion with the Lands Department for the land exchange was
underway; “

and in paragraph 30, the Vice-chairperson said:

“Regarding the impacts of the Centre on the Ebenezer, it might be desirable for the
Ebenezer to relocate to another location. Upon relocation, land currently occupied by
Ebenezer could be released to HKU for the Centre’s future expansion.”

The above information is not correct and has misled the Members’ consideration. To
clarify, the existing services? at Ebenezer's Pok Fu Lam sites will be relocated to Tung
Chung in the future. However, the site currently accommodating the Ebenezer New Hope
School (ENHS site) will remain under Ebenezer’'s ownership and will continue to serve
visually impaired people. It is intended that the future use of the ENHS site will include
training services, daycare centre and youth support for the visually impaired. As such, it
is expected that visually impaired people will continue to use the ENHS site, which is
adjacent to the subject Amendment Site. It should also be noted that the ENHS site was
granted to Ebenezer by Private Treaty with a condition that prohibits assignment. The
ENHS site therefore cannot be assigned to HKU by Ebenezer. (Figure 2)

Figure 2 Following the relocation of existing services, the site of Ebenezer New Hope School (ENHS site) will
continue to be occupied by Ebenezer and will provide additional services to the visually impaired community.

2 Existing services that will be relocated include Ebenezer School and its Boarding Section, Ebenezer Child

Care Centre, Ebenezer Care & Attention Home for the Elderly, Early Intervention Programme, Ebenezer
Central Administrative facilities, Ebenezer New Hope School and its Boarding Section.

5
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Furthermore, with regards to the relocation of the existing Ebenezer services to Tung
Chung, it should be noted that there are ongoing complications and unresolved issues in
the land exchange process with Lands Department. Based on the current pace of
progress, the timeline for the relocation is uncertain and the redevelopment program of
this Site is unforeseeable in the next 10 years or even further. In other words, Ebenezer
and its current services for the visually impaired will remain at the Pok Fu Lam site until
the relocation take place.

It is noted from paragraph 16 of the Minutes of the hearing held on the 5 November 2024
that Representor No 3320 provided information to the TPB that there would be extensive
site formation works involving large quantities of rock. It is recorded that these activities
would take at least 12.6 years to complete. In particular paragraph 16(h) states that the
noise and vibration generated from the rock breakers used for excavation would have
significant adverse impact on these noise sensitive receivers, in particular, the visually
impaired students of Ebenezer School for a prolonged period.”

In summary:

e The services for the visually impaired will continue to be provided at the Ebenezer
site. Based on the current pace of progress, the timeline for the relocation is
uncertain and the redevelopment program of this Site is unforeseeable in the next
10 years, or even further,

e The ENHS site will remain and continue to provide additional services for the
visually impaired after the relocation of existing services.

e The current sites used by Ebenezer will be occupied and subject to significant
adverse noise and vibration impact for the whole of the period of site formation for
the HKU GIC.

As such, Ebenezer and the visually impaired people will no doubt be adversely impacted
by the construction and operation of the University of Hong Kong's Global Innovation
Centre (HKU GIC) development. As presented at the hearing on 1% November 2024 and
discussed in the previously submitted representations by Ebenezer and its service units
(R251 - R257), the development of the HKU GIC, both during its construction period and
after its completion, would cause detrimental impacts and unnecessary hardships, posing
risks to the mental and physical health of the visually impaired people including children
and elderly®. Therefore, Ebenezer retains its stance that the HKU GIC should be
developed at an alternative, more suitable site, and to revert the subject Amendment Site
to “Green Belt” zone.

“Undetermined” Zone is Inappropriate and Unnecessary

The view that the proposed HKU GIC development was not appropriate for the site was
expressed by most Representers, as well as by the majority of the TPB Members. This is
evident in paragraphs 8, 9 and 33 of the Minutes of the deliberation session, as quoted
below:

3 Details of Ebenezer's concerns and the impacts that the HKU GIC would cause can be found in the
Minutes of 1327"" Meeting of the Town Planning Board held on 1%t of November 2024 and the written
Representation submissions R251 to R257.
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“8. The representers’ objections/concerns were mainly related to site selection and hence
land use compatibility, development intensity, impacts on traffic, visual, landscape,
ecological, environmental, geotechnical, public health and safety aspects, as well as the
lack of proper consultation.

“9. Majority of Members shared similar views regarding site selection for the Centre, and
their views and suggestions were as follows: ...

(c) HKU should consider alternative locations in Pok Fu Lam and other areas such as NM
[Northern Metropolis]. If HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu
Lam, it should provide more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the
development of the Centre. Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding
the idea of establishing a self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with
the surrounding developments”;

and

“33. The Chairperson summarised the major views of Members as follows: ...

(b) as part of the review, HKU should consider alternative sites in Pok Fu Lam and other
areas. If HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, HKU
should consider whether the Item A Site or other sites, including but not limited to the
adjoining “R(C)6” site, was more suitable for achieving HKU's objective,”

“8. ... Members also noted that HKU had committed in its 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 opinions as much as practicable. HKU
would also explore the possibility of identifying alternative sites for the development of the
Centre.”

Given the strong views of the representers and TPB Members on the suitability of the site,
and the multitude of reasons why it was unsuitable recorded in paragraph 8 of the minutes,
it is highly unlikely that the HKU GIC development would be redesigned to be acceptable
at this Amendment Site. It is therefore premature to rezone the site to “Undetermined”. In
particular, the way that paragraphs 7.9.1 and 7.9.2 are written to explain the “U” zone is
considered inappropriate, as it ironically implies and determines the use of the site to be
for the Global Innovation Centre. This is inappropriate given that the final site location for
the Global Innovation Centre is still subject to HKU's review, exploration and assessment
of alternative sites. The Amendment Site should therefore maintain its existing “GB" zone
and R(C)6 zone.

Revert to the Original Zoning

The amendment to the covering Notes to include the “U” zone provides minimal
development control and does not include any specific development restrictions. This
poses risks of inappropriate development at the site. Alternatively, by reverting the site to
the original “GB” zone and “R(C)6 zone", there would be clearer, more substantial and
statutory protection for the site from inappropriate development. The reversion of the site
to the original zoning in this way, would better reflect the decision of the TPB Members'
concerns to reject the proposal as it was unacceptable on so many grounds.
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Furthermore, reverting the Amendment Site to “Green Belt” zone and “R(C)6" would be
appropriate. If, after HKU’s review and assessment, this site is still deemed the most
suitable for the HKU GIC development, the revised proposal would be required to undergo
statutory town planning procedures for proposed amendments to the OZP. This
requirement applies equally to the “GB” zone and “R(C)6" zone. Additionally, by reverting
to the original "GB” zone and “R(C)6” zone, would serve a similar intended effect to the
“U” zone by providing time for HKU to review its proposal. Therefore, rezoning the site to
“U” zone is considered unnecessary, and it is Ebenezer's view that the site should revert
to its original "GB” zone and “"R(C)6" zone.

Identified Alternative Site in the San Tin Technopole OZP

As part of Ebenezers submission at the Representation Hearing (R251), a specific
alternative site in the San Tin Technopole OZP Area 30 was identified and presented to
the TPB for consideration. This is recorded in the Minutes of the hearing on the 1
November 2024 paragraphs 64(e) to (f). HKU should be directed by the TPB to specifically
examine this site in a positive way as a realistic alternative to the “U” site.

Should the Town Planning Board reject the proposal to revert the Amendment Site to “GB”
zone and R(C)6 zone, then the following comments and concerns relating to the “U” zone
are relevant and TPB’s further consideration is required.

Proposed “U” zone not properly considered during the Hearing and Deliberation
Sessions

Copying is not Valid

There have been numerous cases where the TPB has been challenged in court for
copying text provided by Planning Department and using the wording as the TPB's
decision. It has been clearly decided by the courts that copying of text from other sources
such as the TPB Paper is inadequate. The TPB must clearly show that it “has applied its
own mind” in reaching a decision. It is also required to show that it has taken account of
any relevant submissions that may have directly addressed the way in which the wording
of decisions is determined. This is relevant in the current case where the wording of the
ES for the “U” zone was drafted before the hearing by Planning Department and adopted
verbatim in the gazetted amendments. In this respect the actions of the TPB in deciding
fo amend the zoning to include the “U” zone are completely inadequate.

Irrational Decision Making

The decision of the TPB was sent by email to the Representors on the 13 December 2024.
It Is a general statement not specifically related to the points raised by the Representor in
the written statement nor in the verbal statements made during the hearing. As such the
decision does not really provide adeguate reasons as to why the submissions made were
not accepted. It also erroneously states that the representations by Ebenezer (R251) had
been “partially met by rezoning the HKU GIC site to “U"". None of the proposals from
Ebenezer had been accepted, not even partially. The inadequate reasons for the decision
relevant to Ebenezer can be seen in the email from the TPB which is quoted in Appendix
i
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The decision is an exact repetition of the Planning Departments “view” as contained in
paragraph 9 of the TPB Paper. That view also related to the proposal for changing the
zone to “U” which was still a new proposal yet to be considered by the TPB members.
The TPB Paper was written before the hearing of the representations and therefore in
terms of it being an accurate basis for decision making is completely wrong. It also does
not reflect the genuine concerns of the TPB Members that arose during the open and
closed parts of the hearing. Because the decision has been copied from the TPB paper,
it also does not reflect the deliberations of the TPB as recorded in the minutes of the fourth
meeting in paragraphs 8 to 33. To state in reason (a) that the proposed use of the HKU
GIC site is compatible with other uses in the neighbourhood is factually incorrect.

Undetermined Zone is Vague and Irrational

One of the purposes of zoning on statutory plans is to provide a degree of certainty as to
what will happen in the neighbourhood. The wording of the ES amendments to describe
the purpose of the “U” zone does not provide any certainty or any justification as to why it
is considered to be “U”. The ES virtually restates the planning intention of the HKU “GIC”
zone that it is supposedly replacing. Appendix 2 is the gazetted amendment to the ES.
This has been directly copied from Annex X of the TPB Paper without any amendment,
and this clearly shows that the decision is not a considered decision of the TPB. The
public should have a reasonable expectation that a high degree of certainty is provided in
the statutory plan and in the decision-making process of the TPB.

Appendix 3 is an alternative ES which has been purposely written for this Further
Representation based on the Minutes of the hearing. It clearly states that the TPB did not
accept the proposal from HKU and lists the wide range of concerns and inadequacies that
members had identified. It also specifies the concerns that members had about finding a
suitable site elsewhere or in Pok Fu Lam. It indicates the types of justifications that
members consider were necessary to be provided by HKU should HKU decide to proceed
with the proposal. The TPB's proposed amendments to the ES as included in Appendix
2 should be replaced by the alternative ES paragraphs included in Appendix 3.

Alternative Sites for HKU GIC Development

As demonstrated in paragraphs 15 and 16 of this further representation, there has been
extensive discussions around site selection and alternative sites for the HKU GIC
development during the hearing and deliberation sessions. However, this concern has not
been reflected in the covering Notes nor the ES relating to the “U” zone. It is now included
in the revised wording proposed in Appendix 3

Other Technical Issues Raised by Representers and TPB Members

In addition to the discussions surrounding alternative sites, a series of technical issues
relating to the HKU GIC development were also raised and discussed in detail during the
3-day hearing sessions and the Members’ deliberation session. Concrete suggestions and
actions that HKU could take to address these issues were also proposed by Members and
Representers. Some of these have been included in the alternative wording in Appendix
3.

Specific Concerns for Ebenezer
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As indicated in the Minutes of the deliberation session, HKU GIC's impact on Ebenezer is
one of the Members’ key concerns. For instance, with regards to the design and visual
impact of the HKU GIC development, some Members specifically expressed the view that
‘the revised scheme should minimise the adverse impacts on the Ebenezer.” The
Ebenezers proposals for a 35m set-back and a maximum building height of 130mPD are
now included in the revised ES in Appendix 3.

In a similar vein, on noise impact, with reference to paragraph 9(d) of the Minutes of the
deliberation session, the majority of the Members opined that “HKU should fully address
the noise impact of the Centre, in particular during the construction stage, on students with
visual impairment at Ebenezer School;”.

Subsequently in paragraph 17, some Members expressed that ‘the Noise Impact
Assessment prepared by HKU’s consultants might have underestimated the potential
noise impacts on the Ebenezer, in particular, during the construction phase. Since
students with visual impairment at Ebenezer School were more sensitive to noise
disturbance, consideration should be given fo adopting a different set of assessment
standards for this specific case. Besides, HKU should engage more proactively with the
Ebenezer at the early design stage to better understand their needs and address their
concems.” These are specific concerns and concrete actions that HKU could take during
their review of the development proposal, and should be reflected in the ES accordingly.

Public Engagement

The consultation approach that HKU has adopted so far was considered “ineffective” by a
Member of the TPB. Many representers including Ebenezer, have also expressed similar
dissatisfaction with HKU's lack of communication and community engagement for the HKU
GIC development. With reference to paragraph 26 of the Minutes of the deliberation
session, Members generally considered that:

‘there was room for improvement in HKU’s public consultation and community
engagement efforts. ..

The consultation exercise should commence at an early stage and adopt a two-way and
bottom-up approach to address various concerns raised by stakeholders, including local
residents, the Ebenezer and green groups...

HKU should also engage in continuous discussions with the Ebenezer regarding the
design constraints and approaches to minimise noise impacts on its students with visual
impairment.

The TPB’s concern for Ebenezer is appreciated, and it is agreed that HKU should engage
in continuous discussions with Ebenezer to minimise impacts on the visually impaired
people should the development proceed at this site. Similarly, this should be reflected in
the ES relating to the “U” zone as amended in Appendix 3. However, given the degree of
difference between what HKU want to do and how the Ebenezer must operate, it is
considered difficult that an acceptable compromise can be achieved

Proposed Amendments to the Plan

10
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Taking into consideration all the abovementioned reasons for this further representation,
should TPB consider “U” zone to be an appropriate zoning, then it is proposed that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reverted to “GB” zone. The remaining portion of the
Amendment Site can be retained as the proposed “U” zone. (Figure 3)

Ebenezer Site
Proposed “U” zone

Proposed reversion to
“GB” zone

o hing
\.;maj_J-_;gr Madic
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Figure 3 Proposed amendment to plan — to revert a small portion of the Amendment Site to “GB” zone and

retain the remaining portion as “U” zone

The portion to be reverted to its original “GB” zone would be the area directly adjoining
and in front of the Ebenezer site and the ENHS site, as development in this area would
adversely impact Ebenezer the most, given its proximity. As such, this would be a
compromise solution that could address the TPB Members’ concerns relating to the impact
of the HKU GIC on Ebenezer and protect the visually impaired community, while retaining
an adequately sized site for HKU, should it deem this location as the most suitable for the
HKU GIC development.

Conclusion

This further representation has expressed Ebenezer's views on the proposed
amendments to the Draft OZP No. S/H10/22. Ebenezer strongly opposes the proposed

1



“Undetermined” zone for the Amendment Site, and it is proposed that the site should be
reverted to its original “Green Belt” zone and R(C)6 zone. However, should TPB proceed
to rezone the site to “U” zone, it is proposed and strongly recommended, that a small
portion of the Amendment Site be reverted to the original “GB” zone, as shown in Figure
3. This would protect the visually impaired people of Ebenezer, and ensure that the future
development at this site is appropriate to its context and respects the neighbourhood in
this part of Pok Fu Lam. If any portion of the “U” zone is to be retained, then the revised
ES in Appendix 3 should be adopted.

January 2025
Masterplan Limited
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Appendix 1 TPB Decision sent by email on the 13 December 2024

(Portion relating to Amendment ltem A)

The TPB 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”. The proposed amendments to the draft OZP, Explanatory Statement and
Notes as set out in Annexes VI, IX and X of TPB Paper No. 10987 respectively would be
exhibited for public inspection under section 6C(2) of the Town Planning Ordinance (the
Ordinance).

The TPB decided not to uphold R3190, R3373, R3524, R3616 to R3633, R3660 and
R3661, and considered that the draft OZP should not be amended to meet the
representations for the following reasons:

Amendment ltem A

(a)

(b)

(c)

Item A is to take forward the initiative of the 2021 Policy Address to develop the proposed
Global Innovation Centre (the Centre) for deep technology research in Pok Fu Lam to
consolidate Hong Kong's leading position in basic research. Innovation, Technology and
Industry Bureau (ITIB) affirms that the Centre aligns with the policy goals to enhance Hong
Kong's status as an international innovation and technology (1&T) hub while consolidating
its strength in upstream basic research. ITIB also takes the view that the Centre is a
distinct initiative pursued by the University of Hong Kong (HKU) concerning mainly basic
research in the upstream and related teaching/academic facilities near its existing
campus, while government-initiated initiatives such as San Tin Technopole in the Northern
Metropolis have different foci and functions in the 1&T ecosystem and that the latter is not
meant to supersede or substitute the former;

in planning terms, the proposed use at the Item A sile is not incompatible with the
surrounding educational, institutional, hospital and residential uses;

taking into account the HKU’s recent announcement that it would take some time to
strategically review and amend the development plan of the Centre, including reducing
the density of the proposed development and bulk of the building(s), increasing the
setback area from neighbouring buildings, designating more green spaces, efc. to address
stakeholders’ opinions as much as practicable, and its indication that the project team will
endeavour to step up engagement with the community through various channels so as to
improve the development proposal and provide timely project updates in the upcoming
process, the Item A Site is proposed to be rezoned to “Undetermined” as an interim land
use zoning to allow the HKU to review its plan, and

13



Appendix 2 “Undetermined Zone” Proposed Explanatory Statement

7.9

7.9

“Undetermined” (“U”); Total Area 4.72 ha

To consolidate Hong Kong’s leading position in basic research, the 2021 Policy Address
announced that the Government has accepted in principle the proposal from the University
of Hong Kong (HKU) to reserve a site in Pok Fu Lam for HKU to construct facilities for
deep technology research. Pursuance to this policy initiative, an area largely zoned
“Green Belt” and “Residential (Group C)6” between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria
Road was rezoned to “OU” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”, subject to a maximum
gross floor area of 222,720m2 (including not more than 10,620m2 domestic gross floor
area) and a maximum building height of 158mPD. The planning intention is primarily to
provide land for development of the proposed Global Innovation Centre by HKU for deep
technology research. It would provide development space for accommodating a variety
of deep technology basic research and supporting facilities, including research, academic,
exhibition and conferences, scholar residence/staff quarters, supporting catering,
recreational and other facilities. ~ The draft Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 incorporating
the amendments was exhibited for public inspection under section 5 of the Ordinance on
22 March 2024.

7.9.2 Subsequently, in view of HKU’s decision to take some time to strategically amend the

development plan of the Centre, 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, and to step up engagement with the community through various channels so
as to improve the development proposal, the land has been rezoned from “OU” annotated
‘Global Innovation Centre” to “U”. The “U” zone is intended to allow HKU to review its
original plan and adjust it in response to stakeholders’ views.  The long-term use and
development parameters of the site would be determined after HKU'’s submission of a
revised proposal, which would go through public consultation and the Government’s
examination, and would be subject to another round of statutory town planning procedures
for proposed amendments to the OZP. As the development parameters are subject to
changes pending HKU's review, and interim zoning arrangement as a stop gap measure
to allow flexibility to take on board the outcome of the review is necessary.

14



Appendix 3 : Proposed Alternative Wording of the Explanatory Statement

7.8

1.9.7

7.9.2

7.9.3

Undetermined “U”

In early 2024 the University of Hong Kong (HKU) submitted to government a proposal to
develop a portion of government land between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road for a
deep technology research centre. After consideration of the HKU proposal and
government departmental comments, on the 22 March 2024 the TPB amended the draft
Pok Fu Lam OZP No. S/H10/22 incorporating the proposals for public inspection under
section 5 of the Ordinance. 3,677 valid representations were received and 3 days of
hearing were held in early November 2024.

After consideration of the representations the TPB decided not to accept the proposal by
HKU, but to amend the zoning to “U”. It was concluded that there was inadequate
consideration of alternative sites, that consideration of land use compatibility, development
intensity, impacts on traffic, visual, landscape, ecological, environmental, geotechnical,
public health and safety aspects, as well as the public consultation was inadequate. HKU
should consider alternative locations in other areas such as the Northern Metropolis. If
HKU concluded after review that the Centre should be in Pok Fu Lam, it should provide
more justifications for why other locations were not ideal for the development of the Centre.
Besides, further clarification from HKU was required regarding the idea of establishing a
self-contained facility while also promoting a synergy effect with the surrounding
developments. In undertaking the further study no development shall be proposed within
35m of the Ebenezer school boundaries in the R(C)zone or GIC zone, and no building
built in front of Ebenezer shall have a height greater than 130mPD

No application under Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance for a similar proposal
would be processed by the TPB under the “U” zoning. If, on conclusion of the review by
HKU the “U" site was considered to be the most suitable site, then the proposal would
need to be resubmitted to the TPB with supporting technical information. Should the
proposal be accepted by the TPB the “U” zone would need to be amendment to a suitable
alternative zone to allow the development to proceed.
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Submission Number:
TPB/R/ S/H10/22-F-51497

OUrgent OReturn receipt [Expand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-03 EEAH 03:49:53
To: tpbpd/PLAND <tpbpd@pland.gov.hk>
Subject: PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT POK FU LAM OZP

NO. S/H10/22 Further Representations

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAFT POK FU LAM OZP NO. S/H10/22 Further
Representations

Item A — Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road from “Other
Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovatlon Centre” ("“OU(Global Innovation Centre)”) to
“Undetermined” (“U").

Dear TPB Members,
STRONGEST OBJECTIONS

Question the legality of the statement “rezoning the Amendment ltem A Site from "Other
Specified Uses" annotated "Global Innovation Centre" to "Undetermined"" when the former
did not go through due process culminating in approval by the CE in Council and was
‘therefore effectively notional in nature.

"ITIB affirms that the Centre aligns with the policy goals fo enhance Hong Kong's status as
an international innovation and technology (I1&T) hub”

So the board has abandoned its duty to consider the plan on its merits and put priority on
ITIB that played no active role in the process

"the proposed use at the Amendment ltem A Site is not incompatible with the surrounding”
The most promient and visible land use in the district is in fact a very large low rise cemetery.

“reducing the density of the proposed development and bulk of the buﬂdmg(s) increasing the
setback area from neighbouring buildings, designating more green spaces"

Not only is the site is larger than that mentioned in the Policy Address, the meetings proved
that it is excessive to the actual 'needs’ of the project. Set back and green spaces
underline this and it is clear that the larger site is nothing more than an excuse to justify the
PR of the project.

It is quite clear that there is no intention to reduce the size of the site to be allocated to HKU
despite it being proved far larger than that required to provide the desired facility,

In addition, while TPB essentially agreed and accepted the issues outstanding, there is the .
permissibility for $16 application but without any building height restriction or development
restrictions. This sidesteps the need to properly address the concerns of both TPB members
and the community.

The change in proposed zoning at the last minute rendered the original consultation invalid.



COUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group ORestricted OPrevent Copy

That PlanD is so clearly supporting the interests of HKU despite strong public opposition, the
costly technical issues that were not addressed and revelations that HKU is already in
possession of a number of properties that are not being utilized and are more than adequate
to address many of the proposed uses at the site, is in violation of the spirit of the Town
Planning Ordinance.

The original Green Belt zoning must be reinstated and if HKU comes up with a moedified plan
then a fresh OZP amendment exercise can be conducted.

Mary Mulvihill



Submission Number:
TPB/ R/S/ H10/22-F-s1498

18]

OUrgent OReturn receipt OExpand Group [Restricted DOPrevent Copy

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 EHA 19:41:53

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

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22- Further
Representation by Representer R7 - Fan Mei Mary

Attachment: Further Representation_ Fan Mei Mary.pdf; S6D (Fan Mei

Mary)_Further representation.pdf

To: Town Planning Board Secretariat (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk),

Please find attached further representation submission piepared by me, in support to the proposed
amendment items I and Il in relation to the rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria
Road from “Other Specified Uses™” annotated “Global Innovation Centre” (“OU(Globa Innovation
Centre)™) to “Undetermined”(“U”), and the corresponding amendment to the Notes of the Plan.

~ Should you have any queries on our captioned submission, please contact the undersigned at tel. no.

Regards,

Bella FAN

Assistant Director of Estates

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

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 4:47 PM

|
Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. $/H10/22

BOHENERSY TOWN PLANNING BOARD
Al AEEESES+=58 15/F., North Point Govemment_ Offices
333 Java Road, North Point,
TEBREE LR Hong Kong.
s H Fax: 2877 0245 /2522 8426 By Email



Town Planning Board Secretariat
15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong

Dear Sir/Madam,

Further Representation to Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

Renresenter: Fan Mei Mary (K764xxx

| support the decision of the Town Planning Board on the proposed amendments
to the draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 Item A — the rezoning of a site
between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road to “Undetermined” and the corresponding
amendments to the Notes. '

The technical assessments conducted in support to the previous application have
demonstrated no insurmountable technical problems or impacts arising from the proposed
development at the selected site. As HKU will undertake further amendments of the
development plan, some of the development parameters will change, and technical
assessments will be conducted again as necessary. The downscaled development will ensure
better technical impact assessment result.  HKU will also pay special attention in the
construction planning during the construction works period to further minimize the impact to
the neighbourhood.

Given the above and the importance of the Global Innovation Centre 10 the
upstream research development in Hong Kong, | supportthe rezoning of Item A Site to be
an undetermined zone which could allow time for the HKU to review the development
plan and study the comments and suggestions made by members of the Town Planning
Board and the public.

Yours Sincerely,

AN
Fan Mei Mary



Form No. 56D - FS4%5E s6D 5%

Reference No.
For Official Use Only TEERE

SHIE B L Date Received
W] E HA

The further representation should he made to the Town Planning Board {the Board) before 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.

E--Peit R EENB AR BRI RTRNER S (THETE8G ) R HRREREFEME—S R ey
(7)o SEEREE L A EE 333 SILABRTEE 15 Rt EIZE RS wE -

Please read the “Town Planning Board Guidelines on Submission and Processing of Representations and Further Representations” before you
fillin this form. The Guidelines can be obtained from the Secretariat of the Board (15/F., North Point Government Offices, 333 Java Road,
North Point, Hong Keng —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 Paint, Hong Kong and 14/F,, Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tin, New Territaries), or downloaded from the Board’s website at hitp://www tob. gov.hk/,

IRF AR A SBCANBIE R TR AR BRI B A S i B b e | AT E R S IRBES] - EMHES R aE
BHEREEILamEEE 333 SHLARFSTE 15 M - HiE: 2230 4810 5 2231 4835 FORUTERRINEE R (A4R: 2231
5000)( FAILAESEE 333 YEbABITSE 17 RO LR 1 SUHBITEE 14 ) 2 Rt A @R TR
{484k http://www.tpb.gov.hi/} «

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 [etters, preferably in both English and Chinese. The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

[HeFerE eIt E R E T » IRl B RS i BRI AR B s R - $RH i — 2P eI A R BT EN R =R BLE
MBS o RNV E R - (ESREEIR AR AN AIERGTHAME—FRilE AT YT -

In accordance 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 OB BIRED) (T8 TR0 ) ZRGSTESEETETTAIRT « BEREETEUERTE—SH Rl L BER S GrEHE
FFRFHRRPIRE MR EARER  EETRREYEITE G HIREIREILE o fRElE HBRIFHRE At -

Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter}

RHBERE—-FHRANAL (THE "E—FHBA, )

Full Name #:45 / &5 (Mr. /Ms./Company/Organization® x4/ -1/ T/ )
Fan Mei Mary

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

(E8: SEARR  FAHIREEFHH URAMROAEH)

2. Authorized Agent (if applicable) MBS A (WWH)

Full Name 24 / 538 (Mr./ Ms./Company/Organization* FotE /20 /S /1858

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

CEE: BEARE  HAELAEESHE SEHHRNSE)

* Delete as appropriate FMERERE
Please fill in “NA” for not applicable item EFETEFANEEEE T FHEA |



Form No, S6D_ FS#4ES S6D 58

E—SHAFEHO A RE- BB ERY

3. Details of the Further Representation {use separate sheet if necessary)*

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

i —F R AR RR AV R (LR e T AR A8 A
e

proposed amendments is make} Draft Pok Ful Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. 8/H10/22 - Al

Nature of and reasons for the further representation. B

Are you supporting or
Subject matters HRFHIE® opposing the subject matter? Reason IEHEA
FERER R HHENEIRE?
liem | {(Proposed Amendment to Please refer to the Further Representation
Matters shown on the Plan}, & E{ o i Statement.
ltem I (Proposed Amendments to SUppO
the Notes of the Plan} O  oppose K&
[] support 37§
OO0  oppose [Z¥#f
] support
[0 oppose K&
01 support “ZHF
(1  oppose Rt

#  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 email address is also required.

F— A e iR 20 HEITEE—EAVNER A4 RIZRIR R A— 2 MR FI— B8R - AR ERthAL - (Chinese tronslation

to be updated)

@  Please specify the amendment item number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.

SHAEBEIEETTR B R PR IEE TR E sk -

A Please also note that section 6D{3){3B) of the Ordinance provides that any further representation received 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 ar 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 autharity. R RS 6D(RNIBMERETEH - MEE G AREE DR R Tl
— 5 B TR L R BB LB B R T RE, B (T iy 2 B A R G REAT Rt SURE IR - NIETHE—S H e[
FEAHRE - LIRS I AR RS AR R « BRI E ERER  TETEME

MEEEEAMERRYE -
Please fill “NA” for not applicable item FEEANTEEMESS T FEH |
B at the appropriate box S§TEEEN WML & 5




Submission Number:
TPB/R/ S/ H10/22-F-51499

OuUrgent OReturn receipt [JExpand Group [ORestricted OPrevent Copy

From: I

Sent: 2025-01-02 E£HArM 19:11:54

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

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Qutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 - Further
Representation by Representer R1 - The University of Hong
Kong

Attachment: (Signed) Representation to TPB_3 Jan2.pdf; S6D (Prof. Zhang

Xiang)_Further representation.pdf

To: Town Planning Board Secretariat (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk),

Please find attached further representation submission prepared by the University of Hong Kong in
support to the proposed amendment items I and II in relation to the rezoning of a site between Pok Fu
Lam Road and Victoria Road from “Other Specified Uses™ annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU(Globa Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined”(“U”), and the corresponding amendment to the
Notes of the Plan.

Should vou have any queries on our captioned submission, please contact the undersigned at tel. no.

Regards,

Bella FAN

Assistant Director. of Estates

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

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2024 4:47 PM

Subject: Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22

BHAEENEERES - - TOWN PLANNING BOARD
y i — T — | g 18/F., North Point Government Offices
FHLEEEE=9=1+=5 ! -
TS B Al 333 JaVﬁssgc:(,oﬁ;r.th Point,



r-I‘HE UNIVERSITY OF HONG KONG

= P A B
AP
B‘EE’ TR ) Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong
President and Vice-Chancellor B Tel: (852) 2859 2100
Professor Xiang Zhang M SC{HE Fax: (852) 2858 9435
By Email (tpbpd@pland.gov.hk
and Fax (2877 0245/ 2522 8426)
Jan 3, 2025

Town Planning Board Secretariat
15/F North Point Government Offices
333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong

Dear Sir/Madam,

Further Representation to Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. $/H10/22
Representer: The University of Hong Kong

The University of Hong Kong (“HKU”) supports the decision of the Town Planning Board
on the proposed amendments to the draft Pok Fu Lam OQutline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 Item A
— the rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road to “Undetermined”.

The Global Innovation Centre (“GIC”) is the first research facility in Hong Kong dedicated
to upstream deep technology. It would bring together talents and researchers from various fields
worldwide to share their knowledge, aligning with the local and national policy goals to develop
Hong Kong into an international innovation and technology (“I&T”) hub while consolidating its
strength in upstreatn basic research.

Focusing on upstream deep technology research, the GIC aims to provide an enabling
environment for scholars and academics to engage in transdisciplinary frontier research, such as
sustainable energy, quantum technology, and artificial intelligence. Its strategic location near the
HKU campuses, Queen Mary Hospital and Cyberport will foster synergies amongst them, and
provide a self-sustainable research and development ecosystem in the area. Given the urgency to
fostering the I&T development, it is more reasonable to develop the GIC close to the HKU
campuses, such that the GIC’s operations and research could be well-supported by the scholars
already working in the HKU to generate prompt, tangible and transferrable research results.



To a larger extent, the GIC can also complement the industry-oriented activities in other
I&T hubs in Hong Kong and the GBA, supporting the national and local macro development

strategy and contributing to sustainable economic growth and high-technology development in
Hong Kong.

Since 2022, HKU has undertaken a site search on the proposed Item A Site and conducted
technical assessments and feasibility studies on the site, all of which suggest that development of
the GIC at the Item A Site was feasible. However, we have noted the feedback from the public
and already announced that the HKU would strategically amend the proposed scheme, such as
reducing the density of the development, increasing the setback area from neighbouring buildings,
designating more green space, etc., to minimise the adverse impacts on the surroundings and the
community.

The HKU has also received valuable feedback on the GIC's development from various
stakeholders during the Town Planning Board meetings in November 2024 and has taken note of
the views regarding environmental impact or other technical aspects of the GIC project. We are
now assessing the feasibility of the suggestions and proposals received and will also step up our
etfort in engaging with the community stakeholders.

Given the above considerations, HKU suppbrts the rezoning of Item A Site to be an
undetermined zone which could allow time for the HKU to review the development plan and
study the comments and suggestions made by members of the Town Planning Board and the
public.

Yours Sincerely,

Professor Xiang Zhang
President and Vice-Chancellor
The University of Hong Kong
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Reference No.
For Official Use Only EEER

N Date Received
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The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board {the Board) before 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 Peint, Hong Kong.

E—d Bt R R ERR TR ERIER TRNERE (8T RBRY ) B - HRAEE R RrR R — P filt sl
(#7)  SMERCEEBILA BN 333 SRILABINAE 15 B APERE SRS -

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 obtained from the Secretarlat 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 Keng and $4/F., Sha Tin Government Offices, 1 Sheung Wo
Che Road, Sha Tin, New Territories), or downloaded from the Board’s website at hitp://www.tpb.gov.hk/.

IBBLLRAR A « SRR TR A MR GRS R A ER I R — P R VBT ZE B SR EIIES | - EMHET I TEE
AEHERESILANEE 333 SILABIYESE 15 f - W% 2231 4810 ] 2231 4835 RSB ETARMI B 2 M bR (BAAE: 2231
5000} HiIbAEEEE 333 SHEABNGE 17 MEFADE LR 1 SV HBIFEE 14 8D B et E S SrvERE Tk
(484E: http://www.tpb.gov.hk/) =

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 Chinese. The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

HEE TS R EEE TR - A A2 R ST SR TR I R - RSP A AT E
PSR TN E PRSI - (SRR ARRRE « AIE G TINAME—F PRI AH SR -

In accordance 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 wehbsite 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 gquestion under section 9 of the Ordinance.

1R CRTTEEIRED (TR TR ) RESSraEt e {THRR T - SUUNSETEREIE—S ol FRFEREEER
TERCFHR IR R A RER - HETHRTSRITE S HRIRESN o R AMERIELHRERL -

1.

Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)

RULMERE—-FHAENAE (T TE—FHBA, )

Full Name #E4 / &5 (Mr. /Ms./Company/Organization* 554/ /20 T /" )
The University of Hong Kong

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

(EE: HSEARK  AHELATESHE MEARNEZ)

2.

Authorized Agent (if applicable) 8338 (082 A (4138 FH)

Full Name #:4 / 2%8 (Mr./ Ms./Company/Qrganization* 54k /204 /40T /55E™ )

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

(R FEART FELIHEBFHSHE GRARNEH)

* Delete as appropriate =R HAE
Please filt in “NA” for not applicable item SE{E-FIEANNEHBE " FHEE |




Form No. S6D 8% S6D &k
3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)*

E—-SERSEEN TR E N R E B9

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 Ful Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 - Al
i —E R UAERRRYE R (FHEEEAEMRISETRIE A 2T K
§RER)
Nature of and reasons for the further representation 3fE—JFERift By Bk
Are you supporting or
Subject matters FFFEE® opposing the subject matter? " Reason HEEA
R R S AWEE?
ltern | (Proposed Amendment to Please refer to the Further Representation
Matters shown on the Plan), & Ii{ support 3% Statement,
Item Il {Proposed Amendments to PP
the Notes of the Plan) D oppose E%‘j‘
] support ¥i%
(0 oppose SHf
[ support S
O  oppose 5
O support 37FFf
[J oppose (¥

# If the further representation contains more than 20 pages, or any page larger than Ad size, 4 hard copies and 1 soft copy are required to be
provided for the submission.  Provision of email address is also required.

FE— B R 20 HEA R EANER A4 R TES £ — U F— (R s - LSRR ERMEE « (Chinese tronstation
to be updated)

@  Please specify the amendment item number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.

HEEEATEISE TR B W PR IE TIE B 4R5k -

A Please also note that section 6D{3){3B} of the Ordinance provides that any further representation received under section 6D{1} may be
treated as not having been_made If, in the opinion of the Board that, the reasen 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 compensaticn 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. 3% - (&F155 60(3)(3B)E3THH » IDER S AR 6D(1)RILTIRY T (T
— b RETR YRR R R BB, U BT R L S B A RN S R R AR E R - R — 2 R
BATWIEY - EEE s A A RSO RE AR R ECR M E - ONHERIEETERER » vI5TaHE
M= RAEME R -

Please fill “NA” for not applicable item FHEFFEACVEEME T FEH |

& at the appropriate box 7R FEANLE @ 8




. Submission Number:
TPB/ R/S/H10/22-F-S1500

Form No. S6D  F#5&%5 S6D %iff

Reference No.
For Official Use Only T AR

s LS A Date Received
WSz H 3

The further representation should be made to the Town Planning Board (the Board) before 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.

2 AT £ S B R AT MR T B B (TR T ZRE ) e SURAYRR RO PR R — 2 B s
() VAR EBIL AN 333 SALABUTEE 15 MR R M ZE By -

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 obtained 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 Territories), or downloaded from the Board’s website at http://www.tpb.gov.hk/.

SRS SRS A » S SCAIR I TR AR MR G AE B R R R — G el | RO AL B R MES | - EsS (ATe s
E RN (L A 333 WLABUFSE 15 B - TEEE: 2231 4810 B 2231 4835 RUHLMIE AT B0 IR (S 2231
5000)( LN 333 PrAbAEITAE 17 R FIVE FREHE 1 VBN SE 14 #1) B RE R REEIEE T
(484E: http://www.tpb.gov.hk/) «

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 Chinese.  The further representation
may be treated as not having been made if the required information is not provided.

[ RS AT B OIS E T PR R R R R BB M RO MR TR - b ey AL TE T B LR
HERART SR8 > URBEHTEIRNE TP OISO o MR AT FORL DI B A e MR S e e -

In accordance 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.

R CRATRRIEGEE R TG ) EREGIESHIEII TN F o SEATA IR — i B E R R EREE R
TR RN A e (A R E ST R B R TEE SHRIEFRGIE o IRECARIERIF A E AL

1.

Person Making this Further Representation (known as “Further Representer” hereafter)

RHUERE—SHROAL (T "E-FHBA )

Full Name #E% [ 4TE (Mbwidin/Company/ Grgarisatiend So4E /204 /00 S]/HEREY )
Goreway Limited

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

CER: BEEARY  AMLETESHE SRAKRNESR)

2. Authorized Agent (if applicable) E#ZHE{CE A (1WA )

Full Name #£4% [ S0 (Weiidor/ Company/Qegomiaations S04 20/ 051/ )
Masterplan Limited

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

CER: BEARK - FAHMIAFESHE GRFARSEH)

* Delete as appropriate Hif 2 WA E
Please fill in “NA” for not applicable item & #F R MFIYEENE T Fi#A



Form No. S6D _ ZSf&ES S6D i

3. Details of the Further Representation (use separate sheet if necessary)*

BE—-SHREREG A R E B 5 HR A

Plan to which the further representation relates (please . .
specify the name and number of the plan to which the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zonlng Plan No.S/H10/22

proposed amendments is make)

Bt —b e AR R R (S EERR S R T A B 5T A

iRk
Nature of and reasons for the further representation 33— EH LAY HEE Fr B
Are you supporting or
Subject matters FHFHEIIE® opposing the subject matter? Reason Hiir
RS R A R R
Amendment ltem A Please refer to the enclosed
Further Representation Statement
[ support 37Hf
& oppose [Z¥}

[  support S7Ff
[ oppose FZ¥f

(] support 3Zff
(] oppose [Z¥f
[]  support 3CFF
(0 oppose FZ¥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 email address is also required.

F5 i — s ep AT 20 E A (R —E A/ NI A Il HRAC TN A — PO T — (8 2 - SITHR LAtk - (Chinese translation
to be updated)

@ Please specify the amendment item number provided in the Schedule of Amendments.

A EEEATENEETIE B B R PR S T B 4R5E -

A Please also note that section 6D(3)(3B) of the Ordinance provides that any further representation received 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. SERE - (EFI45 6D(3)(3B)EATHH » WE B R BIRIEES 6D(1MFRUCEIRY (a7t
— 3 R AR R B EORRURE /RSB BV ] L Ay 2 A RE T 5 [REAT A SRR BN » BUATREE 3 s el 4
FURAEHR -« e e e I R A R RSO/ SR E A TR IR R - B I ERE T B R "5 TR

Please fill “NA” for not applicable item Ef{E- MY EIAE © REE |

] at the appropriate box ST BRI AL & 8%



MASTERPLAN LIMITED

Planning and Development Advisors

7H B & EE ol FH PR & T

The Secretary 3 January 2025
Town Planning Board

15/F North Point Government Offices

333 Java Road, North Point

Hong Kong By Hand

Dear Sir,

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

| refer to the Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 with the amendments proposed
by the Town Planning Board published on 13 December 2024 (the revise Draft OZP) that is
currently inviting Further Representation.

We are authorised by Goreway Limited, a property owner of No.138 Pok Fu Lam Road, to
make a Further Representation in relation to the revised Draft OZP pursuant to Section 6D(1)
of the Town Panning Ordinance. Specifically, the Further Representation relates to
Amendment Item A of the revised Draft OZP.

Please find enclosed the following in support of the Further Representation:

i Form
ii.  Authorisation letter from the Further Representor
iii. Further Representation Statement, which sets out the nature of and reasons for the
Further Representation and the amendment proposed to the revised Draft OZP

Yours faithfully,

%;,
fne

[.T. Brownlee
For and on behalf of
Masterplan Limited

Enc
(ole) Client

RECEIVEDY
03 JAN 2025

Town Planning
Board

Room 35168, 35/F, China Merchants Tower, Shun Tak Centre, 200 Connaught Road Central, Hong Kong.
Tel: (852) 2418 2880  Fax: (852) 2587 7068  Email: info@masterplan.com.hk




GOREWAY LIMITED

(Continued in BVI with limited liability)
19/F ., Bank of East Asia Harbour View Centre,  Telephone No: 2510 1100

No. 56 Gloucester Road, Wanchai, Hong Kong ~ Facsimile No: 2131 8222

Masterplan Limited 30 December 2024
3516B China Merchants Tower

Shun Tak Centre

200 Connaught Road Central

Hong Kong

Dear Sir or Madam,

Authorisation Letter
Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22-A1

We, Goreway Limited, the Further Representer, hereby authorises Masterplan Limited to act on
our behalf in submitting this Further Representation in respect of the Proposed Amendments to the
Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22-A1 and to handle all planning matters related
to the Further Representation.

Yours faithfully,
For and on behalf of

GOREWAY LIMITED

Yik Chok Man

Director

FY/epcl

FAMTE 47 50 SR L BTN Pou 10 4



Further Representation
To

The Proposed Amendment to the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan
No. S/H10/22 made by the Town Planning Board

Submitted by

Goreway Limited

Further Representation Statement
Prepared by

Masterplan Limited

January 2025



1.1

2.1

2.2

Introduction

This Further Representation is made pursuant to Section 6D(1) of
the Town Planning Ordinance. It relates to the proposed amendments to
the Draft Pok Fu Lam Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H10/22 (“OZP”) made by
the Town Planning Board (“TPB") published on 13 December 2024
(‘revised Draft Plan”). This Further Representation is prepared by
Masterplan Limited, on behalf of Goreway Limited who is a property owner of
No.138 Pok Fu Lam Road and has previously submitted
Representation No.260 to the Draft Plan in May 2024,

The Proposed Amendment in the Revised Draft Plan to which the Further
Representation Relates

This Further Representation relates to the proposed amendments to the Plan and
Notes of the revised Draft Plan made by the TPB under its decision to partially
meet the Representations (TPB's decision) that reads as follows:

{. Proposed Amendment to Matters shown on the Plan

ltem A - Rezoning of a site between Pok Fu Lam Road and Victoria Road
from “Other Specified Uses” annotated “Global Innovation Centre”
(“OU (Global Innovation Centre)”) to “Undetermined” (“U”).

1. Proposed Amendments to the Notes of the Plan

a) Revision to the covering Notes to incorporate development restrictions
for “U” zone.

b)  Revision to the Schedule of Uses and the Remarks of the Notes for the
“Other Specified Uses” zone to delete all the provisions related to the
“OU (Global Innovation Centre)” zone.

In addition, the TPB has also published amendments to the Explanatory Statement
(ES) of the revised Draft Plan, by deleting para. 7.8.6 to 7.8.8 relating to the
“OU (Global Innovation Centre)” zone and including a new para. 7.9 relating to the
proposed “U” zone. These proposed amendments to the ES are also relevant and
are therefore referred to in this Further Representation.

The Nature of and Reasons for the Further Representation

The nature for the Further Representation

This Further Representation objects to the rezoning of the site of the
Amendment ltem A (“Amendment Site”) to “U” as shown on the Plan, and to the
planning controls for the “U” zone stipulated in the Notes and the ES of the
revised Draft Plan.

Reference is made to the TPB's deliberation of the Representations in respect of
the Draft Plan recorded in the meeting minutes of 29 November 2024
("Meeting Minutes”). The conclusion in para. 33 of the Meeting Minutes, listing the
range of issues to be resolved by the University of Hong Kong (HKU), shows that
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the original Global Innovation Centre proposal for the consideration of the TPB and
the public is yet to prove its suitability at the Amendment Site. Specifically,
there are concerns on the views and visual amenity obtained from Pok Fu Lam
Road, which have been considered unacceptable by the TPB members.

However, the proposed “U" zoning permits an application to be made for a
Global Innovation Centre with development parameters of the original proposal.
This application to the TPB could be made prior to the HKU carrying out a site
search for an alternative location, or before a review of the design scheme had
been carried out including a reduction in building density, bulk and height.
Furthermore, the TPB discussion on the possibility for the Global Innovation Centre
to relocate and/ or expand to the adjoining “Residential (Group C) 6” zoned site
(““R(C)6" Site”) is immature and inappropriate given the Representations
presented to the TPB.

The following section sets out the reasons for the Further Representation. It should
be noted that the concerns raised and the information included in the
Representation (No.260) submitted in May 2024, remain relevant and should be
referred to. However, to avoid repetition, only the points most relevant to the
proposed amendments in the revised Draft Plan are discussed in this
Further Representation.

The “U” zoning pre-empts the technical feasibility of a reduced building density,
bulk and height of the Global Innovation Centre meeting the HKU and the TPB's
requirements that remain unknown

Amongst the range of issues of the original Global Innovation Centre proposal that
have not been accepted by the TPB members, and are yet to be resolved by
the HKU, include the excessive building density, bulk and height with respect to
the public views and visual amenity obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road. This is
evident in the following relevant paragraphs in the Meeting Minutes:

“15. Regarding the design of the Centre, some Members expressed the
following views for HKU'’s consideration when reviewing its proposal:

(a) HKU should enhance the design including reducing building density and
bulk, lowering BH and providing building gaps from neighbouring buildings

(b) given the elongated configuration and steep terrain of the Item A Site,
HKU should take into account the topographical context to protect the natural
environment and minimise adverse visual and air ventilation impacts in the
revised proposal. The revised design should take into consideration public
views from PFLR towards the sea as indicated by a representer (R260)"

“33(d) HKU should enhance the design of the Centre, including reducing
density and bulk, lowering building height and increasing setback from
neighbouring buildings®.
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3.3.3

Hence, the building density, bulk and height of the proposed Global Innovation
Centre is extremely problematic. Alongside the other issues to be resolved,
the proposed design scheme is far from being acceptable in planning terms and is
yet to be proven to be suitable at the Amendment Site.

There is also a complete lack of certainty that a technically feasible design scheme
of the Global Innovation Centre that meets the HKU'’s needs would be able to meet
the planning considerations such as building height, density, bulk, setback area
and green spaces, as mentioned in reason (c) of the TPB decision. This is
particularly the case when the Global Innovation Centre is a niche use supposedly
with such special requirements as floor plate size, head room thereby
building height, GFA for viability. It is possible that such significant adjustment
may not be practicable, and a suitable compromised scheme may not be
achievable.

The “U” zoning pre-empts the protection of the public views and visual amenity
obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road

It is important to preserve the public views and visual amenity obtained from
Pok Fu Lam Road. This is pursuant to the planning principles established in
para. 5.2 of the ES of the Draft Plan relating to the planning intention of
the Planning Scheme Area protecting the public views and amenity and
general character of Pok Fu Lam Road. It also relates to Chapter 11 of Hong Kong
Planning Standards and Guidelines relating to the gradation of building height at
hillsides, as elaborated in the original Representation No.260.

The Further Representer continues to have legitimate expectations based on the
fact that para. 5 of the ES remains unchanged and protection of public views from
Pok Fu Lam Road is an important planning principle.  Therefore, any
future development at the Amendment Site should not adversely affect the existing
public view shed obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road, with distanced open views
across the Amendment Site, and across the adjoining “R(C)6” Site where
the 137mPD  building height restriction also remains unchanged.
The TPB members have also accepted and validated this issue, as shown in the
relevant paragraphs of the Meeting Minutes quoted in para. 3.2.1 above.

However, there is no certainty that a revised Global Innovation Centre proposal for
consideration of the relevant Government departments would adequately assess
and mitigate the potential visual impact, for the following reasons:

i. The original proposal is not considered to have suitably addressed the
potential impact on Pok Fu Lam Road. Yet the Government departmental
comments considered it not incompatible with the surrounding medium-rise
residential uses, with several developments already exceeding the level of
Pok Fu Lam Road, and generally in line with the existing stepped building
height profile descending towards the sea. The Chief Town Planner/
Urban Design and Landscape of the Planning Department had no adverse
comment on the Visual Impact Assessment submitted by HKU, even though
it did not include the fundamentally relevant public viewpoint of concern from
Pok Fu Lam Road. The statement from the TPB Secretary that viewpoints
identified in the Visual Impact Assessment, which covered Pok Fu Lam Road
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3.4.1

3.4.2

3.5

3.5.1

comply with the requirements of the relevant TPB Guidelines did not provide
accurate or adequate advice to the TPB. (Meeting minutes, para. 6 (r), (bb)
and (cc))

ii. Thereis noindication by the TPB or Government departments on what would
be a suitable extent of reduction in building density, bulk and height, or the
likely future public views and visual amenity to be obtained from Pok Fu Lam
Road as a result of the revised proposal.

The “U” zoning and the ES pre-determine a decision that the siting of
a Global Innovation Centre will be at the Amendment Site

The TPB considers that the HKU should explore alternative sites for
the Global Innovation Centre in Pok Fu Lam and other areas, such as
the Northern Metropolis. (Meeting Minutes para. 9(c)) Hence, the siting of
the HKU's Global Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site is yet to be
established.

Separately, Reason (a) of the TPB's decision makes reference to the
Chief Executive’'s Policy Address and the Innovation, Technology and Industry
Bureau's Policy Support for a Global Innovation Centre near the existing
HKU campus. It is considered that the Policy Address and the Policy Support would
at best be a part of the HKU's rationale in siting the Global Innovation Centre at
the Amendment Site. The policy statements should by no means contribute to the
arguments of the suitabilty of the Amendment Site for the
proposed development in planning terms, and let alone constitute a reason for a
planning decision to rezone the Amendment Site to “U”. They have unnecessarily
influenced the TPB's statutory functions to consider the siting of the HKU's
Global Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site independently and professionally.

The wording of the “U” zoning permits the original Global Innovation Centre
proposal by way of Section 16 Application, without a precondition for a
revised proposal to undergo another round of OZP amendments

The “U” zoning permits essentially all uses on application to the TPB under
Section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance, and is contrary to the intended
stopgap arrangement in the interim for the HKU to review the proposal. It is
possible that another round of OZP amendment required to rezone
the Amendment Site to an appropriate zoning in the future could be
subsequent to, and merely reflect the development at the site as approved under
the Section 16 application. Such OZP amendment would likely be at a time when
the proposals are no longer at a formative stage, and are a fait accompli.
The procedures for the OZP amendment for land use rezoning being undergone
and the Section 16 application for development permission are compared in the
enclosed Table 1. The former is subjected to the TPB and
Government departments’ scrutiny of technical aspects and public comments,
which is about 1.5 month longer consultation time period and with the opportunity
for oral submission to be heard in front of the TPB, and is more stringent.
These steps are deprived in the “U” zoning, which has statutory force,
permitting the sidestepping of the fairness and integrity of the otherwise applicable
OZP amendment requirements.
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Worse, there is inadequate planning control on the possible future development
density, bulk and height at the Amendment Site. The Notes for the “U” zoning
do not stipulate any development restriction. The ES stipulates the development
parameters of the original Global Innovation Centre proposal that have already
been considered by the TPB as problematic, and it does not form part of the
statutory Plan. The only part that does form part of the Plan is covering Notes
para. 9 which reads, “In the “Undetermined” zone, all uses or developments except
those specified in paragraph (7) above require planning permission from the
Town Planning Board”.

It is unnecessary to rezone the Amendment Site to “U” in the interim pending the
HKU’s completion of the review. In the OZP amendment procedure for the
proposed Global Innovation Centre being undergone, a reversion to “Green Belt”
in view of the far from acceptable design scheme and the proposed of “U”
are compared in the enclosed Table 2. There is no apparent difference in the
procedure and processing time for an implementation of a revised
Global Innovation Centre proposal at the Amendment Site.

The "U" zoning sidesteps a genuine response to the Representations,
and the TPB is yet to discharge its duty

The TPB's decision to rezone the Amendment Site to “U” is considered not
an appropriate way to discharge its duty to promote the health, safety, convenience
and general welfare of the community under the long title of the
Town Planning Ordinance, for the reasons below.

The “U” zoning is effectively a result of the TPB not having the benefit of
an understanding of the potential impacts associated with the Global Innovation
Centre proposal, which is to be substantially revised to resolve the range of
concerns of the TPB members. Should a site be deemed to be suitable for
a land use, the TPB could impose development restrictions and it would be up to
the proponent to seek minor relaxation or amend the development restrictions
under the relevant town planning controls. To the contrary, and as per the case of
the Global Innovation Centre, should the suitability of development at a site is
yet to be proven, the TPB should keep the zoning as it has originally approved
i.e. “Green Belt” and “R(C)8", and this is not uncommon in the track record of the
TPB'’s decisions on rezoning applications under Section 12A of the Town Planning
Ordinance. It is illogical not to revert the zoning of the Amendment Site to
“Green Belt” and “R{C)6” in the interim.

The TPB members have concerns on the proposed building height raised in the
Representations, but have not qualified the impact, and rely on the HKU's
revised proposal to take into consideration the public views from Pok Fu Lam Road
towards the sea and Visual Impact Assessment to the satisfaction of
relevant Government departments. (Meeting Minutes para. 15 and 6(cc)).
This approach is considered to have sidestepped a genuine response to the
Representations that have been argued before the TPB.
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and visual amenity obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road. The proposal will either be
insufficiently adjusted, by simply applying 158mPD at the Amendment Site
because it is technically permissible under a Section 16 application, for reasons as
discussed in para.3.3.3 above. Alternatively, the proposal would be significantly
altered to the extent that the future building density, bulk and height is unknown,
and not subject to a rational decision making process.

In any case, the TPB should by no means indicate the original proposed 158mPD
in the ES of the revised Draft OZP as the TPB has already accepted this height to
be problematic. It is considered 137mPD is the minimum, in following
the long established character of the locality namely the adjoining “R(C)6" Site,
to preserve the existing public view shed obtained from Pok Fu Lam Road
across the “R(C)6” Site and the Amendment Site in accordance with the
established planning principles.

The TPB's discussion on the possibility for the Global Innovation Centre to relocate

or expand to the adjoining “R(C) 6” Site is immature and inappropriate.

The TPB's conclusion states that the HKU should consider whether
the “R(C)6” Site was more suitable for achieving HKU's objective.
(Meeting Minutes para. 33(b) and 34(c)). This Further Representation strongly
objects to this for the following reasons:

i There is no adequate reason why a Global Innovation Centre should be
located in what is largely a residential and heavily vegetated area.

ii. It is important to retain the low and medium density residential use at the
“R(C)6" Site, to preserve the character of the locality as intended in the
Planning Intention of the Planning Scheme Area.

ii. The “R(C)6" Site has been zoned for residential use for about 40 years, and
has remained undeveloped and in the ownership of the Government due to
the Pok Fu Lam Moratorium. This status should not affect its developability
for residential uses.

iv. A Global Innovation Centre at the “R(C)6” Site, which is at the same hillside
and located at the higher side than the Amendment Site, would result in
worse visual impact on Pok Fu Lam Road. This is not acceptable in relation
to the ES of the OZP.

v.  The Global Innovation Centre is already controversial as reflected by the
3383 opposing Representations, its relocation or expansion to the
“R(C)8” Site is unlikely to address the impacts on neighbouring communities.

vi. The TPB members discussion on offering greater design flexibility,
accommodating setbacks for road improvement/ widening to improve traffic
flow, reducing the site area and building bulk at the Amendment Site,
particularly when viewed from Victoria Road, and providing opportunity for
more compensatory planting (Meeting Minutes, para. 9(d) and 34(c)) would
merely spill over the impact of the development, shifting the problem from
Victoria Road to Pok Fu Lam Road which is specifically protected in the ES
of the OZP.

vii.  The onus should be on the HKU to properly address and mitigate the issues
associated with the design scheme, namely reducing the building height to
137mPD in following the established planning principle for public view
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viii.

protection, and exploring alternative design approaches such as those
suggested in the original Representation No.260.

Two TPB members have elucidated the reality, “similar to the Amendment
Site, development at the “R(C)6” Site might also have adverse visual impact
on the surrounding area. In addition, relaxation of the current building height
restriction (137mPD) of the “R(C)6” site to meet the design and space
requirements of the Global Innovation Centre would attract public
objections.” (Meeting Minutes, para.10)

The planning and design merits to integrate the Amendment Site with the
‘R(C)6” Site needs to be substantiated, to demonstrate the absolute
necessity against the overarching multi prone effort of the Government to
preserve existing and find new residential sites for housing supply.

The TPB members also mention a review of the overall building height profile for
the Southern District, noting many developments/ redevelopments in recent years.
(Meeting Minutes, para.16). This Further Representation objects to building height
increase at the “R(C)6” Site for the following reasons:

The developments/ redevelopments with building height increase in the
Southern District are likely to be Government, Institution or Community
facilities or in the interest of public planning benefits, requiring partial uplift of
the Pok Fu Lam Moratorium. They are largely located outside the locality of
the Amendment Site and not having any visual impact on Pok Fu Lam Road
specifically protected in the ES of the OZP.

It is important to retain the building height at the “R(C)6” Site, to preserve the
character of the locality as intended in the Planning Intention of the
Planning Scheme Area.

The Amendments Proposed to the Revised Draft Plan

Outline of the proposed amendments

The amendments proposed to the revised Draft Plan include the following:

On the Plan, revert to the original land use zoning as per OZP No.S/H10/21;
or

ii. Inthe Notes, delete the provision for permissible development under Section

16 application; or

iii. On the Plan and in the Notes, impose 137mPD building height restriction or

less (including roof top structures, and without minor relaxation clause),
and the requirement for Layout Plan and Visual Impact Assessment
submission in Section 16 application.

Revert to the original land use zoning as per OZP No.S/H10/21

The “U” at the Amendment Site shown on the Plan is proposed to be reverted to
the original “Green Belt” and “R(C)6" and “Road” as per OZP No.S/H10/21,
for reasons discussed in para. 3.2 to 3.6 above.
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4.4.2

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Delete the provision for permissible development under Section 16 application

Should the proposed amendment to revert to the original zoning discussed in para.
4.2 above not be supported by the TPB, the provision in para. 9 of
the covering Notes permitting development in the “U” zone through Section 16 to
the TPB is proposed to be deleted. With this, the ES is proposed to be amended,
to indicate no development is permissible without another round of
OZP amendment as a precondition, this is except the respective uses under
Column 1 and 2 of the “Green Belt” zoning.

Impose 137mPD building height restriction or less (including roof top structures,
and without minor relaxation clause), and the requirement for Layout Plan and
Visual Impact Assessment submission in Section 16 application.

Should the proposed amendment in para. 4.2 or 4.3 above not be supported by
the TPB, 137mPD building height restriction or less (including roof top structures,
and without minor relaxation clause) for the future development at “U” should be
stipulated on the Plan and in the Notes of the OZP (and the ES be amended as
appropriate).

It is also proposed that a requirement under the Section 16 application be
introduced, for a Layout Plan addressing the disposition of buildings within the
proposed development and a Visual Impact Assessment including a viewpoint on
Pok Fu Lam Road across the Amendment Site addressing the ES of the OZP to
be submitted to the TPB for approval.

Conclusion

The proposed Global Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site is yet to prove to
the TPB that a suitable siting and design scheme could be achieved.
The significantly adverse impact on the existing public views and visual amenity at
Pok Fu Lam Road protected under the ES of the OZP indicates that the proposed
amendment is not suitable for this purpose.

The proposed “U" zoning does not properly address these concerns,
but prematurely indicates the suitability of the proposed Global Innovation Centre
at Amendment Site. Worse, it permits its development in the form of its original
designh scheme prior to the HKU'’s review and findings.

The TPB’s decision to amend the zone to “U” is considered unable to discharge its
duty to ascertain the potential impact of the development of the Amendment Site
and to genuinely respond to the Representations.

The TPB’s favourable consideration of this Further Representation is sought,
in accepting the reasons for the concerns on the “U” zoning and the proposed
amendments in relation to Amendment ltem A of the revised Draft Plan.



Table 1. Comparison of the planning procedure required for a development of a site by
way of Section 16 application and OZP Amendment

Section 16 application for
development permission
(permissible under in “U")

0ZP Amendment for land
use rezoning

(not made a precondition in
IIUH)

Difference in planning
procedure

The proponent submits a
proposed development
scheme, to the Planning
Committee of the TPB

The proponent submits or
the Planning Department
initiates a proposed zoning,
to the Planning Committee
of the TPB

Nil

Publication of the
application for public
comments for 2 weeks,
and more rounds should
there be further information
submitted by the proponent

(see discussion in v)

iii

Government departments
assess the technical
aspects of the proposal

Government departments
assess the technical
aspects of the proposal

Nil

Representers and
considers the proposed
zoning

iv | The Planning Committee of | The Planning Committee of | (see discussion in vii)
the TPB considers the the TPB considers the
proposed development proposed zoning
scheme and public
comments
v |- Gazette of the proposed OZP amendment requires
zoning in an amended OZP | a gazette, and is subject to
for Representations for 2 about 1.5 month longer
months public comment time
period
vi |- Government departments The issues raised in
assess the issues raised in | Representations on OZP
the Representations amendment are scrutinised
vii | - The TPB hears the Representers on OZP

amendment are given with
the opportunity to make
oral submission in front of
the TPB
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Table 2 Comparison of the planning procedure required for the development of a Global
Innovation Centre at the Amendment Site under “U” and “"Green Belt”

113 U!!
(currently proposed by the
TPB)

“Green Belt”

(under the original OZP
and proposed in the
Further Representation)

Difference in planning
procedure for the
development of a Global
Innovation Centre

The HKU completes a
review the Global
Innovation Centre proposal

The HKU completes a
review the Global
Innovation Centre proposal

Under “U”, the HKU may
submit Section 16
application for the
development of a Global
Innovation Centre that is
merely subjected to 2
weeks public comment, i.e.
about 1.5 month less than
Representations and no
hearing of oral submission
in front of the TPB

PlanD proposes a new
zoning on the OZP for the
consideration of the
Planning Committee of the
TPB, upon the HKU's
revised proposal satisfying
the relevant Governments/
Bureaux' requirement

PlanD proposes a new
zoning on the OZP for the
consideration of the
Planning Committee of the
TPB, upon the HKU'’s
revised proposal satisfying
the relevant Governments/
Bureaux' requirement

Gazette of the proposed
zoning in an amended OZP
for Representations for 2
months, upon the
agreement of Planning
Committee of the TPB

Gazette of the proposed
zoning in an amended OZP
for Representations for 2
months, upon the
agreement of Planning
Committee of the TPB

The timing of a rezoning
from “U” can be
subsequent to Section 16
approval and merely reflect
the development at the site
as approved under the
Section 16 application,
likely at a time when the
proposals are no longer at
a formative stage as fait
accompli

HKU implementation of the
revised Global Innovation
Centre, upon the TPB's
consideration of the
Representations and the
revised Global Innovation
Centre

HKU implementation of the
revised Global Innovation
Centre, upon the TPB’s
consideration of the
Representations and the
revised Global Innovation
Centre

Other than facilitating a
permissible Global
Innovation Centre by way
of Section 16 application
under “U”, the OZP
amendment process from
“U” and “Green Belt" to an
appropriate zoning does
not have any difference in
the processing and time

14






