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(CEDD) 
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Department (PlanD) 

Mr. Roy Li (Secretary) Senior Town Planner/Special Duties 2, PlanD
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In Attendance 
 
Ms. Lydia Lam Assistant Secretary (Planning) 3, DEVB 
Mr. Stuart McMillian Senior Estate Surveyor/West, District Lands 

Office, Hong Kong West & South 
Mr. Raymond Chiu Assistant Director/Special Duties, PlanD 
Ms. Phyllis Li Chief Town Planner/Special Duties, PlanD 
 
For Item 3 
 
Ms. Phyllis Li Chief Town Planner/Special Duties, PlanD 
Ms. Irene Ip Aedas Ltd. (Aedas) 
Mr. Tony Yeung Aedas 
Miss Santafe Poon Aedas 
Professor Andrew Leung CityU Professional Services Ltd. (CPS) 
Professor C.M. Tam CPS 
Dr. Edward Yiu CPS 
Professor Peter Yuen PolyU Public Policy Research Institute (PPRI)
Dr. K.K. Yuen PPRI 
 
Absent with Apologies 
 
Mr. Nicholas Brooke  
Mr. Jimmy Kwok  
Mr. Patrick Lau  
 
Item 1 Confirmation of Minutes of the Second Meeting 
 Action 
 
1.1 The Secretary reported that the draft minutes of the 

second meeting were circulated to Members for 
comment on 18.4.2008, and Mr. Samuel Mok had 
proposed to amend paragraph 4.16 of the draft minutes 
to read: 

 
“Mr. Samuel Mok said that the public should be 
informed in case the Stage 2 Public Engagement would 
be the final stage for collecting public views in order to 
avoid arising further public comments after the 
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engagement exercise.  In response, Miss Ophelia 
Wong advised that …...” 

 
1.2 Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that it was not correct to 

record in the draft minutes that Mr. Hardy Lok was 
“absent with apologies” as he was no longer 
representing SPH as a member of the Task Group at the 
time of the second meeting, which was held on 
31.1.2008.  Mr. Zimmerman said that a letter 
regarding the change of representation for SPH was sent 
out to the HEC Secretary in December 2007.  The 
Secretary clarified that the Task Group Secretariat had 
not received any notification of the change of 
representation from SPH before the second meeting. 
Miss Amy Yuen supplemented that after SPH had 
written to the HEC Secretary in December 2007, the 
HEC Secretariat sought SPH’s clarification on 
31.12.2007 and received another email from SPH on 
30.1.2008 requesting for change of SPH’s 
representatives to the HEC.  After seeking the 
Secretary for Development’s approval, the HEC 
endorsed the change of SPH’s representatives to the 
Sub-committee and Task Groups on 20.2.2008.  The 
Chairman suggested that the draft minutes could be 
amended to reflect that Mr. Lok did not apologize for 
his absence.  

 
1.3 As there were no further comments on the draft minutes, 

the meeting confirmed the minutes of the second 
meeting subject to the above amendments. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Secretary 

 
 
 
 

Item 2 Matters Arising 
 
2.1 The Chairman said that there were no matters arising 

from the second meeting and the Task Group had held 
two internal working meetings before the launch of the 
Stage 2 Public Engagement. 

 

 
 
 

 



 - 4 -

Item 3 Urban Design Study for the New Central Harbourfront 
 Stage 2 Public Engagement (Paper No. 3/2008) 
  
3.1 The Chairman invited the study team to brief Members 

on the Paper.  Ms. Phyllis Li introduced the Paper with 
the aid of a video.  Ms. Irene Ip then briefed Members 
on the study proposals in more details with the aid of a 
powerpoint presentation. 

 
3.2 The key points raised by individual Members were 

summarized as follows: 
 

Sustainability Implications 
 

 (a) Mr. Kim Chan enquired about the sustainability 
implications of the proposals.  Dr. Ng Mee-kam 
asked whether such implications would vary with 
the alternative design concepts; 

 
Urban Design Objectives 

 
 (b) Dr. Ng Mee-kam opined that the Central District 

already had a strong identity as a Central Business 
District (CBD) but lacked open space.  The 
objective of ensuring a sustainable design and 
greening was supported.  With respect to the 
objective of improving accessibility to the 
harbourfront, consideration should be given to 
ensuring a barrier-free design and allowing for 
environmentally friendly transport.  The 
electricity supply buildings (ESBs) at the 
harbourfront might impede pedestrian circulation; 

 
Sites 1 and 2 

 
(c) Dr. Alvin Kwok said that for Sites 1 and 2, 

high-rise commercial developments at the new 
Central harbourfront should be avoided and the 
east-west pedestrian connectivity along the 
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harbourfront should not be obstructed, as raised 
during the public engagement activities conducted 
for the Central Harbourfront and Me (CHarM); 

 
(d) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that for the proposed 

developments in front of IFC II, the siting of the 
bus terminus on the ground level should be 
re-examined as it would obstruct ground level 
pedestrian movement.  There should be further 
discussion with TD on the issue; 

 
(e) Mr. Roger Nissim said that the existing PTI was 

constructed in the 1990s.  The harbourfront site 
was too valuable to be used for the PTI.  The 
ground level should be given back to the people to 
enhance accessibility to the harbourfront.  The 
buildings were once proposed to be about 50mPD 
only.  The buildings currently proposed were far 
too tall.  The provision of more office buildings at 
the CBD would not solve the problem of office 
shortage as office decentralization was the trend. 
There was a huge amount of redundant industrial 
land zoned “Other Specified Uses” annotated 
“Business” which could be used for office 
development.  The market should be allowed to 
adjust the supply and demand situation.  The 
proposed PTI and tall commercial buildings were 
both contrary to the Harbour Planning Principles 
(HPPs) and these HPPs should be used as the new 
starting point for detailed consideration of land 
uses in the area; 

 
(f) Professor S.C. Wong said that a well-designed bus 

terminus was vital to make the harbourfront more 
vibrant and more accessible to the general public 
and to serve the ferry pier area.  It was acceptable 
to locate a bus terminus at ground level, and 
locating it below a building would be an efficient 
use of land; 
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(g) Mr. Samuel Mok said that commercial 
development should be retained at the sites as 
planned to meet the strong demand in Central. 
After all, government revenue from land disposal 
was also public asset;  

 
Site 3 

 
(h) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that the proposed 

elevated deck would likely be enjoyed only by 
those patronizing the luxurious shops along the 
deck, and that the design concept lacked street 
level excitement; 

 
Site 4 

 
(i) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that the site should be 

further broken up to allow more smaller 
developments to promote vibrancy; 

 
Sites 5 and 6 

 
(j) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that a mix of uses and 

vibrancy were lacking in the design concepts for 
the sites; 

 
Site 7 

 
(k) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that the proposed 

design concepts only differed in terms of their 
external appearance.  He said that there should be 
a good mix of active and passive uses, as shown in 
the winning entries of the design competition 
organized by Designing Hong Kong (DHK); 

 
Queen’s Pier 

 
(l) Dr. Alvin Kwok asked whether more innovative 

designs could be adopted for the setting of 
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re-assembling Queen’s Pier at the original location, 
for example, by creating a canal or a sheltered bay 
instead of a shallow pool of water; 

 
(m) Mr. Andy Leung said that HKIA supported 

re-assembling the pier at the original location. 
The Government should provide detailed 
information to explain the delay in the completion 
of Road P2 relating to Concept B.  Innovative 
designs should not be precluded by technical 
constraints; 

 
(n) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that re-assembling 

Queen’s Pier at the original location would not 
necessarily lead to a delay in the completion of 
Road P2, as it would depend on the sequence of 
works.  The Government could proceed first with 
the building of Road P2 in accordance with the 
authorized alignment, gazetting and building a 
realigned Road P2 which would not affect Queen’s 
Pier, and then re-assembling the pier upon 
completing the realigned Road P2.  He said that 
SPH supported re-assembling the pier at the 
original location; 

 
Road P2 

 
(o) Mr. Andy Leung said that consideration should be 

given to reviewing the land take of the planned 
infrastructure, particularly the width of Road P2, in 
view of the proposed reduction of development 
intensity as compared to the development 
restrictions set out in the Outline Zoning Plans 
(OZPs); 

 
Other Comments/Suggestions 

 
(p) Dr. Alvin Kwok suggested adopting more 

innovative design ideas such as using renewable 
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energy for operating waterfront fountains, creating 
a “Four Seasons Garden”, organizing orchestra 
performance in the waterfront promenade, etc. 
He also said that the public should not be given an 
impression that the choice of urban design 
concepts was only between Concepts A and B; 

 
(q) Mr. Andy Leung said that attention should be 

given to enhancing the integration and connectivity 
between the existing and new districts, particularly 
for Sites 5 and 6 near the Wan Chai area; 

 
(r) Mr. Andy Leung said that consideration should be 

given to providing guidelines on the greening ratio;
 
(s) Mr. Andy Leung suggested that the proposal of 

making public car parking spaces accountable for 
GFA calculation should only apply to parking 
spaces above ground level.  Otherwise, the 
developers would likely design the parking spaces 
with the bare minimum standards.  Professor 
S.C. Wong suggested that consideration could be 
given to ensuring a reasonable standard in the 
design of carparking spaces; 

 
(t) Mr. Paul Zimmerman enquired about the status 

of the ESB marked with an asterisk on the plan and 
shown as “require planning application under s.16 
of the Town Planning Ordinance” on page 5 of the 
Consultation Digest.  He also said that a tramway 
was what the public looked for in the harbourfront;

 
(u) Mr. Samuel Mok said that the public should be 

informed of the time frame of the entire public 
engagement process and the Study; and 

 
(v) Mr. Paul Zimmerman said that SPH would like to 

invite the Government to provide a briefing on the 
Study similar to that provided to HKIA. 
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3.3 Mr. Paul Zimmerman informed Members that DHK 
had written to the Legislative Council Panel on 
Development about the Study on 22.4.2008 and SPH 
had written to the Secretary for Development and the 
HEC Chairman on 31.3.2008.  Copies of the letters 
were passed to the Secretary at the meeting for 
Members’ information (Annexes 1 and 2). 

 
3.4 In response to the comments and questions, the study 

team and PlanD made the following key points: 
 

Sustainability Implications 
 

(a) the sustainability implications were highlighted in 
the Consultation Digest for the Stage 2 Public 
Engagement.  A preliminary sustainability 
assessment (PSA) had been carried out using the 
CASET tool for the proposed refined urban design 
framework, which was based on the sustainable 
design assessment framework formulated for the 
Stage 1 Public Engagement of the Study.  The 
PSA was available on the study website. It 
indicated that the refined urban design framework 
would bring a range of benefits particularly in the 
economic, social and mobility aspects.  Both 
Concepts A and B were covered in the PSA and 
they did not differ much in terms of sustainability 
implications; 

 
Urban Design Objectives 

 
 (b)  the proposed low to medium rise building height 

profile at the new Central harbourfront would 
harmonize with the existing skyline to create a 
distinctive identity for the CBD, and the waterfront 
promenade would provide an iconic unifying green 
edge.  Universal or barrier-free design would be 
promoted in the detailed design at a later stage of 
the Study.  A reserve of 6m to 8m wide route had 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All to note 
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been provided for environmentally friendly 
transport such as trolley buses, while the detailed 
design would be examined later; 

 
Sites 1 and 2 
 
(c) the pier area along the waterfront would be well 

connected to facilitate pedestrian movement in 
both the east-west and north-south directions; 

 
 (d) according to the Hong Kong 2030 Study, the net 

total requirement of CBD Grade A offices would 
be 2.7 million m2.  Apart from office 
decentralization, it was important to ensure a 
steady supply of land for “Super Grade A Offices” 
in the CBD to sustain the growth of our financial 
and business services sector and to maintain our 
position as a choice location for corporate 
headquarters; 

 
(e) the development intensities of Sites 1 and 2 had 

been significantly reduced as compared to that 
permitted under the OZP; 

 
(f) the proposed bus terminus was for reprovisioning 

the existing one which was required to provide 
modal interchange in the Central Ferry Piers 
catchment area and to cater for operational 
purpose; 

 
(g) Mr. Chan Chung-yuen stated that TD would 

require an alternative reprovisioning site for the 
bus terminus if it could not be incorporated in the 
development at Site 2.  Miss Ophelia Wong said 
that while PlanD would examine the possibility of 
more suitable alternative sites, it would be more 
appropriate to first consolidate all the public views 
and suggestions collected during the Stage 2 Public 
Engagement before further liaison with TD; 
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Site 3 
 

 (h) visual connectivity to the harbour was allowed for 
in the proposed landscaped deck from Statue 
Square to the new Star Ferry Pier, as shown in the 
photomontages in the Consultation Digest.  Other 
suggestions would be welcome.  The open space 
on the deck was targeted for the patronage of all 
members of the public and active frontages with 
shops, outdoor cafes and other facilities were 
planned along the deck; 

 
Site 4 

 
 (i) the development at Site 4 had already been broken 

up into smaller and separated blocks.  Other 
suggestions for improvement would be welcome; 

 
Sites 5 and 6 

 
 (j) a variety of arts, cultural, leisure and civic uses, 

such as outdoor theatre and amphitheatre, would be 
distributed along the waterfront to add vibrancy to 
the area; 

 
Site 7 

 
 (k) a mix of uses was proposed at the new Central 

harbourfront and various nodal attractions and 
anchoring spaces would be provided along the 
waterfront promenade to promote vibrancy both 
day and night and in all seasons.  The two design 
concepts were two different ones, one with an 
emphasis on more activities and the other on a 
more natural form of landscaping with more 
passive recreational uses.  The public was 
welcome to make other suggestions.  The design 
would be further refined and public suggestions on 
issues like greening ratio would be examined at the 
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next stage of the Study; 
 

Queen’s Pier 
 

 (l) there were technical constraints posed by the 
underground infrastructure in constructing a canal 
or sheltered bay as suggested.  The study team 
would consolidate various design ideas collected 
during the Stage 2 Public Engagement and 
examine them further; 

 
Road P2 

 
 (m) regarding the comments relating to Road P2, Mr. 

Chan Chung-yuen said that the functions and 
layout of Road P2 was detailed in the Paper 
considered by the then the Legislative Council 
Panel on Planning, Lands and Works 
Subcommittee to Review the Planning for the 
Central Waterfront (including the Tamar Site) on 
7.5.2007.  Road P2 would provide an alternative 
access to the existing developments in the Central 
Reclamation area and relieve the traffic congestion 
around the Connaught Road Central and 
Connaught Place junction in the short term.  In 
the medium to long term, after the completion of 
the Central-Wan Chai Bypass, Road P2 would 
serve to distribute traffic from the strategic 
east-west traffic corridor.  It was essentially a dual 
2-lane road.  Some dedicated turning pockets in 
front of signal controlled junctions were provided 
in order to avoid extensive queuing in front of 
junctions.  At one location, a short extra lane was 
provided at to allow safe and smooth merging of 
traffic.  The reduction of development intensities 
of the future developments did not affect the 
present need for Road P2; 
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Other Comments/Suggestions 
 

(n) Members’ other suggestions were noted and would 
be further examined.  On inviting innovative 
ideas, the comment cards and face-to-face 
questionnaires had been designed to allow the 
respondents to fill in other comments and 
suggestions.  The participants of the Focus Group 
Workshop and Community Engagement Workshop 
could also raise other design ideas.  In addition, 
the public could send in written submissions.  The 
3D interactive computer model provided at the 
public exhibitions was an innovative tool to 
illustrate the design concepts for the public to 
visualize the possible combination of concepts; 

 
(o) as shown in the pedestrian network plan in the 

Consultation Digest, the new and old districts 
would be well integrated.  There would be more 
pedestrian linkages.  Pedestrian footbridges would 
be provided to link through Sites 1 and 2 with the 
existing footbridge system.  A potential 
underground linkage from the MTR Central Station 
to Site 3 was under study.  There would be 
landscaped deck and a “Green Carpet” linking 
Admiralty through the Tamar Development to the 
waterfront promenade.  At-grade pedestrian links 
were planned for the Arts and Cultural Precinct 
(Sites 5 and 6), and the area north of the Hong 
Kong Academy for Performing Arts would be 
designated for open space uses.  Anchoring public 
spaces and streetscape enhancement were proposed 
for the new Central harbourfront; 

 
(p) the issue of greening ratio was also raised at the 

briefing to HKIA.  There was not yet any 
proposed greening ratio and it would be examined 
at the next stage of the Study.  Landscape master 
plan and planning/design briefs with more details 



 - 14 -

on the greening areas and open space provision 
would also be prepared at the next stage.  There 
should be no problem in creating a green 
harbourfront as ample open space had been 
planned for the waterfront promenade and within 
the key sites; 

 
(q) the proposal of making public car park accountable 

for GFA calculation was to avoid inflating the 
building massing originally planned for the area. 
More detailed guidelines would be set out in the 
planning/design briefs and for incorporation in the 
lease conditions.  In addition, for the 
“Comprehensive Development Area” (“CDA”) 
zones, planning permission and submission of 
master layout plans would be required for future 
developments; 

 
(r) to lower the building massing at the new Central 

harbourfront and to reduce pedestrian-vehicle 
conflict, the carparking provision would adopt a 
lower range provision requirement as set out in the 
Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines. 
No carparking provision was proposed for Sites 4 
and 6.  A total of 150 carparking spaces were 
proposed for reprovisioning the Star Ferry Car 
Park, which had a current provision of about 300 
carparking spaces; 

 
(s) there could be different forms of environmentally 

friendly transport.  TD did not support a tramway 
system in view of the conflict with the surface road 
system.  The Town Planning Board (TPB) had 
previously considered a tram line proposal in 
SPH’s rezoning application and did not accept the 
proposal on traffic grounds.  TPB agreed to 
include in the Explanatory Statement of the OZP 
that the feasibility and design of an 
environmentally and pedestrian-friendly transport 
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system on the promenade would be studied.  A 
reserve for an environmentally friendly transport 
system, e.g. electric trolley bus system was 
proposed at the waterfront promenade to enhance 
east-west connection, as shown on page 30 of the 
Consultation Digest (near annotation “15”); 

 
(t) the ESB and pump houses marked with an asterisk 

on page 5 of the Consultation Digest were the 
subject of an approved s.16 application; 

 
(u) regarding the time frame of the Study, the public 

opinion collection consultant would consolidate 
and analyze all the public views and suggestions 
collected during the Stage 2 Public Engagement 
and the main stream opinions would be identified. 
Towards the end of the Stage 2 Public 
Engagement, a concluding forum would be held to 
facilitate consensus building before drawing up the 
final recommendations and proposals.  The entire 
study was scheduled for completion in end-2008. 
The study findings and recommendations would be 
submitted to the TPB for endorsement; and 

 
(v) the study team would consider providing a briefing 

to SPH upon invitation. 
 

3.5 Regarding the re-assembly of Queen’s Pier, Mr. Eric 
Fung said that a section of the Airport Railway 
Extended Overrun Tunnel (AREOT) was directly 
underneath part of Road P2 and part of Queen’s Pier. 
In order to safeguard the structural integrity of the 
re-assembled Queen’s Pier, advance works for the 
AREOT would have to be carried out before 
re-assembling Queen’s Pier at the original location 
under Concept B.  Advance works for the AREOT also 
had to be carried out before the construction of Road P2. 
Mr. Chan Chung-yuen said that the information in the 
Consultation Digest was based on the assumption that 
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Queen’s Pier should be re-assembled within a 
reasonable period, and Mr. Zimmerman’s suggested 
sequence of works for Road P2 would result in a further 
delay in the re-assembly of Queen’s Pier. 

 
3.6 The Chairman requested CEDD to provide information 

to Members on the delay of the completion of Road P2 
under Concept B.  He said that CEDD should be ready 
for answering similar enquiries on the delay of Road P2 
during the Focus Group Workshop scheduled for 
26.4.2008.  (Post-meeting note:  CEDD had given 
explanation on this issue at the Focus Group Workshop 
on 26.4.2008 and HEC meeting on 29.4.2008.) 

 
3.7 In response to Members’ enquiries about the need of the 

section of AREOT interfacing with the in-situ 
re-assembly of Queen’s Pier, Miss Amy Yuen 
supplemented that a review for the extension of the 
AREOT was expected only in 2016 if Queen’s Pier 
would not be re-assembled at its original location.  The 
sequence of works would need to be revised if Queen’s 
Pier would be re-assembled at its original location. 

  

 
 
 
 
 

CEDD 
 

Item 4 Any Other Business 
 
4.1 There being no other business, the meeting was closed 

at 5:25 pm. 
 

 
 
HEC Task Group on Urban Design Study 
for the New Central Harbourfront 
December 2008
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