Urban Design Study for the New Central Harbourfront
Stage 2 Public Engagement

Background Information on Queen’s Pier

Central Reclamation Phase III (CRIII)

· CRIII is needed to provide land for essential transport infrastructure including the Central-Wan Chai Bypass (CWB) and Road P2 network, the Airport Railway Extended Overrun Tunnel (AR EOT) and the North Hong Kong Island Line (NIL).  It will also provide land for a vibrant waterfront promenade for public enjoyment.  Existing waterfront facilities including, inter alia, Queen's Pier are affected by the reclamation.
· The planned infrastructural works which directly affect Queen’s Pier include the AR EOT, the extension of an existing drainage box culvert at Man Yiu Street and Road P2.  The difficulties in relation to the modification of these works to avoid removing Queen’s Pier as explained by the Administration during discussions in 2007 are set out below :
(a) The existing overrun tunnel of the Airport Railway to the east of the Hong Kong Station is about 80 m long.  This will have to be extended by a total of 500 m for the full operation of the Airport Railway comprising the Airport Express Line and the Tung Chung Line (TCL).  About 40 m of the extension is required to enhance safety and has to be completed under the CRIII contract as soon as practicable.  The remaining 460 m of the extension is required for turn back of trains in order to enable shorter headways and hence higher capacities to meet future demand.  The EOT is also required for the future North Hong Kong Island Line (NIL), which is an extension of the TCL along the north shore of Hong Kong Island to run from Hong Kong Station through onto the eastern half of the existing Island Line at Fortress Hill.

(b) The alignment of the NIL is controlled by a number of existing facilities.  It has to join the existing AR EOT to the west and to run along the water channel of the Hong Kong Convention and Exhibition Centre (HKCEC) at the east, where some foundation piles of HKCEC were specifically designed and located for this purpose.

The alignment of the concerned section is also constrained by the existing overrun tunnel of Hong Kong Station, the provision of cross-overs for the turn back of trains and the need to connect a future station at Tamar.  It is not possible to shift the alignment of NIL to avoid the footprint of Queen's Pier. 

(c) The existing stormwater drainage box culvert located at the waterfront of Man Yiu Street is the main strategic stormwater discharge route for Central.  It has a catchment area of 73 hectares covering the core business areas of Central as well as the Peak area.  Due to the reclamation under CRIII, the stormwater drainage culvert has to be extended to the new waterfront to continue its operation.  As the level of the culvert clashes with that of the EOT mentioned in (a) above, the culvert cannot be extended northwards along Man Yiu Street and has to run eastwards along the southern side of the EOT.  Moreover, the extent of realigning the culvert to the south is constrained by the presence of General Post Office and Hongkong Land’s cooling water mains to the west of Edinburgh Place and Hong Kong Bank’s cooling water mains and a 1350 mm diameter trunk sewer outside Queen’s Pier.  The extension of the culvert will therefore run into conflict with Queen’s Pier.  Apart from the horizontal alignment, the culvert at the concerned section is very shallow with the top level at about +3.0m PD and will thus conflict with the ground beams as well as the piled foundation of the Queen’s Pier.

(d) Road P2 is part of the road network to be provided in the CRIII area.  Its purpose is to alleviate traffic congestion in the Central Reclamation Phase I (CRI) Area where the International Finance Centre I & II, the Four Seasons Hotel, Hong Kong Station of the Airport Railway and the ferry piers are located.  Completion of Road P2 will provide great relief to the very congested junctions of Man Yiu Street / Harbour View Street and Connaught Place / Connaught Road Central.
With Queen’s Pier at the original location, Road P2 would have to be realigned. This will require amendments to the approved road scheme which will need to be gazetted under the Roads (Works, Use and Compensation) Ordinance and to go through the relevant statutory procedures.  The proposal to construct a temporary road to buy time for the said gazettal and statutory procedures is not reasonably practical as such a temporary road will also need to be gazetted and go through the same statutory procedures.  The time needed for consultation, gazetting and subsequent handling of the objections received will take at least one year.  It will result in considerable delay to the completion date of the road as well as major cost implication to the CRIII contract.  Such a delay also goes against the aim to complete Road P2 as early as possible in order to alleviate the severe traffic congestion in Central.

(e) The implementation schedule for the various works under the CRIII contract is very tight.  The initial phase of the reclamation works and the relocation of most of the affected waterfront facilities have been completed.  The remaining reclamation works and the construction of the infrastructure above could no longer proceed without first relocating Queen’s Pier. Altering any part of the project involving major and fundamental changes would have great programme implication to the CRIII project as well as huge financial implication, the quantum of which would depend on the extent of the delay.

Preservation of Queen’s Pier

· Between January to April 2007, the Government fully deliberated on proposals for the preservation of Queen’s Pier put forward by various parties.

· The proposals included:

(a) in-situ preservation by shifting the alignment of the planned infrastructures which would be in conflict with Queen’s Pier;
(b) filling the void underneath the Pier by sand/grouting, constructing the underground Extended Overrun Tunnel (EOT) and drainage culvert by the underpinning and tunneling method, and constructing a temporary road to buy time for completing the statutory procedures for the amendment scheme of Road P2 so as to preserve the Pier in-situ;

(c) in-situ reinstatement by rolling the superstructure (roof and columns) away for construction of the underground infrastructure and rolling it back upon completion of the construction, and shifting Road P2 away from Queen’s Pier; and

(d) preserving the above-ground structure of the Pier as far as practicable for re-assembly in close proximity to its original location or at other appropriate location.

· In evaluating the different options for preserving Queen’s Pier, the prime consideration was whether the options would be technically feasible.  After several rounds of debates/discussions, the four professional bodies have eliminated the feasibility of proposals (a) and (b).  Proposal (c) was not pursued given its high project risk and significant additional time and costs.  Proposal (d) was considered to be feasible and had minimum impact on project delay and least additional cost.

· After careful deliberation and taking into consideration the submissions on the preservation of Queen’s Pier by the various concern groups and further research on the heritage value of the Pier undertaken by the Antiquities and Monuments Office (AMO), the Antiquities Advisory Board (AAB) at its meeting on 9.5.2007 accorded Grade I historical building status to Queen’s Pier.  The grading system is an administrative mechanism to assess the heritage value of historical buildings and a Grade I historical building is a “building of outstanding merit, which every effort should be made to preserve if possible”.

· Section 3 of the Antiquities and Monuments Ordinance (Cap. 53) (the Ordinance) provided that if the Secretary of Home Affairs (now the Secretary for Development), in his capacity as the Antiquities Authority, considered any building to be of public interest by reason of its historical, archaeological or palaeontological significance, he might, after consultation with the AAB and with the approval of the Chief Executive, by notice in the Gazette, declare such a building a monument.
· The then Secretary for Home Affairs, as the Antiquities Authority, having thoroughly considered all relevant factors and information, decided on 23 May 2007 that Queen's Pier did not possess the requisite historical, archaeological or palaeontological significance for it to be declared a monument under the Antiquities and Monuments Ordinance.
· The preservation option along proposal (d) above, taking account of the technical and other relevant considerations, represents the best possible effort to preserve the Pier.  The Government obtained approval of funding for implementing this proposal from the Finance Committee of the Legislative Council on 15.6.2007.  The funding covers the costs of storing the retainable parts of the above-ground structures of Queen’s Pier, transportation and storage of the preserved parts at a temporary location, and strengthening of the preserved parts and re-assembly of the Pier in future.

· The works related to the preservation of the Pier were largely completed in end 2007.  The preserved parts have been stored in Lantau.  The location and design for re-assembling Queen’s Pier are being examined in the captioned Study.

Judicial Review on the Antiquities Authority’s decision not to declare  Queen’s Pier a monument
· Ms Ho Loy and Mr Chu Hoi-dick (members of Local Action) filed a judicial review on 30 July 2007 on the Antiquities Authority’s decision not to declare Queen’s Pier a monument.
· The Court of First Instance heard the application on 7 August 2007 and handed down a judgment on 10 August 2007 dismissing the application.  The judgment contained clear references that, in coming to his decision, the Antiquities Authority had duly taken into account all relevant factors, including the respective roles of the Antiquities Advisory Board, the Antiquities and Monuments Office and the Antiquities Authority.   The Antiquities Authority had also given solid and concrete reasons for coming to his decision in papers submitted to the Legislative Council.  In short, the Judge had upheld the procedural and substantive legality of the Antiquities Authority’s decision.  The Judge also upheld that it was right and proper that the Antiquities Authority should adopt a high threshold in the declaration of a monument in line with how the discretion had been exercised in the past.
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