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Ref @ YMT/OC/LODG 172022
Date - 26 NMovember 2022

Mr, Shum Ho Kit, BBS, JP

Chairman of Yuen Long District Council
13/F., Yuen Long Government Offices,
MNo.2, Kin Lok Square, Yuen Long,

M.T.

Dear Mr. Shum,

Fe: Grounds of Objection o Planning Application No. AY L2208

We are the Ovwmers” Committee of YOHO Midtown and on behalf of the owners of Y OHO Midtown, 9 Yuen
Long Street, Yuen Long, New Territories (Y OHO Midtown™). In this regard, we would like 1o seck your
kind assistance to reflect our opinion to Town Planning Board ("'TPB™), so as to insist Hong Kong Housing

Socicty to maintain the Onginal Plan of TWO 28-storey buildings.

We received the letter from Planning Department dated 8 November 2022 regarding the planning application
no. ASY L2298 (“the Application™). We conducted the Owners’ Commitiee meeting dated 10 November 2022 to
discuss the mentioned planning application and it is concluded that we object to the mentioned planning
application. Meanwhile, we have collected 1,773 nos. of signatures of Yohe Midtown residents during

November 2022 that object to the mentioned planning application and attached herewith for your perusal

{Appendix 1).

We would like (o reiterate thal we have no comment on the Proposed Subsidised Sales Flats (*SS5

Development with social welfare facility at the application site, which would be beneficial to the

surroundi lents. Meanw we_only_abject : bmitted by Hong Kong Housing
Society _regarding the development of ONE d0-storey  building, as it _would greatly affect the

surrounding developments. In this resard, we wonld like to zeel the kind assistance of Town Plannin

Board (“TPB") to insist Hong Kong Housing Society to maintain_the Original Plan of TWO 28-storey
buildings, a copy of which is attached for your easy reference. YLD Receivod o

10 hov 222




Unless otherwise defined i this letter, capitalised terms used herein shall have the same meanings as those in
the Application. Among other things, the Application proposes to relax the ratio restriction in order to

maximise the density of the Proposed S8F Development on the following basis:

(1) Proposed S5F Development is in line with the Government policy to increase public housing supply
through imtensifying the development density of public housing sites where technically feasible

{*“Giround 17);

(2} Proposed S5F Development is compatible with the surrounding development setting in terms of use,

development density and building height (“Ground 2™);

(3) Proposed SSF Development fosters harmonious integration with adjoining developments {(“Ground

)

{4) Proposed S3F Development provides additional planning gains as compared with the Phase 111
developmeni under the Approved CDA Development (“Ground 47);

(3) Proposed SSF Development is technical feasible and will not impose insurmountable impacts (o the

surrounding from various technical aspects (“Ground 5™); and

(6) Proposed SSF Development will not constitute any change to the planning intention and nature of the

proposed development compared to the approved scheme (“Ground 67).

For the reasons stated below, we submit that the Grounds 1-6 have litile, if nol none, merit:

{a) Response lo Ground |
We understand that the proposed plot ratio of the Proposed SSF Development in the Application is the

maximum plot ratio of 6.5. While page 26 of the Chief Executive™s 2022 Policy Address dated 19
October 2022 states that “ax a guideline, the maximum ploi ratio for residential sites will be 6.5, we
are of the view that such guideline regarding the maximum plot ratio for residential sites should only be

adopted after careful considerations with clear justifications.

In the Application, there is no justification for increasing the plot ratio to 6.5. Adopting the maximum
plot ratio of 6.5, the number of residential flats expected is 720, This would represent a 61% increase in
the number of flats as compared (o the planning application no. ASYL/205 which was previously
approved by the TPB in 2015 (i.e. two 28-storey buildings providing 448 flats) (“Original Plan™). We




are of the view that the proposed drastic increase failed to take into account as to the impact on the
surrounding, meluding the congested traffic situation (which iz already extremely severe) and worsen

ventilation of the Yuen Long MTR station arca, being one of the most busy areas in Yuen Long,

We therefore strongly urge the TPB 1o reject the proposed increase in plot ratio, and remain the plot
ratio of 4.75 as stated in the Original Plan. We also respect fully request the TPB to furnish us a copy of
the traffic impact assessment and visual impact assessment in relation 1o the Application submitted 1o

TPFB for our kind attention.

(b} Response to Grownd 2

(c)

Ground 2 purported that the Proposed SSF Development is in line with the surmounding development
setting in terms of use, development density and building height (“Ground 27). However, we submit
that the Proposed S5F Development, being located in the south-west of YOHO Midtown, will severely
obstruct the main ventilation corridor for the whole Yuen Long MTR station arca as well as the vicinity
thereof. It follows that any references to the development density and building height of surrounding

development are of little assistance,

According to the Original Plan, the two 28-storey buildings were to be built in the Application Site,
which allowed a ventilation corridor to exist between them (albeit narrowed). However, in the Proposed
55F Development, a single building with a wide surface area facing the south-west will be built, This
will not enly completely obstruet the ventilation corridor and worsen the already serious air pollution
problem caused by the heavy traffic in the Yuen Long MTR station area, posing an adverse impact on

the health of the residents and road users in the Yuen Long distriet,

Given that the obstruction of ventilation corridor is aganst the public interest, we urge the TPB to reject
the one-building proposal in the Proposed S5F Development and to maintain the Original Plan (two
28-storey buildings). We would also wrge the TPB to reject any allernative proposal which would lead

to a complete obstruction of the ventilation corridor.

Response o Ground 3
We submit that the Proposed S5F Development, being a building for subsidized housing, fosters no

harmonious integration with adjoining developments whatsoever. There is currently no subsidized
housing in the adjacent development but luxury shopping mall surrounded by private residence, As
such, it would be outrageous to claim that there is any harmonious integration with the surrounding.
Moreover, given that Proposed S5F Development is a single building divided into 720 flats, while
YOHO Midtown has 8 buildings divided into 1,890 flats (236.25 flats per building), the density of the
Proposed SSF Development is 205% higher than YOHO Midtown, being the immediately adjacent




development, which 1s grossly oul of propertion and is unreasonable in all aspects,

Objectively speaking, the Proposed SSF Development is clearly unharmonious with the adjacent
development and the claim in the Application is baseless, unreasonable and merely subjective. We

strongly urge the TPB (o reject such an outrageous proposal.

{d) Response to Ground 4
It was asserted in the Application that the Proposed S5F Development provides additional gains.
However, such assertion is baseless and superficial, We submit that the outrageously high density as a
result of the proposed increase in the number of flats may cause additional losses as explained in our
responses (o Grounds 1-3 above, namely, the adverse impacts on traffie, air pollution and public

interest.

We agmn urge the TPE to rejeet the Proposed SSF Development.

(¢) Response to Ground 5
Even il the Proposed 55F Development is technically feasible as asserted in the Application, the claim

that it will not impose insurmountable impacts to the sumrounding from various technical aspects is not
supported with any solid cvidence. In fact, technical feasibility is just one of the many factors
considered by the TPB. Again, as explained in our response to Ground 1 above, the totality must be
carefully considered.

(f) Response (o Ground 6
While Ground 6 asserled that the Proposed SSF Development will nol constitute any change to the

planning intention and nature of the proposed development compared to the approved scheme, we
submit that the Proposed S5F Development has deviated from the planning intention and nature of the

proposed development in the approved scheme given that it is against the public interest (as explained
above),

Furthermore, the high density of the Proposed S5F Development creates an unfavourable living and
working environment for the Yuen Long residents (especially those living in the vicinity of the
Application Site) as well as the occupants of the Proposed S5F Development, which is against TBP's
aim o promote “the healih, safety, convenience and general welfare of the community through the
process of guiding and controlling the development and use of land, and to bring abowr a better
organized, efficient and desirable place ta live and work”,

For the reasons staled above, we strongly urge the TPB to reject the Application. Acknowledging the




imporiance and benefit of a well-planned subsidized housing, we urge the TPB 1o mainiain the Original Plan

(e twao 28-storey buildings with a plot ratio of 4.75 to be built in the Application Site) as soon as possible.

In addition o our objection above made on the basis that the Application has no meril, we also cast doubl on the
legality and procedural propriety of the Application. We noted that as stated in paragraph one of the section
“Executive Sumnmary- Purpose of Submission™ of the Application, the Application is purportedly submitted to
the TPR under section 16 of the Town Planning Ordinance. Given that the change to the maximum domestic
plot ratio in the Application from that of the Onginal Plan is substantially increased (i.e. from 4.75 to 6.5) and
thus rendenng the Application radically different from the Original Plan. We are of the view that the proposed
plot ratio of the intended development has, in contravention of the Outline Zoning Plan to which it is subject,
exceeded the maximum allowed therein by almost 37% (i.e. (6.5-4.75)/4.75), which the Town Planning Board,
being a statutory body having 1o use approved plans as standards for guidance in the exercise of its powers
under Section 14 of the Town Planning Ordinance, has no jurisdiction io deal with and grant permission to
under Section 16 of the said Ordinance. In this regard, we are of the view that the Application should instead be
made under section 12 of the Town Planning Ordinance, being the appropriate section which allows the public

to participate in the process of oblaining i].jflf.l-:l‘ﬂ"r'm from the TPH in respect of the Application,

We also noted that there are some old and valuable trees situated in the land lot in the Application. We hope
that TRP would make appropriate measures o conserve the trees and maintain a green community in the Yuen

Long district.
We trust that the above clanfies our position in respect of the captioned matter,

Should you have any queries on the above, please feel free to contact Mr. Chung or Mr. Lun of Yoho Midiown
Management Services Office staff at 2475 9669,

[k_/l
Priscilla Pr#.m

Chairperson
Eleventh Owners' Commitiee of YOHO MIDTOWN

Encl, Appendix 1 - 1,773 nos. of signatures of Yoho Midiown residents that object to e planning application no. AYL20E
(PAEPRIMAE ¢ i #—PEkbrr 1, 7738 B Y oho Midtown & EMUER R F % 44 PIAE AR K T AH SRR SO - )

ct.  Ms HoPm I-iﬂ.b'.r JP fﬂhﬂir[u:r:h’!ul al Tovwn Planding Boarnd)
bdr. Chan Kar Lok, SBS, IP {Chairman of Hoag Kong Housing Sociciy)




